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THIS Translation has been undertaken with the express sanc

tion of the Author.

The Translator is responsible for all that appears between

square brackets, thus [ ],
for the italics, and for many of the

headings to subdivisions of the work.





TBANSLATOK S PKEFACE,

DEAN MILMAN S great work, the History of Latin

Christianity, was published some years before Dr.

Dollinger s Hippolytus und Kallistus. In it he adopts
the then common view that Hippolytus was Bishop of

Portus, and is disposed to believe all, or nearly all, that

Hippolytus says or insinuates against his opponent
Callistus. Whatever may be thought about the see of

Hippolytus, few students of ecclesiastical historyperhaps
would agree that the narrative of Hippolytus, &quot;though

possibly somewhat darkened by polemic hostility, has

an air of minute truthfulness.&quot; To the third edition

(1867) the Dean adds a long note (pp. 44, 45), in

which, after praising &quot;the Chevalier Bunsen s very
learned work,&quot; he adds : &quot;I have also read Hippolytus
und Kallistus, by J. Dollinger, the Church historian

;

I must say with no conviction but of the author s

learning and ingenuity. ... I cannot but regret that

M. Dollinger s book, so able, and in some respects so

instructive, should be written with such a resolute (no
doubt conscientious) determination to make out a case.

It might well be entitled, Apologia pro Callisto ; and I

must presume to say, in my judgment, a most unfor

tunate case for his own cause,&quot; etc. etc. Those who
know Dr. Dollinger, whether personally or from his

writings, will smile at the idea of his writing with a
&quot; resolute determination to make out a

case,&quot;
unless

by &quot;a case&quot; is to be understood the truth. And
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surely the circumstance that Dr. Dollinger s interpre

tation of his facts tells against his own cause is some

guarantee that what he has at heart is not the adjust

ment of facts to a theory, but the discovery of histori

cal truth. Dean Milman is usually very generous in

his sympathy with reputed heretics
;
but for once he

seems to be inclined to accept the worst statements of

the &quot;orthodox&quot; Hippolytus in blackening the cha

racter and teaching of Callistus. Canon Robertson, in

his valuable History of the Christian Church (p. 120, 2d

edition, 1874), admits that Dr. Dollinger maintains his

view respecting Hippolytus
&quot; with great learning and

ability,&quot;
but apparently prefers the view taken in

Dean Milman s note, to which he refers his readers.

Many English students read the works of our two

historians who have no opportunity of examining the

other side of this question as set forth by Dr. Dollinger.

To remedy such deficiency, this translation is now
offered. Even those who do not agree with the main

conclusions will gain from it a more perfect knowledge
of the condition of the Church at the close of the

second and opening of the third century, and will also

have an example of patient and thorough investiga

tion, such as is too often wanting in a country where

literary men seldom aim higher than a telling article

or review.

The Dublin Review, in a characteristic attack which

it paid the present writer the compliment of making
on the Introduction to his translation of Dr. Dollinger s

Papstfabeln, charged him with disingenuousness in

endorsing Mr. Maccabe s remarks respecting the

occasion and value of the Hippolytus und Kallistus.

The passage runs as follows :

&quot; The appearance of

the Philosophumena, by Miller (1851), gave rise to a

prolonged discussion, in which many Catholics sought
to weaken the testimony of the author, whilst Protes-
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tant writers endeavoured to use his authority for the

purpose of throwing discredit on the Church of Rome.
In answer to hoth parties, especially to Gieseler, Baur,

Bunsen, Wordsworth, and Le Normant, Dr. Dollinger

published, in 1853, Hippolytus and Callistus, the Roman
Church in the Third Century, perhaps of all his writings
the one in which his ingenuity of combination, his

skill as a logician, and his lofty tone in handling the

interests of his Church [the Dublin Review misquotes
the Church

], are most conspicuous.&quot;

On this innocent passage the Review comments in

these words :

&quot; Who would not suppose from this

passage that Dr. Dollinger answered the Catholics

who sought to weaken the testimony of the author,

by showing that his testimony was worthy of credit ?

[Why so ? any more than that he answered the Pro

testants who endeavoured to use his authority for

the purpose of throwing discredit on the Church of

Rome ? It is said that he answered both parties, and

of the names given the majority are those of anti-

Romanists ! ] Who could for a moment guess that Dr.

Dollinger himself not only weakens, but annihilates

the witness of Hippolytus; and that his only difference

from Le Normant is, that that writer declares for

Origen, while he himself considers Hippolytus to be

the author? . . . But perhaps Mr. Plummer, though

suppressing the truth about the Munich divine, is

himself worthy of being considered an independent

authority. . . . We hardly think
so,&quot;

etc. etc.

The subject of all this invective knows no better way
of answering the above accusation than by doing his

utmost to let English readers know exactly what Dr.

Dollinger does and does not say &quot;in answer to both

parties.&quot;
He concludes by quoting with pleasure one

more passage from the Dublin Review in reference to this

work of Dr. Dollinger s :

&quot; We have always considered
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this book his chef-d oeuvre. He puts Hippolytus into

the witness-box, and analyses his evidence as the

Attorney-General tore the Claimant to pieces. In

doing so he has displayed an acuteness and a know

ledge of Roman law, as well as of ecclesiastical history,

which are admirable.&quot; It is refreshing to hear from

such a quarter that a knowledge of ecclesiastical

history is an admirable thing, and still more that Dr.

Dollinger posseses it.

It only remains to apologize for having allowed such

a volume to remain untranslated so long. This is a

fault which others must share with the present writer.

As far as his wishes are concerned, this volume would

have appeared some years ago ;
but press of other work

and occupations has prevented him from fulfilling

them. A, P.

DURHAM, September 1876.



PREFACE.

IMMEDIATELY after the appearance of the Philoso-

phumena, I determined on the publication of this

treatise
;
but I delayed going to press until the work

of Herr BUNSEN (which had been announced so long
and so frequently beforehand) had appeared. My
hopes of gaining any information and assistance from

a work which treated of the same subject in such de

tail were then entirely dispelled ;
for the investigation

of what was to me the main question, viz. the person

ality of Hippolytus and the historical contents of his

narrative, was conducted in the work of Herr Bunsen

(as I soon saw) in such a way as to make it impossible
for me to derive the slightest advantage from it. These

historical questions are generally of secondary import
ance with him, the main interest of the work for the

author as well as for the public lying in those much
more extensive portions in which he gives expression
to his long-cherished dislike of the Christian Church,
its doctrine and constitution, as well as of the remnants

of the primitive Church still preserved in Protestantism;
and in which he has found place and opportunity for

the commendation of his Church of the Future, now

ready on paper, and to be established in fact very

shortly. I have, therefore, subjected only two sec

tions of the first volume of Bunsen s work to a more

thorough criticism, convinced that the readers who
follow me so far will not desire a critical investigation
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of the rest of the store supplied by him. In fact, the

significance of the book may at once be seen by the

experienced in the reception which it has found in

England and Germany, and which has been totally

different in the two countries. In England, where

people are still wont to deal seriously, at least, with

some of the first principles of Christianity, the public
voice has made itself heard almost exclusively in in

dignant condemnation. Only the Westminster Review

(April 1853) and a couple of kindred periodicals have

bestowed a compliment upon the author, which in the

eyes of religiously-minded Englishmen is equivalent to

the severest condemnation. In Germany, on the other

hand, in accordance with the well-known character of

our daily press, all the leaves of the great market, as

if moved by one and the same wind, have rustled in

joyful applause, and only the specially theological

ones have mingled with this exultation a few drops of

objection to details.

When this treatise was already more than half

printed, I received the work of Dr. WORDSWORTH, and

then also the discussions of H. H. BAUR and GIESELER.

Whereupon I found myself compelled to mention again
and go into at greater length some portions of what
had already been discussed in the two first sections of

this treatise. The reader will, I trust, kindly excuse

the disarrangement which has thereby resulted as

regards the division of the subject-matter, and also

one or two unavoidable repetitions.

MUNICH, September 14, 1853.
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THE Elenchus Hceresium or Philosophumena^ the subject-

matter of which is critically examined in the Hippolytus
and Callistus, was discovered entire, with the exception
of Book I., in a MS. brought from Mount Athos by
Minoides Mynas in 1842. This Greek gentleman was

acting for M. Villemain, Louis Philippe s Minister of

Public Instruction, and under his direction was search

ing for ancient documents. It is generally allowed

that the first editor, Miller, was mistaken in ascribing

the work to Origen, although right in supposing that

it was a continuation of the Philosophumena contained

in the Benedictine edition of Origen s Works. Two

arguments (by no means the only ones) are sufficient

to show this : (1) The author of the Philosophumena was

a Bishop ;
in the Prooemium he says :

&quot; But we, as the

successors of the Apostles and the participators in

this grace of Highpriesthood and office of teaching, as

well as being reputed guardians of the Church,&quot; etc.

etc. (2) In the Philosophumena there is no reference

to any of Origen s numerous works, nor in any of his

works is there any reference to the Philosophumena.
The first of these arguments is also fatal to the theory
that Caius is the author. It is surprising that any
one should have ascribed a work written in Rome at

that time to Tertullian
;
the language alone is sufficient

disproof of such an hypothesis.
Most scholars are now agreed that Hippolytus is the



XIV INTRODUCTION.

author. The list of those who support this view con

tains the names of Dollinger, Duncker, Schneidewin,

Jacobi, Gieseler, Bunsen, Bernays, Milman, Robertson,
and Wordsworth. We may, therefore, without rash

ness, assume the point to be virtually settled. One voice

worthy of attention is still, however, raised against
this conclusion. Dr. Newman, in his Tracts Theological

and Ecclesiastical (p. 222), regards it as &quot;simply

incredible
&quot;

that the author of that &quot;

malignant
libel on his contemporary Popes

&quot;

can be Hippolytus.

He considers the attack on Zephyrinus and Callistus

wholly incompatible with a the gravity of tone in what

remains to us of his writings, and mainly indeed in the

Elenchus itself,&quot; and also with the respect paid to his

memory by
&quot;

Popes of the fourth, fifth, and seventh

centuries.&quot;
1 This objection, even if allowed to be con

clusive, would affect, and perhaps is intended to affect,

only Book IX., and not the whole of that. But it

would be difficult to separate Book IX. or any portion
of it from the rest

;
all the more so, inasmuch as the

charge of heresy against Callistus reappears in the

summary contained in Book X., and in much the same

position, viz. between the account of the Montanists

and that of the Elchasaites. We assume, therefore, as

all but certain, that the whole proceeds from one pen,

and that the pen of the Anti-Pope Hippolytus.

Anti-Pope may seem a strong term to use of this

celebrated Ante-Nicene theologian. Dr. Newman is

disposed to place him second to none in the West

during that period, except his master, S. Irenseus.
&quot; At

present,&quot;
he says,

&quot; we have little more than frag

ments of his writings; and it is a mystery how Origen s

works have come down to us, who has been ever in

the shade, and not Hippolytus ,
who has ever been

in the brightest light of ecclesiastical approbation.&quot;

1 The whole passage will be found in Appendix B.
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Possibly the intrinsic merit of the writings themselves

may have had something to do with this, and also the

comparative fame of the two men in the East. Be
this as it may, and granting that the abilities and
merits of Hippolytus were as great as many of his

contemporaries and successors believed them to be,

yet if the ninth book of the Elenclms be his, it is clear

that he, and not Novatian, must be considered the first

forerunner of that long line of Anti-Popes which begins
with Felix n. and ends with Felix v. (see pp. 92, 93.)

Callistus, the victim of his bitter invective, may, on

the other hand, be regarded as the forerunner of those

liberal-minded and reforming Popes who have ever met
with opposition, and have generally been thwarted.

There is no long line of them. It would be hard to

point to one in a century, or perhaps even one in

alternate centuries
; and, so far as the present prospect

reveals the chances of the future to us, there is no

probability of any such Pope in this century. He
would be a bold prophet who ventured to point to a

future reformer in the present College of Cardinals.

It has lately been remarked, with regard to reform

in the Latin Church, that when the members wished

for it the head would not have it, and when the head

wished for it the members would not have it. The

history of the Papacy during the last eight hundred

years is one long commentary on the mournful remark.

The work which is the subject of this volume shows

that a reforming Bishop of Rome, even in the earlier

part of the third century, could not carry out generous

changes which the development of Christian society

had rendered desirable, or even imperative, without

encountering the bitterest opposition.

Hippolytus appears to have been one of those persons,

very common at the present time, and perhaps at all

times, in whose eyes all change is almost necessarily for
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the worse, who are victims to the fallacy latent in the

term &quot;

innovation/ and with whom liberalism and

heresy are convertible terms. In ecclesiastical matters,
it requires a calmer and clearer judgment than he

seems to have possessed to recognise the important
truth that &quot; a past discipline may be a present

heresy.&quot;

But, in following Dr. Dollinger as he tears to shreds

the evidence of Hippolytus against Callistus, we may
easily be led to adopt either or both of two conclusions,

neither of which necessarily follows from the evidence,

and to neither of which Dr. Dollinger himself leads us.

1. Unless the words are used in a very qualified

sense, it seems hard on Hippolytus to call him the

author of a &quot;malignant libel.&quot; The charges against

Zephyrinus and Callistus are made with a great deal

of animus, no doubt, and, though true in the letter, are

often quite false in the meaning conveyed. But still

there is no need to tax the author with consciously

writing what he knew to be utterly untrue statements

about others. It is a question of pyschology. What
are the limits of the influence of bias ? To what extent

can a man s mind be warped by a strong prejudice?
At what point are we justified in saying, &quot;This cannot

be blind partiality ; it is conscious dishonesty
&quot;

?

Charity and experience alike tell us that it is wise to

regard prejudice as practically unlimited, and that

there is scarcely any unfairness, whether of reasoning
or conduct, which is impossible to an otherwise honest

and upright bigot.
1

2. It does not follow, because Hippolytus is grossly
unfair in his charges, and some of them refer to

matters worthy of praise rather than blame, that the

1 &quot; Without doubt Hippolytus had not the conscious intention of slander

ing Callistus
;
he did not invent the transactions and fate of this remark

able man&quot; (p. 108).
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conduct of Callistus was quite irreproachable, that

there was not the faintest reason for taxing him with

anything that will not bear close inspection. It would

have been almost a miracle had his method of carrying

on the contest with his implacable opponents been

always blameless. Callistus had been a slave
;
and we

know a great deal about the moral corruption which

was the all but inevitable accompaniment of slavery in

Rome. If there is one vice which slavery fosters more

than another, it is deceit : falsehood and cunning are

the slave s natural weapons. Few habits are more

difficult to conquer than habits of untruthfulness
;
few

habits are more difficult to regain than those of perfect

straightforwardness. We shall probably not be very

wrong in supposing that the passionate abuse which

Hippolytus pours upon the cunning and double-dealing

of his opponent is not without some faint shadow of

reason. It may well have been the case that Callistus,

although chastened by suffering and sanctified by his

high calling, still retained in his character some slight

reminiscences of the &quot;evil communications&quot; of his

earlier life, in a tendency to sharp practice, in a love

of strategy, in a preference for concealment where

openness would have been quite as effectual. Still, it

is only fair to him to remember that we have merely
his adversary s account of him, and that much of what

Hippolytus tells us must have been obtained by him

at second hand. But, whatever view we may take of

his character, whether with the Roman Church we

account him a saint, or with Dean Milman a crafty

adventurer, there can be no doubt that he was a very

remarkable man. His rise from utter obscurity to the

chair of S. Peter, his influence over his predecessor

Zephyrinus, the success with which he carried through

his reforms in spite of the unflinching opposition of

the leading theologian in the West, all prove this.

6
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And the light which the history of this brief but

serious schism in the Church of Rome throws upon the

development of the Christian Church in the West in

the earlier part of the third century is such as the

student of ecclesiastical history can ill spare.
1

1 Some weeks after the above had been written, I came upon the following

passage in the late Bishop HANEBERG S edition of the Canons of Hippolytus

(Canones S. Hippolyti Arabice e codicibus Romanis cum versione Latlna

annotationibus et prolegominis, edidit D. B. de Haneberg, Monachii. 1870,

p. 25) : Acciditj quod cjuamquam morum severitate teque ac doctrina excel-

leret, tamen post mortem ZepJiyrini papx, ab ambitione non alienus mansisse

videtur. Ex eo libro philosophumenorum, qui ante paucos annos delectus,

ipsi Hippolyto a plurimis, Usque gravissimis scriptoribus tribuitur, effici posse

videtur, Hippolytum fuisse semulum S. Callisti et primum Antipapam egisse.

Cujus dissidii reus, quamquam martyrio maculam diluerit, quomodo apud
Romanos minus sestimatus sit, quam apud Orientates, quilibet videre potest.

The extreme rigorist spirit of these canons, surpassing that of the most

severe among the Fathers, agrees very well with what we know of Hip

polytus ;
but certain evidence as to the authorship is wanting. Dr.

Haneberg seems to think that the 7th canon, discouraging a celibate clergy,

is inconsistent with Hippolytus
1

attack on Callistus for ordaining digamists.

But surely one may, without absurdity, hold that it is best for a cleric to

be &quot;the husband of one wife,&quot; and yet object to the ordination of a man
who has been the husband of two. (See North British Review, No. ciii.

p. 225.)
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HIPPOLYTUS AND CALLISTUS.

CHAPTER I.

HIPPOLYTUS AND THE PHILOSOPHUMENA.

THAT the celebrated Father of the Church, Hippolytus,
is the author of the newly-discovered work on heresies,

has been the simultaneous and independent opinion

expressed by the majority of those who have investi

gated the question.

Origen did not write it. This is so clear, and has

been so convincingly proved, that we need not detain

ourselves long with the question. The single circum

stance, that the author attributes to himself the

ecclesiastical dignity of the apxiepdreia, is at once

decisive against the Alexandrines. Four facts are

evident from the book itself: 1. That it is the work

of a man of rare culture, and of very varied and com

prehensive information
;

2. That he composed other

treatises
;

3. That he lived in the first part of the third

century ;
4. That he lived in Rome. That he was

eminent among the small number of Christian writers

of that time, is manifest
;
that he should have remained

unmentioned, and above all, should have escaped the

observation of Eusebius, of Jerome, and of the other

writers on heresy, is inconceivable. The work is too

full of material, and was too important and serviceable

to the Church of that age, to have remained entirely

concealed, and yet to have been able to survive to our
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time. Accordingly, the circle of names in which we
have to look for the author becomes very small at the

first glance. Clement of Alexandria
is, in style and

mode of thought, altogether different
;
Julius Africanus

was a mere chronographer ;
of Alexander of Jerusalem

we possess only a few letters
; Apollonius wrote only

against the Montanists
;
and the Presbyter of Antioch,

Geminus or Geminianus, whom no one mentions but

Jerome, has left nothing of importance.
It results, then, that there are only three names

between which we have to decide, RHODON, CAIUS,
and HIPPOLYTUS. On behalf of RHODON it may be said,

that he lived in Rome
;
but of his writings only those

directed against Marcion and Apelles are mentioned
;

and as he was a pupil of Tatian and a contemporary
of Apelles, he belongs to a&amp;lt;n earlier period. He must
have lived at the end of the second century, under

Commodus and Severus, whereas the author of the

Philosophumena reached the reign of the Emperor
Alexander, and (most probably) outlived it.

The reasons which forbid us to attribute the work
to CAius,

1
otherwise known to us as the author of a

disputation with the Montanist Proclus, have been

already well put forth by Herr Jacobi. What we
know of the views of Caius respecting Montanism,
Chiliasm, the Apocalypse, and Cerinthus, is utterly
inconsistent with the expressions and mode of thought
which appear in the Philosophumena; only in the opinion
that the Epistle to the Hebrews is not by S. Paul do the

two appear to agree. On the whole, however, the

notices of Caius current up to this date require correc

tion, and this will at the same time throw some light
on the author of the Philosophumena.
At the outset, it is astonishing that the more ancient

1

[Canon Robertson seems disposed to doubt the very existence of Caius.

History of the Christian Church, vol. i. p. 120, 2d ed.]
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Fathers who mention Caius, and had his writings before

them, say nothing about his having been a Presbyter
in Rome. Eusebius, Jerome, Theodoret, especially

the two first, appear not to have known to what

Church he belonged, nor whether he was a cleric or a

layman ;
Eusebius designates him merely as e/cKXycri-

ao-rttcos avrjp. The dialogue with the Montanist Proclus,

which Eusebius had before him, was held in Rome
;

but it by no means follows from that, that the author

was one of the Roman clergy, or even that he always

belonged to that Church only. In Rome itself no

trace of him has come down to us
;

not one of the

Latin Fathers mentions him
;
Jerome himself took his

notice of him merely from Eusebius, and at any rate

knows no other writing of Caius, except the dialogue
with Proclus. Photius, however, knew that Caius

composed yet another treatise, a refutation of Ar-

temon. He- distinguishes this expressly from the so-

called Labyrinth, which was likewise directed against

Artemon (and Theodotus), from which Eusebius and

Theodoret have given some quotations. Eusebius, who
cites this treatise merely as directed against the heresy
ofArtemon, remarks that it was anonymous, as also does

Theodoret, who first gives its title, The Little Labyrinth,
and mentions the circumstance that it was attributed

by some to Origen, although his style is altogether
different. It is from Photius that we first learn that

Caius also was believed to be the author, an opinion in

which Photius himself concurs. He found, that is to

say, in the treatise On the Nature of the Universe, a

gloss or marginal note by some one unknown, accord

ing to which a Presbyter living in Rome of the name
of Caius composed it. At the end of the Labyrinth,

however,, was a note stating that the author of this

treatise was also the writer of the one on the Universe.

He concluded, therefore, that both belonged to Caius,
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yet in such a way that, though he deliberately attri

butes the authorship of the Labyrinth to him, yet with

regard to the treatise on the Universe he expresses

himself again very doubtfully. Photius then mentions

the further theory, probably contained in the very note

(ev7rapaypa&amp;lt;j)als)
cited by himself, that the author of this

treatise was a Presbyter in Rome, and Bishop-of-the-

heathen or the-nations. Such a bishop, without either

a definite see or diocese, would, however, at that time

have been something otherwise unheard of, a a7ra

\eyofjievov. In the first three centuries we meet with

no instance of a man being ordained with an indefinite

mission, without a bishopric : the case of Pantsenus

has been appealed to, but it is nowhere asserted of

him that he was ordained bishop. Accordingly,
Fabricius

1

proposed long ago to read AOrjvwv instead

of eOvcov in Photius
; but, besides the arbitrariness of

the emendation, it would then be difficult to explain
how this bishop of one of the most famous Churches

could have remained unknown to Eusebius and the

rest of the Greek Fathers after him. But all these

difficulties fall away so soon as we suppose that the

author of the Labyrinth was either designated Presbyter
and Bishop-of-the-heathen in Rome by a pupil or

follower, or else assumed this title himself. As the

subject under discussion was a heresy which arose and

spread in R,ome, and the author also (as we see from

the fragments preserved in Eusebius) cited remarkable

facts bearing upon the new sect there, an opportunity
was brought very close for mentioning his own position

in Rome
;
and in the case of his really having one, his

being silent about the circumstance would be much
more to be wondered at. But that the designation,

Presbyter and Bishop (of Rome), contains no contra

diction, will be admitted without hesitation by any one
1 Biblioth. Grxc. v. p. 267.
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who notices that the author of the Philosophumena cites

Irenaeus as o fAa/cdpws Trpeo-ftvrepo^ whereby he certainly

did not bring the episcopal dignity of that Father into

doubt.

The treatise On the Nature of the Universe is a work
of Hippolytus ;

of this fact the inscription on the

statue at Rome leaves no doubt. As, then, the author

of the*Labyrinth, as well as the author of the Philoso

phumena, confesses to the treatise on the Universe, the

easiest and simplest conclusion is, that these three

books are by the hand of one and the same writer,

viz. Hippolytus. EOUTH 1 has already recognised this

as regards the Labyrinth. But when Ilerr Jacobi
2

thinks that the identity of the work cited by

Photius, under the title of the Labyrinth, with the

Philosophumena, is clear beyond a doubt, because in the

latter also the author cites his book on the Universe,
and that Photius was led to the delusion that the

Labyrinth in Theodoret was the same work on heresies

which he had before him, merely by the expression
&quot;

labyrinth ofheresies
&quot;

used there once quite casually,

we have nothing but an entirely groundless suppo

sition, and Herr Jacobi credits Photius with a want

of critical power and a degree of carelessness which

would almost border on utter blindness.

For, first : What is more natural than that a man
should cite a treatise written by himself in two different

works published later?

Secondly : Photius must have seen as well as we
do that the Labyrinth was directed against a single

erroneous doctrine only ;
whereas in the Philosophu

mena (if he knew the work) thirty heresies are

handled. Further: must not Photius have been

aware that the history of Natalis, which Theodoret

1

Reliquix Sacrse, ii. p. 19.
2 Deutsche Zeitschrift far Christliche Wissenschaft, 1851, p. 205.
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quotes from the Labyrinth, is not to be found in the

-Philosophumena ?

Professor Hergenrother
1

thinks, on the other hand,
that the Labyrinth can scarcely be attributed to the

author of the Philosophumena, if the dTrov^ao-^a against
Artemon (cited by Eusebius) is identical with it. He
mentions as reasons, first, the difference of style. But

the scanty fragments ofthe Labyrinth or of the airov^aa^a

preserved in Eusebius manifestly exhibit no dissimi

larity, none at least great enough to compel us to

suppose a separate author for each of the two treatises.

When he further says, &quot;The views about penance
deducible from the history of the Confessor Natalis

cannot easily be brought into harmony with what,

according to the ninth book of the Philosophumena, was

the conviction of the author,&quot; we may remark, on the

other hand, that the narrator expresses no view of his

own respecting penance, but merely relates a fact which

does not concern him further. Just as little can one

allow special weight to his third reason :

&quot; The author

of our work could scarcely have allowed himself to

contradict the theory, that since the times of Zephyri-
nus the truth had been falsified in the Church, seeing
that he himself makes Zephyrinus speak heretically,

although, according to him, an unresisting tool in the

hands of the crafty Callistus.&quot; But, in the first place,

the question under discussion was one on which

Zephyrinus and the author of the Philosophumena were

agreed, viz. the Divinity of Christ; and, secondly, it

is not Zephyrinus, but his predecessor Victor, whom
the writer of the Labyrinth defends against the sus

picions of the Theodotians.

We may then, I believe, assume as a certain result that

the three treatises, the Philosophumena, the Labyrinth,

and the discussion On the Nature of the Universe, have
3

Tubing. Theol Quartalschrift, 1852, p. 423.



HIPPOLYTUS AND THE PHILOSOPHUMENA. 7

one and the same author, and that that author is

Hippolytus.
But Photius has already briefly described to us a

treatise of Hippolytus on heresies
;

and hence the

thought at once arises, that this &amp;lt;nWoy/*a Kara alpeo-ewv

in Photius is none other than our work. This is also

the opinion of Professor Hergenrother. Herr Jacobi,

on the other hand, has endeavoured with weighty
reasons to show that this is not the case, Herr

Bunsen, however, has not allowed Jacobi s reasons,

which were already before him, to withhold him from

undertaking to prove that our newly-discovered work

is nevertheless no other than the one in Photius, and

we will follow his reasons step by step. We have, one

may say, a double interest in this : first, to arrive at

the truth
; secondly, to see in this very first question

what in fact is the nature of Herr Bunsen s historical

criticism, respecting the sure and irrefragably certain

progress of which, and its exceedingly correct results,

he himself has repeatedly aroused the highest expec
tations.

The question then is, Can the features of the treatise

of Hippolytus noticed by Photius be recognised in the

Philosoplmrnena ?

In the first place, Photius designates the treatise

read by him as a pamphlet of small dimensions (/3t/3\t-

Sdpiov), whereas the work which we now possess is of

very considerable dimensions, and certainly does not

merit that diminutive designation. Herr Bunsen main

tains (p. 20) that &quot; Photius uses the same word for a

manuscript that at least contained the two letters of

Clement of Rome to the Corinthians and the letter

of Polycarp to the Philippians, which together would

make up a book fully equal to this second part of the

work of Hippolytus.&quot; An incomprehensible statement.

One has only to count the number of words on each
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side to arrive at the result that the contents of the

second part of the Philosophumena (from the fourth

book onwards) are nearly four times as great as those

of the letters of Clement and Polycarp.
Herr Bunsen then maintains further (p. 22) : &quot;The

remaining portion of the notice given by Photius is.

sufficiently definite and exact to prove that we have

the work before
us;&quot;

and as the three leading points of

his. proof, he urges that

(1.) The author of the Philosophumena follows the

order indicated by Photius
;
he begins with the Dosi-

theans and ends with the Noetians.

(2.) The work, like that read by Photius, contains

the enumeration and refutation of exactly two-and-

thirty heresies.

(3.) According to Photius account, the author

describes his work as being based upon that of Irenaeus,

and in fact whole articles are copied from Irenoeus.

Every one of these three statements is incorrect.

(la) The book does not begin with the Dositheans,
but with the Naassens, Peratics, and Sethians

;
the

Dositheans are not mentioned at all. This manifest

discrepancy with Photius account would have seemed

to any one else insoluble, but Herr Bunsen knows how
to help himself.

&quot;Photius,&quot;
he says (p. 22), &quot;expresses

himself but inexactly ;
instead of calling them (the

original sect of the Judaising Christians) Ophites, as he

might have done, or Naassens, which is the same

thing, or Justinians, he designates them as Dositheans,
a sect which in our book is not mentioned at all;

nevertheless, that name designates just this earliest

Jewish school.&quot; I really wish that the German

language was as rich in softer periphrases and syno

nyms for the blunt expressions, untruth, distortions,

inventions, as the Arabic is in synonyms for &quot;camel;&quot;

for almost at every step I am compelled to contradict
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Herr Bunsen, and that in things which lie open on the

surface, or can be very easily ascertained. The Dosi-

theans were a Samaritan sect, and therefore, in the first

place, not a Judaic-cabalistic sect, but rather the con

trary, for they rejected the Jewish prophets and denied

the existence of good and bad angels ; secondly, the

Dosithearis had nothing in common with the Gnostic

Naassens and Ophites, respecting the latter of whom
Herr Bunsen himself maintains later on (p. 30) that

the place of their origin was unmistakably Phrygia.
It is therefore not at all easy to see how Photius was

to arrive at putting the Dositheans in place of the

Naassens.

No doubt there is a small treatise in which the

Dositheans head the list of sects enumerated
;

it is the

one which is printed as an appendix to Tertullian s

De Prcescriptione Hceret. Herr Bunsen knew of this.

He says (p. 22) : &quot;The author of the appendix begins

the list of heretics with Dositheus, which is incorrect,

for Dositheus was not a Christian at all, but lived

before Christ, and founded a mystic sect among the

Samaritans.&quot; And (p. 89) :

&quot; There is also an allusion

to them (the Dositheans) as representatives of the

oldest class of heretics, in the discussion appended to

the treatise of Tertullian.&quot; Now, the author of the

appendix distinguishes expressly between the hceretid

judaismi, the prsechristian sects, among whom he

reckons Dositheus, the Sadducees, Pharisees, and

Herodians, and the hceretid ex evangelio, of whom Simon

Magus was the first
; moreover, there is not a syllable

to be found in it from which one can draw the con

clusion that the Dositheans must have been accounted

by the author as representatives of the oldest class of

heretics, viz. the Jewish Gnostics. All that has been

put into him by Herr Bunsen, and the most favourable

supposition with regard to the latter, is that he had



10 HIPPOLYTUS AND CALLISTUS.

never looked at the appendix to Tertullian, but had

only a quotation before him when he wrote this.

(]) It is not true that, as Herr Bunsen states, in

the Philosophumena the Noetians are cited as the last

heresy. The book ends with the Essenes, Pharisees,

and Sadducees, or, if only Christian sects are to be

reckoned, with the Elchasaites. Herr Bunsen (p. 88)
himself counts the Elchasaites as the thirty-second and

last heresy. Yet, in order somehow or other to save

his statement that Photius account is here confirmed,
he says (p. 90) :

&quot; Our author unmistakably treats the

Elchasaite heresy, which, according to our method of

counting the articles in the work, is the thirty-second,

as a short appendage to the Noetian school. In fact,

Alcibiades of Apamea, who taught that heresy in the

episcopate, and (so to speak) under the protection of

Callistus, was closely connected with the Noetian

school.&quot; Here, again, there is not one word of truth.

The doctrine of Noetus and that of Alcibiades, the

founder of the Elchasaite sect, have nothing in com
mon with one another. The latter proclaimed a new
revelation and a second baptism ;

and the connection

into which Hippolytus
1

brings Alcibiades, not with

Noetus but with Callistus, consists merely in this, that

the lax discipline introduced by Callistus, and the

praise with which it was received, seem to have in

spired Alcibiades with the notion of coming forward in

Eome also with his new baptism as an easy forgiver of

sins. Of any protection by Callistus, under which Alci

biades taught at Rome, there is not a word anywhere.

(2.) It is equally incorrect to say that the author of

the Philosophumena enumerates thirty-two heresies, as

according to Photius account was the case in the

Syntagma; there are only thirty, and Herr Bunsen, in

order to make up the number, is obliged quite arbi-

1
Philosophumena, p. 293.
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trarily to insert Colarbasus, who does not occur in the

book.
1 He who finds it quite natural that Photius

should call the Philosophumena a small pamphlet, goes

on, nevertheless, to assume that there are omissions

and abbreviations in the text as we have it
;
so that

Photius must have had a still more complete text than

the one which we possess, and ours can be only an

abstract from it. That a description of the strange

doctrine of Colarbasus existed in the work, but is now

missing, is deliberately maintained by Herr Bunsen.

&quot;Not
only,&quot;

he says (p. 54), &quot;does the table of contents

prefixed to our sixth chapter, as to all others, mention

Colarbasus next to Marcus as a subject of the fifth

chapter, but our author also himself concludes the book

with these words: I believe that I have now adequately
stated their miserable doctrines, and clearly pointed

them out whose disciples they actually were, Marcus

as well as Colarbasus, the adherents to the Valentinian

doctrine.
2

Now, according to our text, Hippolytus
does not say a word about Colarbasus. And we can

not suppose that he meant to say that these two had

1 Even with Colarbasus there are only thirty-one, Herr B. gets the

still missing one by translating the words (Philos. p. 198): &quot;A^o; fe n;

gvitpetyvis B;3a&amp;lt;7xAo avTuv,
&quot;

Epiphanes, another teacher of theirs/

Hippolytus has here borrowed from Ireiweus (i. 5, sec. 2), whose ancient

translator, as well as Tertullian, took the word iiriQotvqsi not as a proper

name, but as an adjective : Alms vero quidam qui et clarus est magister

ipsorum. The editors of Irenseus and other scholars have now for some

time declared this to be a mistake, and maintained that the author here

spoke of the heretic Epiphanes. This is not free from difficulties, because

the Epiphanes mentioned by Clement cannot well have been a Valentinian ;

and, moreover, the position of the words in Hippolytus in itself is not

favourable to the hypothesis of a proper name. But we will not dispute

further with Herr Bunsen on the point, for in this he has been anticipated

by several others.

2 O/ T% Qvxteyrbov a^o^yj; S^aBo^o/ yeyoftivot does not mean, &quot;the ad

herents to the Valentinian doctrine (die Anhanger der Valentinianischen

Lehre),&quot;
but &quot;successors in the school of Valentinus,&quot; just as later on the

philosopher Proclus was called successor, o;aBo^oj, in the school of Syrianus,

and the later teachers of the Epicurean school were named 1t*lo%Qt *6
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taught exactly the same, and that as he had treated of

Marcus at length, he had also spoken adequately of

Colarbasus. We know just the opposite ;
Colarbasus

gave the Yalentinian doctrine a new direction. Hence
there remains no other alternative but that Hippolytus

certainly did insert an article on Colarbasus, and that

in this case also we possess only an abstract from his

original text, and that a very slovenly one.&quot;

Now, in opposition to this, we must first of all

remember that no conclusion as to a missing chapter
can be drawn from the table of contents, for the mere

mention of a name in the text was sufficient to make
the author of this synopsis of the chapters insert it in

his index, while yet in other cases he entirely passes
over a heretic of whom Hippolytus gives a more cir

cumstantial account. The Assyrian Prepon
1

is an

instance
;
of the former Lucian is a proof. This Lucian

is dismissed by Hippolytus with the simple remark

that he was a disciple of Marcion
;
but in the table of

contents more is said about him than in the text, so

that, according to Herr Bunsen s theory, we must

suppose that the article about him also has slipped out,

and he must be counted with the rest
;
but then there

would be thirty-three heresies instead of thirty-two,
and so Herr Bunsen has omitted to do this.

The article on Colarbasus, said to have slipped out,

Herr Bunsen thinks he may venture to transfer with

out further trouble from Irenseus (p. 57), but Irenaeus

never once says that the doctrine stated by him is

that of Colarbasus, which name was first added by

Epiphanius ;
the Bishop of Lyons speaks only of a

Yalentinian school, which considered itself or was con

sidered as the more intelligent. Whether Epiphanius
was right in his statement is very doubtful, for he has

also committed the error of making Colarbasus a dis-

1 L.c. p. 253.



HIPPOLYTUS AND THE PHILOSOPHUMEXA. 1 3

ciple of Marcus. That this is really an error is shown by
the older and better authorities, Irenseus and Tertullian.

According to Irenseus, Marcus designated himself as

the only son of Colarbasus, who received his doctrine

from Sige, and was the first to bring it into the right
form.

1 And Tertullian makes Colarbasus the first dis

ciple and successor of Valentinus
;

next to or after

him Ptolemy trod the same path, and not till then did

Marcus come next to Heracleon and Secundus. 2

The author of the appendix to the De Prcescriptione

represents the doctrine of Colarbasus and that of

Marcus as quite identical, which confirms the account of

Irenseus, that Marcus was only the disciple of the other,

and himself speaks of his doctrine as an inheritance

that had come to him from Colarbasus. Hippolytus
himself in the fourth book mentions Colarbasus as the

man who would construct religion with measure and

numbers, as others also did, viz. Marcus, whose doctrine

he later on describes more closely, while he merely
remarks in conclusion that he has now shown whose

disciples Marcus and Colarbasus, the SidBo-^oi of the

Valentinian school, really were, viz. those of Pythagoras.
It is therefore clear that Hippolytus had nothing

special to say about Colarbasus, because he and Marcus

were related to one another much as Cerdon and

Marcion, and because his system was merely developed
and attained to greater importance in the hands of

Marcus.

(3.) Hippolytus, according to the testimony of

Photius, had expressly declared in his Syntagma that

he therein gave a synopsis of the refutations with which

Irenaeus answered heretics in lectures or sermons.

There is not a word about this in the Philosophumena ;

the design would not well agree with the contents of

the work. No doubt the author of the latter work
1

I., 14, pp. 65, 66, eel. Massuet. 2 Adv. Vaknt. c. 4.
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has borrowed much from Irenseus, as, for example, a

great deal of his account of the Valentinians
;

his

description of the doctrine of Marcus and of Saturnilus;

again, the main portion of that which he communicates

respecting the Carpocratians, Cerinthus, the Ebionites,

and Tatian. But all this is borrowed, not from

lectures or sermons of the Bishop of Lyons actually

delivered, but from his known works, to which Hip-

polytus refers one for further description. Herr

Bunsen exclaims (p. 56) in triumph :

&quot; Could we have

expected to find such express testimony that the book

now discovered is one and the same with that which

Photius read, and which bore the title of the work of

Hippolytus mentioned by Eusebius and Jerome?&quot; And
what is this clear testimony? We are to find it in a

passage which, as it stands,
1

is corrupt, for which the

editor, Miller, has proposed an emendation, giving a

sense which can be of no service for Herr Bunsen s

purpose, in a passage which, even if one does not

adopt this emendation, does not contain, and from the

construction cannot contain, what Herr Bunsen puts
into it. For, according to him, Hippolytus is made to

say : &quot;It is from him (the blessed Presbyter Irenseus)

that I have taken the description of their inventions.&quot;

But, not to mention that Herr Bunsen never once gives

the word which must be inserted in order to bring out

this meaning, he seems altogether to have overlooked

the fact that we have here the plural TrapaXaftovres,

which cannot possibly refer to the author, viz. to

Hippolytus, for immediately before this and imme

diately after it he speaks of himself in the singular.

And even if Hippolytus really had said that he

borrowed his account of the Valentinians from Irenaeus,

this would still not be the statement which Photius

had read in his treatise, for in this the whole of the

1
Philos. p. 222.
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little work was designated as a synopsis of the lectures

of Irenaeus.

(4.) Photius had noticed a passage in his treatise in

which the author says that the Epistle to the Hebrews

was not written by S. Paul the Apostle. This pass

age does not exist in our work.

Herr Bunsen endeavours to help himself here (p. 21)

by the supposition of a general introduction, which is

now wanting in the work. This introduction is to

assist him in setting aside two difficulties. In the first

place, it is to have contained the statement about

the Epistle to the Hebrews; and, secondly, in it the

author is to have stated the relation of his work to

that of Irenaeus, i.e.. have said that he compiled his

refutation from the lectures of Irenaeus. But then the

work already has an introduction in front of the first

book,, and when Herr Bunsen says that this may have

special reference to the first part, while a preceding

general introduction has been lost, this is utterly with

out foundation. The existing introduction is mani

festly the only one, and intended for the whole work
;

its contents have even more reference to the second

part of the work (the drift and contents of which are

therein set forth) than to the first.

(5.) In the Chronicon Paschale
1
a passage from the

Syntagma of Hippolytus is quoted, in which the author

makes a Quartodeciman state his main argument, and
then refutes this in a few words. Now, as Herr
Bunsen holds the Syntagma to be identical with the

Philosophumena, and yet this passage is not to be found

in the latter work, resort must again be had to the means

already employed in enumerating the heresies. The

very work which Photius (in Herr Bunsen s opinion),

although he had the whole before him, could designate
as a /3^Xt8/Dtoi/, is yet, we are told in the portions

P. 12, ed. Bonn.
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remaining to us, only an abstract : &quot;We have it in this

article (on the Quartodecimans), and conjecture it also

in many other passages, where the text is not clear and

appears to want something, in an abbreviated, and,

moreover, in a very clumsily and carelessly abbreviated

form.&quot;
l

Herr Bunsen s proofs are these :

(1.) Hippolytus cannot have handled the Easter

question, a subject which he had investigated with

special care, and on which he was the first authority
of his time, so negligently and meagrely in a book on

which he had expended so much time and zeal.

Answer : Precisely because Hippolytus had handled

this subject already in particular treatises, and for the

most part was not inclined to copy himself, he has not

gone more deeply into the subject here.

(2.) Hippolytus opposes the theory of the Quarto

decimans, that the law with regard to the Feast of the

Passover on the 14th Nisan was still binding, with the

well-known sentence of S. Paul, that he who holds fast to

one Jewish enactment is liable to the whole law. Now,
Herr Bunsen says that this is certainly a perfectly

sound and apostolical proof (p. 81), but unless one

supplies a second answer, which certainly is now want

ing in the text, the first has no force (p. 83 above).

Now, to begin with, it is sufficiently astonishing to hear

of a proof which is perfectly sound and yet proves

nothing ;
but one s astonishment cannot but increase

when one observes the strange logic which Herr

Bunsen with all violence insists on attributing to both

parties, the Quartodecimans and Hippolytus.
&quot; The

poor Quartodecimans,&quot; we read on p. 81,
&quot; when they

were pressed with this argument, could answer: In

that we are quite agreed, if you only prove to us that

what we do is wrong. But the simple fact that we are

1

Bunsen, p. 82.
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not bound to keep the whole law, does not prove that

we are doing wrong in keeping it in this
point.&quot;

This

natural reply is then made to provoke the second

proof:
&quot;

Certainly you are wrong in this particular point.

Christ s own conduct proves that this law ceased to be

binding when He met His death. On that occasion He
did not eat the typical Paschal lamb, for He Himself

was the true one
;
and therefore He died on the

day on which the Jews ate the Paschal lamb in the

evening.&quot;

Herr Bunsen has evidently misunderstood the

Apostle s whole line of argument, as well as that of the

Bishop. Both say, Whoever in matters of religion does

anything because the Mosaic law orders it, he thereby
admits the obligatory power of the whole law, and

must therefore fulfil it in all points. But, seeing that

a Christian neither will nor can do this, he must not

do anything whatever on the authority of the law.

So that Hippolytus, with this single production of S.

Paul s argument, proved at once to the Quartodeci-

mans that they were doing wrong in separating
themselves from, the rest of the Church respecting
the feast of the Passover on the authority of the Mosaic

decree.

In the passage from the Syntagma preserved in the

Chronicon Paschale, Hippolytus has to deal with a

single person and his argument. This unknown indi

vidual, in reference to his method of celebrating the

Passover, appeals not to the Mosaic law, but, on the

contrary, to the example of Christ, which ought to be

the pattern for Christians. The question for him was
rather as to the matter, the eating of the Paschal

lamb, than as to the day of the feast. Accordingly,

Hippolytus answered him that on that occasion Christ

did not eat the Paschal lamb at all, but rather was
Himself slain as that Lamb at the time appointed for
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it.
1 So palpably perverse and groundless is the whole

of Herr Bunsen s long argument with which he endea

vours to make this passage into a fragment out of the

existing text of the Philosophumena, that really it only
needs a simple comparison of the two passages to

compel one to suppose that they belong to two different

works.

For the exposure of another misapprehension of Herr

Bunsen in designating the passage in the Ckronicon

Paschale as a citation to be found in the text of S.

Peter of Alexandria, we shall have an opportunity
later on

;
but we cannot here leave unnoticed the

deliberate unfaithfulness with which Herr Bunsen is

wont to translate Hippolytus. He makes Hippolytus

say, Christ is the true Paschal Lamb, received by faith

alone. Had this Father said that, he must have accepted
the doctrine of Zwingli, and have excluded the real

reception of the Paschal Lamb, Christ, from the

Eucharist. But Herr Bunsen has in the first place

arbitrarily inserted the word &quot;

alone,&quot;
and secondly,

instead of &quot;

recognised
&quot;

(vovftevov) has put
a

received.&quot;

That it is faith which recognises in Christ the true

Easter Lamb is universal Christian doctrine
;
but that

this Paschal Lamb is received only through faith,

neither Hippolytus nor any one else of the ancient

Fathers has said.

The conjecture has long ago been put forth, that the

Syntagma which Photius describes may be preserved to

us in a Latin, although certainly only in an abbre

viated form viz. that the appendix to Tertullian s

PrcBScriptiones, or the Libellus adversus omnes hwreticosf

is a Latin version of the Syntagma of Hippolytus. It

1
[&quot;

In the Treatise on the Passover Hippolytus says, ovx tQayev, aAA

sirxQev, i.e. He did not eat the Passover, but suffered as the Passover.&quot;

Quotation in the Chronicon Paschale.&quot;]

2 Eouth has given this title to the treatise in his edition (the best as

yet), Scriptorum eccles. opuscula prxcipua, Oxon. 1832.
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was the French (reformed) theologian Allix, a resident

in England, who was the first, I believe, to maintain

this hypothesis.
1 Now that Hippolytus larger work of

similar contents lies before us, the question, which

before could only be treated tentatively, admits of

being decided with tolerable certainty. In the first

place, it is clear that the Latin translator must have

left out the chief part, the refutation taken from the

lectures of Irenoeus. That may well have been the

case, and the number of the heresies agrees exactly
with that given by Photius. There are exactly thirty-

two. Moreover, it is probable, almost certain, that

the author of this little treatise lived in Rome. But
this said, we have already pretty well exhausted the

features of agreement. Instead of Noetus, the Libellus

gives Praxeas, whom the author of the Philosophumena,

strange to say, never mentions at all
;
and when the

author of an article in the Christian Remembrancer*

thinks it credible that the Latin translator may have

substituted Praxeas for the Noetus of the Greek text,

I am unable to agree with him. Why should the

mention of so important a man as Noetus be sup

pressed ? He might, of course, have mentioned Praxeas

next to him as one addicted to the same doctrine.

Hermogenes, against whom Tertullian wrote no less

than against Praxeas, and whom Hippolytus mentions

more in detail in his chief work, is wanting in the

Libellus. The Cainites, about whom the latter treatise

contains fuller information, are, on the other hand,
dismissed in the work of Hippolytus as quite un

important sectaries, and as if he scarcely knew them.

Specially striking is the difference between the accounts

which the two treatises give respecting the doctrine of

Apelles. For while the Libellus represents Apelles as

1 See Waterland s Works, v. 227, London 1823.
2
January 1853, p. 229.
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a dualist, who taught that there were two divinities,

the Supreme God and the Creator of the world,

Hippolytus maintains in the Philosophumena that he

supposed there were three, or, with the evil one, four

divinities. These are not differences which admit of

being explained by mere increase of insight, which we

might otherwise easily have supposed to have taken

place in a man like Hippolytus, when we take the time

into account which may have elapsed between the

composition of his first and smaller treatise and that

of the greater, the Philosophumena. Rather it appears
to me probable that the author of the Lihellus made
use of one of Hippolytus treatises, and possibly of

both.

The first treatise of Hippolytus on heresies is then,
no doubt, lost to us, but his second is preserved to us

in the Philosophumena. That the Syntagma in Photius

is really the earlier, while our work is the later treatise

of Hippolytus, may be seen from the commencement
of the latter

;
for this Father refers to another one

composed by him at an earlier period, in which he has

given the doctrines of the heretics in a brief form, only

darkly indicating their secret teaching, and refuting
them in general or on the main points.

1 This was
therefore a smaller treatise, a fiiffaiSdpiov, the contents

of which were not a description of heretical systems,
but only a short mention of them, and chiefly a refuta

tion of their main tenets. This refutation he had
taken from sermons of Irenseus, as we learn from
Photius. But because he saw, he continues, that that

charitable reserve remained without results among
them, he now felt himself compelled to disclose their

1
r
H;/ Kxl Kot hoti perpfas roe. Myftar* s^Qipeda, QV XXTOC, teirrov eirfiei %ourres,

aXA
dtbpofttpus sAgylaj/rs?. These last two words are rendered by Wolf,

pinguius crassiusque redarguentes. ulpopspus is the French &quot;en
gros.&quot;

Hippolytus says that he has not entered upon a detailed refutation, but has

merely combated what was most striking.
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hidden mysteries and carefully-concealed teaching. In

the present work, therefore, he is primarily concerned

not with refutation, but with an exact and complete

description of heretical systems, in order that men

may perceive that the heretics have borrowed their

doctrines (which they communicate only to those who
have been carefully prepared beforehand, and at first

kept in long suspense), partly from the philosophy of

the Greeks and the doctrines of other nations, partly
from the mysteries or from wandering charlatans and

astrologers. Both treatises, therefore, must be com

pleted.

Both Epiphanius and Theodoret, in their works on

heresies, mention Hippolytus among their authorities.
1

The former refers to what has been accomplished by

Clement, Irenaeus, and Hippolytus, who, by their

refutations of the Yalentinians, had amply done what

was necessary, and had saved him the trouble of

dealing with them any further. This reference in

itself makes it probable that he here was thinking of

the Syntagma, and not of the Philosophumena ; the

latter seems not to have been known to him, otherwise

he would not have passed over Justinus, Monoimus,

Prepon, the Peratics, and Hermogenes. On the other

hand, Theodoret certainly had our Philosophumena
before his eyes, and used the book

; yet not entire

probably, but only the recapitulation, which forms the

tenth book
;
whence he also mentions Callistus among

the heretics in such a way that it would seem as if he

did not know who this Callistus actually was. It is

probable that some people possessed copies of this

tenth book alone, for it might take the place of the

larger work as a convenient summary for general use,

just as even Augustine did not know the larger work

of Epiphanius on heresies, but only a short abstract

1

Opp. ed. Petav. i. p. 205.
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from it.
1 The opinion of Herr Bunsen, that the tenth

Book perhaps is that earlier treatise to which Hippolytus
refers at the beginning of his book, cannot for a moment
be allowed to pass as even a &quot;

perhaps,&quot;
for the author

himself gives the regular connection in which his tenth

book stands to the earlier ones most expressly ;
and

one has to supply only the entirely arbitrary and im

probable supposition that he has re-written the first

page of the tenth book, in order thus to incorporate

an earlier and independent work with this one as a

conclusion to the whole. In that case, what he says

by way of marking the difference between his first

treatise and the present work does not fit the tenth

book at all viz. that in that first treatise he had

stated the doctrine of the heretics only darkly and

enigmatically (& alviypdrcov) now, however, he would

describe them without reserve.

Respecting the other lost writings of Hippolytus,

with which Herr Bunsen busies himself at great length,

I have only a couple of remarks to make.

(1.) From the catalogue of the Syrian Ebed-Jesu we

see that a treatise by Hippolytus, Capita adversus

Caium, was translated into Syriac. In Herr Bunsen

(p. 198) this is called
&quot; eine Abhandlung gegen Cain&quot;

apparently a misprint for Caius, which is the reading

in the English edition. But when Herr Bunsen adds,
&quot;

I agree with the conjecture of Fabricius, that this

must have been a treatise against the Camites,&quot; he

more assuredly deceives himself, although Magistris

also (p. 127) supposes this. If this were the case,

then there must have been a Caius who founded a

sect, and from him the sect of the Camites must have

borne the name, which occurs in Epiphanius and in

the index in Irenaeus,
2
of Caians. But this heretical

Caius is nowhere mentioned, is an utterly unknown
1 De llxresibus, prf.

2 P. 113, ed. Grabe.
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person, and it is therefore probable that the person
attacked by Hippolytus is his contemporary Caius,

who wrote the account of his conference with Proclus,

and a treatise against Cerinthus. The inscription on

the marble statue mentions a treatise of Hippolytus
which he composed in defence of the Gospel and the

Apocalypse of S. John. It seems to me probable that

the portion of the treatise which dealt with the Apoca

lypse was that directed against Caius, for at this time

he would not admit that it was a genuine work of S.

John the apostle ;
and that in the Syriac translation

the title mentioned above was chosen.

(2.) I also believe that the TrporpeiniKos et? Zeffrfpewav

in the inscription on the statue is the same treatise as

that which Theodoret designates as addressed TT/JO?

{3ao-L\lSa TWO,. Severina must therefore have been

mother, wife, or daughter of an emperor. Now the

name itself is enough to show that it is not Julia

Mammaea, mother of Alexander Severus, as Baronius

thought, nor yet Severa, the wife of the Emperor

Philip, as Lemoyne would have it
; Hippolytus did not

live on into this emperor s reign. The conjecture of

Herr Bunsen that it is a daughter of Alexander Severus

is equally inadmissible, for this emperor married in the

year 229, nothing is known of a daughter, and his wife

was very soon separated from him, and driven away by
his mother ; even if he had had a daughter, she would
at the most have been only four or five years old in

the year of Hippolytus death. The treatise was much
more probably addressed to Julia Aquilia Severa, the

second wife of the Emperor Elagabalus.
1

The statue of Hippolytus, which was found in Rome
in the year 1551, always seemed to me to be a most

1 See respecting this Princess, CLINTON S Fasti Romani, p. 233
;
and

ECKHEL, doctr. num. vii. p. 260, iii. p. 342.
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remarkable and extraordinary monument, even before

I could suspect the revelations which the newly-
discovered work discloses respecting his personality.

It appeared to me that some very special motive, now
no longer to be divined, must have induced the man s

friends and disciples to erect this monument. No such

mark of respect, so far as we know, was ever paid to

any Bishop of Rome in ancient times, perhaps one

may say to any Catholic Bishop at all in the first few

centuries. Only one similar monument of Christian

antiquity has been preserved at all viz. a statue of

S. Peter, also in Rome, and likewise in a sitting

posture. Winkelmann says the figure is beyond doubt

the oldest marble statue of Christian times, of the time

of Alexander Severus, and all historical analogies also

testify to the same effect. We can then very easily

explain how the enthusiastic adherents of a man who
was not only a revered teacher and ecclesiastical author,

but also a party leader sharply criticised and withal

bitterly reviled by the opposite side, erected this monu
ment to him, possibly after his banishment to Sardinia.

And the objection which is commonly raised against
this early origin of it viz. that the Christians of Rome
were not yet in a position to undertake such things
is of no weight. In the long rest and even favour

which the Christians enjoyed after the death of Severus,
and which, with slight intermission, lasted for forty

years, until the reign of Decius, the Christians had

acquired landed property and buildings. They pos
sessed great cemeteries, in which were rooms or chapels
two stories high, and, along with these, places of meet

ing above or below ground, in which such a figure

might find a place. But to bring the statue of Hip-

polytus to a later period, and transfer it to the fifth

or sixth century, as has lately been attempted, is to

make the whole matter an inexplicable riddle.
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For, to begin with, we are compelled to believe that

the community, at the head of which Hippolytus was,

cut off from the congregation of the Bishop of Rome,
at any rate did not maintain itself long after his death.

Twenty years later it seems already to have vanished,

without leaving a trace
;

for in the history of the

Church of Rome from 250 to 257, which we know

tolerably exactly from Cyprian s collection of letters,

no mention of it is found. And especially when
Novatian s sect arose, which had an element kindred

to that of Hippolytus, it must have given some sign of

life
;
but not a syllable is said about it in that connec

tion. All tells in favour of the conjecture, which is

supported by the ancient common festival in com

memoration of Pontianus and Hippolytus, and placed

on the same day, that the separation was brought to

an end by Hippolytus himself shortly before his death.

But who in later times would be likely to think of pay

ing so extraordinary and unexampled a mark of respect

to a man whose history appears enveloped in obscurity

from so early a point, whose writings found no diffusion

in the West, and here remained as good as unknown ?

We cannot attribute the monument to one of the

Christian Emperors, nor yet to one of the Popes, as

having been erected by his order. And we are there

fore, with all our conjectures, always brought back to

the supposition that it was a congregation which gave
to their absent or else lately-deceased teacher and

leader this proof of their grateful adherence, and who
wished to hand on to posterity the memory of one who
in their eyes was the rightful Bishop, and successor of

S. Peter.

Further, the Easter-cycle, which is engraved on the

statue, begins with the year 222, and goes on to the

year 333. Now, if the statue was not set up until

after 333, would any one have undertaken so trouble-
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some and at the same time thankless work ? would they
with great expenditure of time and toil have engraved
on the hard marble a cycle which had already lost all

meaning and all use whatsoever, and that, too, at a time

when its faultiness must have been well known ? But

suppose the figure to have been made in Hippolytus

time, or soon after his death, we then can understand

very well how his adherents came to have a cycle en

graved upon it, according to which they hoped to keep
themselves correct in the regulation of their Easter

festival.

Lastly, the seat of the statue contains not only the

cycle of Hippolytus, but also the titles of many of his

writings, all of which, as is well known, were composed
in Greek. In the second and third centuries Rome
was still a chief seat and focus of Greek literature and

language; moreover, the Christians of the Greek tongue
formed there a considerable portion of the community,
and had, beyond doubt, their places of meeting where

a Greek liturgy and Greek sermons prevailed. Besides,

in the second century the Greek language was still the

ecclesiastical language even in the West
; for, according

to the testimony of Jerome, it was not until the end of

this century that Pope Victor and the Senator Apol-
lonius wrote upon ecclesiastical matters for the first

time in Latin
;
while in Rome, Clement, Hernias, the

brother of Bishop Pius, Caius (if he belonged to the

Church of Rome), Hippolytus, and still at the begin

ning of the fourth century Pope Sylvester, wrote in

Greek, and the Popes kept up a lively correspondence
with the Eastern Church in Greek. This changed,

however, when Byzantium became the capital of the

Roman Orient, and all Orientals and Greek-speaking

people turned no longer to Rome, but thither. From
the time of Constantine, therefore, the Greek language

disappeared from Rome by rapid degrees, so much so
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that in the time of Pope Zosimus (in the year 417)
the Greek text of the Nicene Canons appears not to

have been extant any more in Rome, and in the year
430 Pope Coelestine apprised Nestorius that he was

unable to answer his letter, because he must first get

it translated into Latin, and at the moment he had

not a translator at hand
;

1
it appears, therefore, that

among the Roman clergy at that time there was no

longer any one who still had command of Greek. Ac

cordingly it becomes utterly inconceivable that at such

a time a statue should have been made with a Greek

Easter-cycle and a long list of Greek works. For

whose use ?
2

1 Thus no doubt we are to understand the words (Epp. Pontiff Rom., p.

1116, ed. Coust.), &quot;Onep &amp;lt;u; Bpotfea; $toe. r^v &&amp;lt;ja,yx.inv tKoiovpsv. The

dvtiyxn cannot well refer to anything else but the want of a translator.

2
[Dr. Salmon, in his valuable article on the Chronology of Hippolytus in

the first number of the Hermathena, 1873, fixes the date of the erection of

the statue at 235, very shortly after the banishment of Hippolytus. It

could not have been erected much later, for the mistakes in the cycle be

come considerable after that time, and by 243 its erroneous character had

become notorious. It could not have been erected earlier, for one of the

works mentioned on the statue was written in 235. The cycle begins with

the year 222, probably because that was the first year of the Emperor
Alexander s reign, pp. 88-90.]



CHAPTER II.

ON THE HISTORY OF HIPPOLYTUS.

THE SAINTS OF THE SAME NAME.

AROUND the name of Hippolytus an amount of con

fusion has hitherto prevailed which is almost without

a parallel in ecclesiastical history. The endless inter

changes have driven most scholars who have busied

themselves with the subject to despair, and in conse

quence the history of this Father has appeared enve

loped in impenetrable obscurity. Thus in the various

martyrologies we find Jive persons of this name, all of

them said to have been martyrs, all of them said to

have lived nearly at the same time, the first half of the

third century. Since the appearance of the Philoso-

phumena it has, however, become possible to dispel this

obscurity. A firm foothold is secured to begin with

in the union of the two names Hippolytus and

Pontianus, and the date of the 13th of August, which,

according to the best and oldest accounts, was from

the first dedicated to the memory of the two men.

Here, however, we may go on to observe how into the

place of the Hippolytus (who, so to speak, was the

rightful owner of this day) another of the same name

gradually thrust himself, simultaneously with which

Pontianus vanished.

The oldest account is that of the chronographer of

the year 354. In the depositio martyrum we read :

Idus Aug.; Hippolyti in Tiburtina, et Pontiani in
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Cdlisti. On the 13th of August, therefore, the com

memoration of the deposition of both was celebrated,

although their bodies rested in different places, viz.

Hippolytus in the Tiburtina, and Pontianus in the

cemetery of Callistus. That the 13th of August is not

the day of their death is shown by the account in the

Roman Pontifical Book? which places the death of

Pontianus on the llth of November. 2
It is worth

noticing that, in the series of Roman Bishops and

martyrs whose depositio the old chronographer records,

only one other occurs who, like Hippolytus, rested in

the Tiburtina, and that is S. Lawrence. Both Ponti

anus and Hippolytus together appear still on the 13th

of August in one of the oldest martyrologies and sacra-

mentaries, viz. the one edited by Fiorentini, under the

title Vetustius ecclesice oceidentalis Martyrologium* and

in the calendar, which by a well-known fiction bears

the name of S. Jerome, as printed by d Achery.
4 In

addition we have the weighty testimony of the oldest

known liturgical codex, viz. of the co-called Sacra-

mentarium Leonianum, which, according to Muratori s

investigations, contains a collection of Roman liturgies

belonging to the period between Leo and Gelasius

(457-492). Here also we find once more on the 13th

of August Natale Sanctorum Hippolyti et Pontiani, who
are designated as martyrs in the prayers. Yet the

preface in this mass is unmistakably a later inser

tion, for it leaves Pontianus unmentioned, names

Hippolytus only, and speaks of his blood shed as a

testimony to divine truth. Here the interchange or

substitution of another Hippolytus, to be noticed more

closely presently, has already prevailed.

For from the sixth century onwards, and to some ex

tent still earlier, an Hippolytus appears on the 13th of

Ed. Vignoli, I. p. 42.
2

III. idus Novb. 3 P. 750.
4
S. Hierunymi Opera, ed. Paris 1846, XL p. 470.
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August, who has nothing in common with that Roman

Presbyter but the name, and is brought into close con

nection with S. Lawrence. The history of this martyr
is known to us only from the Acts of S. Lawrence. In

these we are told that he was a military officer of high

rank, into whose charge the Deacon Lawrence was

given before his execution
;
converted and baptized by

him, he had then brought his whole family of nineteen

persons to the Christian faith. Along with them he was

made a prisoner three days after the death of S. Law
rence. His nurse Concordia gave up the ghost under

the lash of the executioner. The rest were beheaded,

but Hippolytus, after numerous torments, was tied to

the feet of wild horses, and by them torn to pieces.

Among all Roman martyrs, S. Lawrence is the one

who from the earliest times was celebrated most, and

most widely. Already in the fifth century four or five

churches were dedicated to his honour in Rome. In

all parts of the West, and even in the East, his festival

was kept,
1 But the older and better authorities,

Ambrose, Augustine, Petrus Chrysologus, Maximus of

Turin, Leo the Great, all know of Lawrence only. Of

the conversion of Hippolytus through him, and of his

family, there is no trace. And yet it is scarcely conceiv

able that so remarkable an event as the conversion of

a Roman officer, the extraordinary manner of his death,

and the execution of a whole family of nineteen persons,

should have remained unnoticed, if anything had been

known of it in the fourth century. The Acts of S.

Lawrence, in which this martyrdom of Hippolytus and

of his house with him is inserted, are, as is universally

acknowledged, a later invention, and historically an

altogether useless document. The first mention of this

Hippolytus is found in a speech appended to the works

1 Quam non potest abscondl Roma, tarn non potest abscondi Lawrentii

corona, says S. Augustine.
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of S. Fulgentius, and in another bearing the name of

Augustine, which the editors have likewise banished

to the appendix as not a genuine work
;

l
that is to say,

not until the 6th century. Then, in Gregory of Tours

(about the year 588), who, following the anachronism

spread by the false Acts of S. Lawrence, mentions Hip-

polytus, with Lawrence and Sixtus, as victims of the

Decian persecution.
2 But from this time onwards in

calendars, martyrologies, and a number of chronicles,

the martyrdom of Hippolytus and Concordia is almost

always given along with that of S. Lawrence. Even
in the East, e.g. in the menceum translated from the

Greek,
3 we find him mentioned, yet without a special

day to commemorate him, no doubt because the spu
rious Acts of S. Lawrence had been translated into

Greek.

The development of the story which surrounds the

person of Hippolytus is most clearly seen in the Roman
calendars and missals. The connecting link which is

constituted by the narrative of Prudentius shall be

spoken of separately. In the list of depositions in the

year 354, Hippolytus, as already noticed, is still united

with Pontianus
;

with Lawrence he has nothing in

common but the grave on the Via Tiburtina, and it is

worth remarking that in this list Lawrence and Hip
polytus are the only persons whose bones are said to

repose on the Yia Tiburtina. The oldest Roman missal

has likewise Hippolytus and Pontianus together; but

from thence onwards there is no further mention of

Pontianus. Hippolytus alone, or Hippolytus and

Concordia, Hippolytus and his family, are mentioned
as the objects of the cultus

;
the blood which he shed

1

Opp. S. Fulyentii, Sermo 60, in Appendice, p. 83. Opp. S. Augustini,
t. v. App. p. 376, Serm. 316, ed. Antwerp.

2
Opp. ed. RUINART.

3 In CANISIUS-BASUAGE, III. i. p. 455, on the 2d of August ; Sixtus, inter-

fectus et ipse postea cum ss. Martyribus Lawrentio et Hippolyto.
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for confessing the Christian faith is mentioned, and at

last we read in the Gothic missal (which was used in

South Gaul at the beginning of the eighth century) :

Qui beatum Yppolitum tyrannicis adhuc obsequiis occupa-

twn subito fecisli Laurenti socium. Qui spiritali ardore

succensuSj dum Unigenitum Filium tuum Dominum
nostrum coram potestatibus veraciter confitetur, poems

subjecilur, vinculis inligatur, cardis configitur, equorum

ferocitate disjungitur.
1 The composition of the new story

appears to me to fall within the period of about seventy

years, between the time of Pope Liberius and that of

Leo the Great. The oldest document in which (it

seems to me) the personality of the real Hippolytus is

already obscured, and the mythical Roman officer, the

guard of S. Lawrence, has stepped into his place, may
well have been the half-heathen, half-Christian calen

dar of Polemius Sylvius, which falls within the year
448

; and, along with notices of the weather and the

games, contains the &quot; Natales
&quot;

of the Emperor and

other festivals having reference to that. Among
Christian feasts one finds given in this document only

Epiphany and Christmas
;
and of saints -days, the

martyrdom of the Maccabees on the 1st of August,

Depositio S. Petri et Pauli on the 22d of February,
the day of S. Lawrence and of Hippolytus on the 13th

of August, S. Stephen s day, and lastly, that of S.

Vincent, Deacon of Saragossa. The somewhat later

Carthaginian Calendar,
2 the Calendar of Fronto, the

one found in Allatius,
3

all these have Hippolytus only
on the 13th of August; the small Roman martyrology
states more particularly : Eomce Hippolyti martyris

cum familia sua et S. Concordice nutricis ejus. Ado
makes him suffer death under the Emperor Decius and

1
Ap. MURATORI, Liturg. II. p. 628.

2 In RUINART, Acta Martyrum, ed. Amstelod. p. 618.
3 De Consensione Eccles. Occident, atque orientalis, Col. 1648, p. 1491.
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the Prefect Valerian, quite in accordance with the

confessedly false account in the spurious Acts of S.

Lawrence ; whereas it is certain that S. Lawrence was
not executed until long after Decius time, viz. under

the Emperor Valerian, in the year 258. The martyr-

ology of Bede and that of Usuard give the manner of

his death that he was torn to pieces by wild horses,

and call his nurse Concordia. So also the present
Roman martyrology. The Mozarabic breviary has

woven the narrative into a hymn.
Thus it came to pass that Hippolytus became one of

the most celebrated names in the whole Church, in the

Greek-speaking as well as in the Latin-speaking parts ;

but that in the West an altogether different person was

intended under this name from the one intended in

the East. That is to say, while in the latter it is

the figure of the famous Father and Bishop to which

people held fast, in the West it was only the Roman
officer known from the Acts of S. Lawrence, and by him

converted, whom this name recalled for ecclesiastical

remembrance. In the Greek Church, of course, his

writings were preserved till quite a late period, especi

ally the exegetical ones, as the Catena show, and from

these his ecclesiastical rank was known
;
while in the

West the Father was so unknown and so utterly for

gotten, that, with the exception of Jerome, none of

the Latin Fathers not even Augustine so much as

mentions him.

Perhaps it is feasible to get some light also from the

notices which have reference to tombs and churches of

Hippolytus, or to some antiquarian remains bearing his

name. From the earliest times it was an established

fact that he, as S. Lawrence also, was buried on the

Via Tiburtina, in the Ager Veranus. But the question

is, whether a special church was dedicated to him as

early as to S. Lawrence
;
that is, at least as early as the

c
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fourth century. Prudentius describes, as an eye-wit
ness (about the year 406), the subterranean tomb of

S. Hippolytus, the representation on the wall there

of his being put to death by horses, the altar erected

over his bones
;
but then goes on to speak of a splendid

church which stood close by, with a double row of

columns, which, on the 13th of August, the festival of

the saint, received the crowd of believers who streamed

thither from far and wide. Now, it has been commonly

supposed that this was a church dedicated to Hippoly
tus exclusively, and bearing his name. I hold this to

be incorrect, and believe that it was the church of S.

Lawrence, which likewise stood there, that Prudentius

meant. We are tolerably well informed about the

churches which stood in Rome before the sixth cen

tury, partly through the notices in the Liber Pontificalis,

partly through the two calendars, that of Martene of

the fifth century, and that of Fronto of the eighth

century, which, in the list of the stations, give also the

names of the Roman churches. Besides which, we
have the signatures of the Roman presbyters, with

their
&quot;

tituli
&quot;

or churches, in the Acts of the Roman

Synod in the year 499. While, then, as early as the

fifth century, three or four churches of S. Lawrence

existed in Rome, there is no trace of a church dedicated

to Hippolytus, not even in Fronto s list of the Roman

churches, although that is of the eighth century. A
cemetery of Hippolytus is mentioned, and first in the

Roman Pontifical .Book in the life of Pope Hadrian I.,

who restored it after it had long lain waste.
1

It was

a bit of the cemetery of Cyriaca, near the church of S.

Stephen in the Ager Yeranus, lying round the crypt

1 Ecclesiam Nicomedis et ccemeterium beati Hippolyti M. juxta S. Lauren-

tium, qux a priscis marcuerunt temporibus, a novo renovavit. Pari modo et

ecclesiam b. Christi Martyris Stephani, sitam juxta prsedictum ccemeterium S.

Hippolyti, similiter restauravit. Ed. VIGNOL, II. p. 228.
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described by Prudentius
;
and there also, in the time

of Cardinal Alexander Farnese,
1 that is, about the year

1530, the bones of the martyrs, viz. of Hippolytus,

Concordia, and the eighteen or nineteen others, are

said to have been found, that is, bones about which it

was thought that they might very well belong to the

martyrs who, according to the story, were to be sought
for here. A basilica of Hippolytus is first mentioned

in the list of places of martyrdoms given by Eckhart &quot;

and Frobenius,
3 and dating from the ninth or tenth

century ; according to which, it stood on an eminence

in the Via Tiburtina
;
and moreover, as the description

of places in Rome in Mabillon 4
of about the same date

remarks, opposite the chief church of S. Lawrence.

The erection of it may therefore fall about the end of

the eighth or beginning of the ninth century ;
and as

the Liber Pontificalis does not mention it, it appears to

have been built by private persons. But how closely

the cultus of Hippolytus was from the first connected

with that of S. Lawrence and subordinated to it, is

shown in Milan, where a church of S. Lawrence

existed from the fifth century, and was accounted the

most beautiful and most magnificent in the city.
5 In

the interior of this church there existed, near a &quot;

sacel-

lum &quot;

of S. Xystus, a chapel of S. Hippolytus also, in

which two Bishops of Milan Theodore, who died in

the year 490, and his successor Lawrence were in

terred.
6

This, then, explains also why in the canon of

the Ambrosian liturgy, in the prayer Communicantes,

1 ARINGHI Roma Sulterrajiea, II. p. 54.
2 De rebus Francix Orient., I. p. 832.
3 ALCUINI Opp. II. p. 599.
4

Arialecta, p. 365.
5 So in the old rhythm, De laudibus Mediolani, in OLTROCCHI, Ecclesias

Medial. Hist. p. 697.

6 SAXII Series Archiepp. Mediol. in the tabula chroiwl. Tamulum recepi

in Basilica Laurentiana ad S. Hippolyti Sactllum.
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Hippolytus stands immediately after Sixtus and

Lawrence.

At an earlier date than this church near Rome
dedicated to the guard and disciple of S. Lawrence,
there stood a church of S. Hippolytus in the seaport
town of Portus. This one, however, was dedicated

neither to the soldier just mentioned, nor to the

supposed Bishop of Portus
;
for the historical Hippo

lytus was never, as will be seen hereafter, Bishop of

Portus
;
but to a mythical martyr mentioned only in

the Acts of S. Aurea or Chryse, and said to have been

drowned in a pit or tank near Portus. Here a body
was preserved, which, as early as the eighth century,
was held to be that of the martyr of Porto

;
for in the

first mention of this church, which occurs in the life of

Pope Leo IIT. in the Liber Pontificalis,
1 we read : This

Pope had two pieces of stuff worked with crosses (vestes

de stauraei), made for the basilica of the holy martyr

Hippolytus, in the
&quot;

civitas Portuensis,&quot;
:! one as a

shroud for the body, the other as a covering for the

high altar.

It is unmistakable that around S. Lawrence, revered

as he was at such an early date, a whole circle of

myths and mythical persons gradually sprang up, and

that as early as the end of the fourth century. Al

ready, in the fourth century, there seems to have been

a lack of a sure and authentic basis for his history,

and hence ornamental myth had all the freer play.

Names, inscriptions, to which no definite historical

knowledge was any longer attached, but which, because

they were found near the resting-place of S. Lawrence,

suggested the invention of any martyrdom that might

1 Ed. VIGNOLT, II. p. 266.
2 The Life of Leo III., III. p. 117, contains the more exact descrip

tion :
&quot;

Ecclesia quseponitur in insula Portuensi, quss nuncupatur Arsis.&quot; It

was the cathedral.
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stand in connection with that of S. Lawrence; per

haps also representations in sculpture, then localities,

to which the myth would give a sacred character, all

these things were moulded together into a narrative, of

which the Roman Deacon was the centre and hero.

Just as in later times a tombstone representing the

Count of Gleichen with two wives, has given occasion

to the invention of the well-known story,
1
so from the

fourth and fifth century onwards a similar process took

place with reference to the history of martyrs, especi

ally in Rome, where the people from childhood had

heard of a number of nameless martyrs scattered over

the great city. Let us look more closely at the short

description in the Notitia of the ninth century ;
here

we read : Inde in Boream sursum in monte Basilica

Sancti Hipoliti est, ubi ipse cum familia sua tota xix. mart,

jacet. Career ibi est, in qua fuit Laurentius. Ibi ext

Trifonia uxor Decii Ccesaris, et Cyrilla filia ejus ; inter

utrasque Concordia et sanctus Genesius et multi martyres

ibi sunt.
2 All this close to the church of S. Lawrence,

in qua corpus ejus primum fuerat humatum. Originally,

and down to about the year 354, it was the Roman

Presbyter Hippolytus, who was banished with Pope
Pontian to Sardinia, but whose body was brought back

from there and interred on the Via Tiburtina, quite

close to the tomb of S. ^Lawrence. Later on this

person was forgotten; at any rate, became unknown

to the vulgar. In the neighbourhood some heathen

monument, on which the tragical end of the son of

Theseus of that name was sculptured, may very possibly

have been found, and been conjectured by the Christian

folk to represent his martyrdom. Possibly it was even

the name alone with which the current story, still

under the influence of heathen recollections, connected

1
[See DOLLINGER S Fables respecting the Popes, p. 54, English translation.]

2 ALCUINI Opp., ed. Frobenius, II. p. 599.
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itself, and gave us the saint torn to pieces and mangled

by horses. A tombstone, with the name of Concordia,

gave occasion to the bearer of the name being turned

into the nurse of Hippolytus, and also being made to

die as a martyr. A room found there is now made to

be the prison in which Hippolytus had kept Lawrence,
entrusted to his custody by the emperor, although such

an imprisonment of the Deacon does not easily admit

of being brought into harmony with the older and

more trustworthy reports of his martyrdom ; especially

if one follows the narrative of Prudentius and others,

according to whom Lawrence, during the three days
interval allowed to him, gathered together the poor of

the Church, and was then forthwith martyred.

Again, the strange story about Tryphonia and

Cyrilla, the wife and daughter of the Emperor Decius,

is probably only a fiction invented to fit two names,
for which no history was extant. For both of them,

one reads in the Acts of Lawrence, when they saw the

emperor horribly tormented by a demon as a punish
ment for his cruelty to Hippolytus and the rest, are

said to have prayed for baptism, whereupon Tryphonia
forthwith gave up the ghost ;

while Cyrilla, at the

command of Claudius, was strangled.

The frequent occurrence of Hippolytus in the sculp
ture of primitive Christianity on fragments of glass

goblets, etc., shows that Hippolytus was a name very
much revered, but gives also the further testimony
that it was always only the Roman officer of the S.

Lawrence myth that was intended. We may remark

to begin with, that the circle of martyrs and saints, who
occur in the old Christian pictures and vessels found

in Rome, in general was a very small one. SS. Peter

and Paul most frequently, then S. Agnes and S.

Timotheus, not the disciple of S. Paul, as has been

supposed, but most certainly the Roman martyr,
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whose history is not known exactly, but whose cultus

was very ancient in Rome, for he occurs as early as in

the list of 354, and a cemetery bore his name. Of

foreign martyrs, SS. Vincent and Cyprian occur, but

among the Roman ones it is chiefly S. Lawrence and

the martyrs historically and mythically connected with

him, especially S. Xystus and Hippolytus, which one

finds represented, and very frequently all together.

That the name of the last was written correctly only

by those who spoke Greek, but by the common Romans
was much disfigured both in spelling and pronunciation,
was natural, and hence he appears in these pictures

sometimes as Epolitus, sometimes as Poltus. On an

old glass,
1 we have Petrus, Paulus, Laurentius, Sustus

(i.e. Xystus), Epolitus, and Cyprianus represented.

On a fragment of a glass, which was found in a

cemetery outside Rome in the last century, Timotheus

and Hippolytus are still visible, but the glass appears
to have had six or seven figures.

2

Another Hippolytus already mentioned is known

only from the Acts of S. Aurea or Chryse, in which

he appears as a subordinate character. These Acts,

which formerly were accessible only in Latin in Mom-

britius, were edited in the year 1795 by Magistris in

Greek also
;
and it is apparent that the Greek text,

although written in a very barbarous style, is the

original. An Emperor Claudius and a Prefect or

1 In MAMACHI, Origg. et Antiqq. Christ. II. p. 73, from Aringhi II. p. 256.
2
VETTORI, Dissert. Philolog., Romse 1751, p. 13. [See also BURGON,

Letters from Rome. In Letter xx.the above remarks are largely confirmed.
&quot;

S. Peter and S. Paul recur perpetually.&quot; Laurentius, Timoteus, and Sustus

are all noticed as occurring more than once in a group of objects taken at

random. Those unable to consult Padre GARRUCCI S great work, Veteri

Ornati di Figure in o?-o, may find much interesting matter in the article

GLASS, in SMITH and CHEETHAM S Dictionary of Christian Antiquities. &quot;The

apostles most frequently represented (on more than seventy glasses) are St.

Peter and St. Paul.&quot; &quot;St. Agnes occurs more than a dozen times, St.

Lawrence seven times, and St. Hippolytus four times.&quot;]
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&quot;

vicarius
urbis,&quot; Ulpius Romulus, appear here as the

persecutors. In the Acts, the first Claudius appears to

be meant, for they make Censorinus say,
&quot; Christ in

our days hath come down into the world.&quot;
l The

editor, who defends the genuineness of this document

very thoroughly and carefully, naturally supposes that

it was the second emperor of this name, Claudius

Gothicus, although none of the Acts have numbered

him among the persecutors ;
for even his faith is not

strong enough to transfer this history into the days of

the Apostles, when there was at Rome, at the very

most, only the first beginnings of a Christian com

munity ; moreover, in that case, his whole hypothesis
of the Hippolytus in question, who in his eyes is the

Father, would fall through. The heroine of the history

is an Imperial Princess Aurea
;

the Vicarius Ulpius
causes her not merely to be racked at Ostia, but also to

be tortured with burning torches applied to her bare

flesh, and to be in other ways abused, yet exhorts her

withal to rnarry and take a husband worthy of her high
extraction. She is then scourged, and at last thrown

into the sea with a stone round her neck. The holy

Nonus, however, who is also called Hippolytus, draws

her corpse out of the water, buries her before the gates

of Ostia, then reproaches Romulus, and is by his com
mand bound hand and foot and drowned in a pit near

the town walls of Portus ; whereupon, for the space of

an hour, voices as of children were heard to cry,

&quot;Thanks be to God.&quot; In every line of the document,
the rough hand of a romancing Greek betrays itself,

who has invented this history as so many from the

sixth century onwards were invented, all made after

the same model
;

and one can but lament that

Baronius allowed himself to be taken in by this clumsy

production. Certainly, he has made a very arbitrary
1

Ej&amp;lt; TO?? qfterspots xottpots, p. 46, ed. Magistris.
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use of it
;
he transposes, namely, without having the

slightest historical ground for so doing, the persons and

their fate from the time of Claudius to that of the

Emperor Alexander, and thereupon produces in the

Roman martyrology on the 22d of August Bishop

Hippolytus of Portus Romanus, who was flung into a

pit and drowned under Alexander
; then, on the 24th

of August, S. Aurea, whose corpse the, blessed Nonus

buried, without noticing thereby that this Nonus is

the same Hippolytus whom he has made Bishop of

Portus, and whom he considers as identical with the

celebrated Father.
1 Neither in the Greek nor in the

Latin text of the Acts is there, however, a trace that

this Hippolytus is to be regarded as a Bishop. He is

once called o paicdpios
(

l7T7r6\vTos 6 Trpeo-pvrepos, which

the Latin text, with wilful misinterpretation, renders

senex, probably in order to designate the Hippolytus
who occurs here as the older, remembering the younger

Hippolytug, well known among the Greeks as a

Doctor of the Church and Bishop of Rome. About

the name of Nonnus or Nunnus, as it is read in some

martyrologies, people have given themselves unneces

sary trouble. Baronius believes that it represents a

1 To justify this notice respecting Hippolytus inserted in the martyrology,

he says in the Annals (Ad Ann. 229, sec. 6) : Videns sanctissimum virum

sub eodem persecutors, quo et Callistus Pontifex passus est, et eodem quo ille

interitu martyrium consummasse, nam et ille in puteum mersus fuit. More

damning evidence of carelessness and caprice he could scarcely have given.

He borrows from Acts, which expressly name an Emperor Claudius as

persecutor, makes him into the Emperor Alexander Severus, that is, just

the one who, according to the unanimous evidence of antiquity, was the

mildest and most kindly disposed towards the Christians of all the

Emperors ;
and then appeals to the Acts of Callistus, of whose utter worth -

lessness he must himself have been aware. What the Acts of S. Aurea

and their account of Hippolytus are worth, SACCARELLI says (Hist. Eccles.

iii. p. 265, Romse 1773), bluntly enough : Inter apocrypha turn Hippolyti

cum S. Aurese. acta recensenda esse dubitari vix potest. The edition of the

Greek Acts has made this still more clear, but at the same time has the

advantage that it now enables one to show whence some of the later

Greeks derived the idea of making Hippolytus Bishop of Portus.
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monk or ascetic
; Magistris, on the other hand, thinks

that Hippolytus was so called because he was ninety

years old. According to the Greek text, he was

originally called Nonus, a common Roman name,
like Decimus or Octavius, but then, probably as the

narrator would have us understand, received the name
of Hippolytus ({jLeTovopaeOeis) first on his acceptance of

Christianity. In the West, this name has given occa

sion to the confusion of Hippolytus with a Bishop

Nonnus, who lived in the fifth century at the time of

the Council of Chalcedon, and who occurs in the history

of the Fathers of the desert as the converter of S.

Pelagia. It is on this confusion that the Acts under the

name of Hippolytus are based, of which the Bollandist

CUPER l

gives some portion, and which he euphemisti

cally designates as
&quot;interpolated,&quot;

whereas they are

manifestly pure invention. They narrate that after

the death of Pelagia, S. Hippolytus, who was also

called Nonnus, a man by whose preaching Alexandria

was converted, determined to visit the graves of the

apostles in Rome, etc. etc. But this legend appears in

the strangest muddle and strangest colours in S. Peter

Damian. According to him,
2

S. Nonus, who was

also called Hippolytus, first of all converted thirty

thousand Saracens to the faith, and then S. Pelagia

from unchastity to piety, composed several commen
taries on the Bible,

3 then finally left his bishopric,

retired from Antioch, where he was born, and went to

Rome
;

here he buried the corpse of S. Aurea, who
was drowned at Ostia, and was then himself thrown

into a pit filled with water near the mouth of the Tiber,

by the command of Ulpius, whereupon the Christians

buried his body in the town of Portus. Here, then,

1 Acta SS. Aug. IV., p. 506.
2

Epist. adNichol P., ed. Paris, 1610, p. 28.

3 Sanctarum Expositionum libros.
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we have the third and the fifth century, the fictitious

Presbyter of Antioch, the Father, and Bishop Nonnus

all jumbled up together.

We must not, however, overlook the golden grain of

truth which appears to lie concealed in this rubbish-

heap of clumsy fictions. It cannot be doubted that the

Acts of S. Aurea had a point of contact with history,

at any rate in the names which occur in them
;
for in

the Depositio Martyrwn of the chronographer of 354,

that important and authentically kept document of

antiquity, we read on the 5th of September, Aconti, in

Porto, et Nonni et Herculani, et Taurini. These four

names are the threads which alone are able to conduct

us through the labyrinth of later accounts and legen

dary decorations.

In the martyrology of S. Jerome, according to the

recension in D Achery, ACONTIUS and NONNUS in

Portus stand on the 25th of July, in company with

several other quite strange names
; then, on the 5th of

September, TAURINUS, HEROS, HERALIANUS (that is,

HERCULANUS), and ARISTOSUS, likewise in Portus.

Others, as Ado and Usuard, have HERCULANUS alone
;

Rabanus has TAURINUS and HERCULANUS.

But these names appear also with a very large com

pany of martyrs who are said to have suffered in Ostia

only, and not in Portus, and of whom, according to the

remark of the Bollandist Stilting, HERCULANUS and

TAURINUS were transferred to Portus in the calendars

merely because they were buried there.
1 This is the

company of S. Aurea, and of Bishop Quiriacus. The
Acts of these martyrs exist in three or four versions.

In one of them 2
the history is placed in the year 252,

and the Emperor Gallus is the persecutor; the leading

personage is a Preefect Censurinus, who being brought
as a prisoner to Ostia, is there visited by the Priest

1 Acta Sanctorum, II. Sept. p. 518. 2 Ada SS., II. Sept. p. 520.
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Maximus, the Deacon Archelaus, and S. Aurea.

Seventeen soldiers, his guards, and among them Tau-

rinus and Herculanus, are converted by a miracle, and

all of them at last beheaded, Aurea with them.

(Acontius and Nonnus do not occur here
;

in some

calendars, e.g. in that of Lucca and that of Corbie,

they have been specially placed on the 15th of July.)

Taurinus and Herculanus are then buried in Portus,

the rest in Ostia. Here Aurea is only a subordinate

character
;
she merely stands sponsor at the baptism of

the seventeen soldiers.

In the second version
l Aurea is the leading person

age, and the Emperor Claudius the persecutor. The

history of Censurinus and the seventeen soldiers is the

same
;
but Aurea is drowned with a stone round her

neck, and buried by NONOSUS, who is also called

YPOLYTUS, or, as it stands immediately afterwards, by

Bishop HIPPOLYTUS, who is also named NONNUS, and

he is then drowned in a pit. This Latin text comes

nearest to the Greek one edited by Magistris ; yet in

the Greek text Nonus or Hippolytus is not designated
as a Bishop, as is the case in the Latin

;
in neither

is he brought into any connection with Portus. All

occurs in or near Ostia
; only his drowning takes place,

according to the Greek text, by the wall of Portus
;

whereas in the Latin of the Bollandists, which other

wise agrees with the Greek, it merely says, Ante

muros urbis juxta alveum Tyberis, which there must be

understood of Ostia.

In a third text, which the Bollandists had before them,

the martyrdom of S. Aurea and her fellow-sufferers is

transferred into the time of the Emperor Alexander;
2

and at the same time Hippolytus, also named Nonnus,
who interred her corpse, is made into Episcopus Por-

tuensis.
3

This is therefore the Latin document, and
1 Acta SS., IV. Aug. p. 757.

2 Ada SIS., IV. Aug. p. 757. 3 L.c. p. 756.



OX THE HISTOKY OF HIPPOLYTUS. 45

indeed the only one in the West which makes Hippo

lytus Bishop of Portus. From the manner in which

the Bollandists speak of it, the manuscript seems to be

a somewhat late one, and I have no doubt that the

transposition from the time of Claudius or Decius to

that of Alexander was made only on behalf of Hippo-

lytus, for the author might have known that a Bishop

Hippolytus lived at this time. In another recension,

which the Bollandists likewise had before them,

Cyriacus (or Quiriacus), on the contrary, who otherwise

appears as Bishop of Ostia, is made Bishop of Portus,

and Hippolytus is named Arabum Metropolitans. This

is therefore the same account with regard to the latter

as is found in Pope Gelasius, and probably flows from

the same source, viz. Rufinus translation of the Ecclesi

astical History of Eusebius.

Hence it is always the same material which, after

first one and then another of this company has been

made the leading personage, is worked up into Acts

with slight variations. We have some in which Cen-

sorinus, others in which Quiriacus or Cyriacus, others

again in which Aurea is the leading personage ;
there

were also short ones, in which Nonus or Hippolytus

was the hero. The Bollandists
*

give the beginning of

such Acts ; they are the ones in which the strange

confusion with the Bishop Nonnus, who converted S.

Pelagia, occurs, and from which Peter Damian has

borrowed material. In other points all here agree

with the Acts of S. Aurea ; that Hippolytus was

Bishop of Ostia does not here occur. The later Greeks,

among whom the Acts of Censorinus and of Aurea or

Chryse were probably composed with a Latin original

as the basis, have emended after their own fashion the

personage Nonus or Hippolytus, who there occurs.

They knew of only one Hippolytus, the Father, who,
1 L.c. p. 506.
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from his writings, was reckoned by them as Bishop of

Rome. Hence in the Basilianic martyrology (of the

tenth century) the confusion or blending of Nonus or

Hippolytus, who is said to have buried S. Aurea, and

himself to have been drowned near Portus, with the

Father and Bishop of Rome has already taken place.

That is to say, we are told that after the execution

of S. Chryse (Aurea) and the rest, Pope Hippolytus,

greatly moved at so great a massacre of the Christians,

sharply rebuked the tyrant, who then in his wrath

caused the Pope, with all his suite, consisting of Pres

byters, Deacons, and one Bishop, to be first tortured

and then thrown into the sea.

Now, if it be asked, What, then, is the historical

worth and value of this story connected with the

names of Censorinus, Aurea, Nonnus, or Hippolytus,

etc., we can only confess our ignorance. The Bol-

landists also show themselves helpless here, a help
lessness which, it must be owned, re-occurs with them

whenever they have to speak of the real Hippolytus,
or one of the duplicates of him created by the con

fusion of the martyrologies. The one firm resting-

place is assured, as already remarked, by the names

which the Bucher catalogue or the chronographer of

354 has for the 5th of September. These three names,

NONNUS, HERCULANUS, and TAURINUS, are (so to speak)
the red thread which runs through the web of the

Acts. But who can say whether all is not merely a

fiction resting originally on these names, or whether

there is still any matter of fact at the basis ? Mean
while thus much is at any rate clear, that this Nonnus,
who is said in the Acts to have received the name of

Hippolytus, has alone given occasion for bringing the

Father Hippolytus into connection with the Roman
Portus.

But it deserves to be remarked also, that in the
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variations which occur in the different versions with

regard to localities and persons, a certain amount of

design is disclosed. According to the Greek text, the

three clerics, Quiriacus, Maximus, and Archelaus, after

their decapitation, were thrown into the sea, but the

Presbyter Eusebius collected the corpses and buried

them on the sea-shore near the town of Ostia. When
in the Greek text it immediately goes on to say,
&quot; which he also buried close to the same (the town of

Ostia) in the crypt on the Ostian
way,&quot;

either a word

or two has fallen out, or this is a later interpolation.

On the other hand, the author or translator of the

Latin Acts knows nothing of the town of Ostia, but

makes the bodies be buried close to Rome in the crypt
on the Via Hostiensis.

1 For the relics with these

names seem later on to have been brought from Ostia

to Parma
;

2 but people wished to have them in or near

Rome also, and hence the variation in the Latin text.

Fiorentini s martyrology of Jerome, however, agrees
with the Greek text, for it has : In Porto urbis

Romce natalis s. Ypoliti, qui dicitur Nonnus, cum sociis

suis. In Hostia natalis ss. Quiriaci et Arcilai. Both the

Greek and the Latin text represent Taurinus and

Herculanus as buried in the Roman Portus. Nonnus
or Hippolytus in the Greek is a Presbyter, while the

Latin translator renders o
7rpeo-/3vTpo&amp;lt;; senex, manifestly

because a Presbyter Hippolytus did not suit his pur

pose. For that the Greek text intends to designate
not the man s age, but his ecclesiastical dignity, is

clear from the mere fact that in these Acts three other

Presbyters occur besides Hippolytus viz. Maximus,
Eusebius, and Cordius, who are always designated in

the same way as Hippolytus, and to whom the work
of burying is always assigned ;

thus Eusebius buries

1 Juxta urbem in crypto, via Hostiense, ap. Magistris, p. 57.
2 As the Bollandists (vol. iv., August, p. 566) state.



48 HIPPOLYTUS AND CALLISTUS.

Quiriacus, Archelaus, and the rest
; Hippolytus buries

Aurea
;
and Cordius (in the Latin text Concordius)

has to bury Sabinian. The Latin translator shows the

deliberate nature of his proceeding in this, moreover,

that in the case of the others he renders o Trpeo-fivrepos

presbyter, and only in the case of Hippolytus renders it

twice senex.

Baronius has discovered yet a third or fourth Hip

polytus. He is said likewise to have died at Rome in

the year 257, in the time of the Emperor Valerian.

He lived an ascetic life outside the city in a cave,

occupied in converting and preparing for baptism those

heathen who came to him
;
and when at last his sister

Paulina also and her husband Hadrias accepted baptism,

they were condemned by the judge Secundianus to

long torture and death, and gave up the ghost under

the scourge. But the Acts of these martyrs in Baronius

are far too unsafe and fable-like, as Pearson 1 has shown,

for one to build much on them.

The confusion already attached to the name of

Hippolytus was increased still more by the invention

of a pretended PRESBYTER HIPPOLYTUS OF ANTIOCH,

who, however, never existed at all, although he is

mentioned in martyrologies, especially from the ninth

century onwards. His commemoration is fixed for the

30th of January. All that is told of him is confined

to the statement that he belonged to the Novatian

schism, but before his death returned to the Church,

a statement first found in the martyrology of Ado,

while in the small Roman martyrology and that of S.

Jerome we read merely :

2
Antiochice passio s. Hippolyti

martyris. Ado s addition about the Novatianism and

conversion of the Priest, which he borrowed from

Prudentius, or rather from sources influenced by him,

1 Annal. Cypr. p. 59, ed. Brem.
2
Opp. s. llieronymi, Paris 1846, XI. p. 442.
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was then copied by Usuard, Notker, and the later

martyrologies. Baronius, indeed, thinks while he

undertakes to correct Prudentius by Ado, i.e. a nar

rator of the beginning of the fifth century by a com-

pilator of the ninth ! that the Novatianism which the

Spanish poet attributes to the Roman martyr of whom
he sings is only a mistake transferred from the Pres

byter of Antioch to the supposed Roman one. In

reality, however, the state of the case is quite different.

An Hippolytus of Antioch is entirely unknown to any
Greek authorities

;
even in S. Chrysostom, who, being

himself of Antioch, so constantly mentions things and

persons in his native city, one finds no trace of him
;

still less in the Greek and Oriental Mencea and

calendars. The older Latin martyrologies have, as is

well known, no Oriental martyrs, or only one here and

there
;

at any rate, the name of an Hippolytus of

Antioch is not to be met with in any of the martyr

ologies which have come down to us before the eighth

century. The genuine martyrology does not contain

him
;
he first occurs in the copies, which have later

additions.
1 All statements respecting him, therefore,

go back to the so-called martyrology of Jerome, a com

pilation which notoriously is not the work of that

Doctor of the Church, and which we know only in the

condition in which it was in the eighth century, and

thus with no lack of mistakes, confusions, and redupli
cations. But how did this fictitious Presbyter of

Antioch first get into this compilation? From the

chronicle of Eusebius, translated by Jerome, which

unmistakably formed the basis of the martyrology, and

whose short notice of Hippolytus gave occasion to the

error.

And here we may remark that the two errors which

1 See the martyrology in Bede s Ecclesiastical History, edited by SMITH,

Cambridge 1722, fol.
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have attached themselves to the name of Hippolytus,
the one that the Father was Bishop in Arabia, the

other that there was a Presbyter of this name in the

middle of the third century at Antioch, flowed from

one and the same source, viz. from the mistakes to

which the juxtaposition of Hippolytus with Geminus

and Beryllus gave occasion. In the chronicle ofJerome,
which since the fifth century has been so universally

used and copied, we read under the year 230, Geminus

Presbyter Antiochenus, et Hippolytus, et Beryllus Episcopus
Arabics Bostrenus, clari scriptores habentur, and word for

word the same in the chronicle of Prosper.
1

Here,

then, it was perplexing that in the case of the first and

third names place and dignity were stated, but in the

case of the second, and that such a celebrated name,
all further information was wanting. It was very

tempting to leave Geminus, who in any case was not

further known, to himself, and to appropriate the

Presbyter Antiochenus to Hippolytus, especially when the

et had slipped out from the manuscript. Accordingly
not one of the martyrologies has inserted Geminus,
and thus has arisen the Presbyter Hippolytus of

Antioch, who is utterly unknown to the Greeks, and

out of whom also Ado, by transferring to him the

well-known narrative of Prudentius, made a Nova-

tianist. Or else Hippolytus, whom people were now

unwilling to leave SO Utterly dTrdrwpj d^rircop^ dyeveaho-

7??T09, as he is in Eusebius and Jerome, was made into

a bishop of Bostra in Arabia. The translation of

Eusebius Ecclesiastical History by Rufinus gave occasion

to this. In Eusebius 2 we read : ETT/O-^OTTO? S 01/7-09

(JBmwXXo?) rjv T&V Kara Bocrrpav axravTcos re /cal l7T7r6\vTO&amp;lt;&amp;gt;

ere/3619
TTOV /cal ai/ro9 Trpoeo-rcos eK/cXTjcrias, which IS rendered

by Rufinus : Episcopus fuit hie apud Bostram, Arabia

urbem maximam. Erat nihilominus et Hippolytus, qui et

1 P. 598, ed. Roncallius. 2
//. E. VI. 20.
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ipse aliquanta scripta dereliquit, epkcopus.
1 Hence it was

quite *to be expected that some would understand,
from reading Eusebius through Rufinus, that Hip-

polytus likewise had been bishop of Bostra, and perhaps
the successor of Beryllus ;

and we see that Gelasius

was led astray in this manner, for Bostra is what he

means by the designation
&quot;

metropolis of Arabia.&quot;

Now, however, it is time to subject to a closer

examination the poetical account which PHUDENTIUS,
a Spaniard in the first part of the fifth century, sketches

of the conversion and death of his Hippolytus, and to

see what we can extract from it of historical value,

and what relation his statements have to the results of

our investigation thus far. These results are in brief

the following :

1. A Roman Presbyter, Hippolytus, was banished to

Sardinia in the year 235, along with Pope Pontian,

and his corpse was afterwards buried in the Via

Tiburtina,

2. The Roman officer Hippolytus, the guard and

disciple, of S. Lawrence, who was torn to pieces by

horses, is a mythical personage, of whose existence and

faith no historical testimony is extant.

3. The Hippolytus of Portus, who is said to have

been drowned there, is an invention.

4. The Presbyter Hippolytus of Antioch got into the

martyrologies only by mistake, and never existed.

According to the account of the Spanish poet,

Hippolytus was a Roman Presbyter who had at first

taken part in the Novatian schism. When persecution

again broke out, he (having meanwhile returned to the

Church and to his rightful Bishop) was taken prisoner

with others to Ostia on account of his faith, to receive

his sentence from the Praefect of the city, who then
1 See Magistris, p. 367.
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was staying there. On the way thither he exhorted

the Christians who accompanied him to have nothing
to do with the schism of Novatian. As his name
reminded the Prsefect of the son of Theseus and his

tragical end, he condemned him to a similar death.

The old Presbyter was forthwith bound by the feet to

a team of wild horses, and soon the faithftil could do

no more than collect the mangled limbs of the corpse.

The historical good faith and exactness of Prudentius,

especially in depicting a non-Spanish martyr, cannot

be rated very highly, partly because the very form of

his work and the necessities of poetical selection and

decoration could not but lead him into great licences,

partly because he has demonstrably fallen into gross

errors. Thus it has befallen him to be led astray by a

romance about Cyprian of Antioch and Justina, com

posed in the middle of the fourth century, and to

represent the Bishop of Carthage before his conversion

as a sorcerer and charlatan. In his hymn on S.

Lawrence, he makes Pope Xystus be crucified, and

S. Lawrence stand weeping at the foot of the cross,

whereas the expression of S. Cyprian leaves no room

for doubt that Xystus was beheaded. 1 His account of

1
It is true that Tillemont himself assumes that we must give the pre

ference to the statement of Prudentius, that Xystus was crucified, although
the Roman tradition, as it is still preserved in the martyrologies and in the

Pontifical Book (ed. VIGNOLI, i. 53), makes him be beheaded, and hence it

is established that the expression animadversus used by Cyprian must be

taken in the usual sense. It appears to me as decisive that the edict of

Valerian ordered simply the execution of the Bishops and Priests, and that

one has only to take into consideration the mode of proceeding which was

observed in the condemnation and execution of S. Cyprian to find it

utterly incredible that at the same time the most horrible and shameful of

all deaths, that of crucifixion, was inflicted on the Bishop of Rome. In

like manner, the hymn of Prudentius on the martyrdom of S. Agnes is not

historical, although in the case of a saint who was reverenced at so early a

period and so very widely, and who did not suffer until the Diocletian

persecution, one might have at least expected a simple historical represen

tation. But Prudentius gives us here again also to understand that he had

no other historical foundation and authority than the tomb of S. Agnes



ON THE HISTOEY OF HIPPOLYTUS. 53

Hippolytus has been now pronounced by most moderns

to be untenable, especially since Baronius charged him
with having thrown everything into utter confusion,
and transferred features which belonged to three

different persons to one Roman priest, of whom he

knew really nothing definite. The Novatianism he

borrowed from a presbyter who at that time suffered

martyrdom at Antioch
;
the manner of death, by a

similar mistake, was borrowed from the companion of

S. Lawrence of like name, and appropriated to the

Eoman Presbyter; and lastly, the place of death, Portus,

was by a third error transferred from Bishop Hippolytus
to this very same Presbyter. No doubt Baronius him

self, as need scarcely be remarked any more, has pro
ceeded on suppositions which historically are quite

untenable, although what he maintains has since then

been often enough repeated, even so late as by Paciaudi

and Magistris. On the other hand, Ruinart, Tillemont,
and Saccarelli, have accepted the historical correctness

of the poem in its main features, and Orsi has admitted

the narrative without hesitation into his ecclesiastical

history.
1

Prudentius narrates that the sight of the grave, and

of the picture executed on the wall over the grave,

attracted his attention to the history of Hippolytus.

and the story which was current among the people e.g. v. 10. Aiunt jugali

vix habilem toro, etc.
;

v. 57. Sunt qui rogatain retulerint preces fudisse

Christo.
1 Great pains to rescue the trustworthiness of Prudentius in this case

also have been taken by the author of a treatise which appeared in Pesaro

in the year 1771, SADARPHI, Osservazioni sopra il Martirio di s. Ippolito

Vescovo di Porto, descritto dal Poeta Prudenzio. He tries to show that

Prudentius has by no means made any confusion, as is commonly sup

posed, but that rather his account is quite historical, and treats of the

great Father of the Church, who really in the end became a Novatianist,

and then was torn to pieces by horses under Valerian, all on the weakest

grounds. After him MAGISTRIS has come back to the hypothesis that the

Spaniard has confused together three persons of the name of Hippolytus,
and that the Father was drowned.
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He seems, therefore, to have taken his materials not

from any written document whatever, but merely from

a tradition existing among the Christians there, and

from their narrations
; consequently, with the excep

tion of the statement about the Novatianism of the

martyr and his recantation, all really historical features

are wanting. The main thing is the description of

the fresco, then the depicting of the crypt and of the

great crowds of people at the celebration of his festival.

The rest is only the usual background in pictures

of martyrdoms. When, at the moment of his saint s

being dragged over stock and stone, he puts the last

words in his mouth :

&quot; These (the steeds) are dragging

my limbs on after them
; drag Thou, Christ, my

soul to Thyself !

&quot;

this is manifestly only a fancy of

the poet s, and not by any means a happy one.

First of all let us consider the mode of his death.

That a hundred and fifty years after the supposed
event a very sensational fresco depicted the matter in

this way, cannot be allowed as historical evidence.

We know from other cases that already in the fourth

century, popular legend, or even (as in the story of

Cyprian and Justina) conscious fiction, was at work,

inventing, or decorating and altering, histories of

martyrs. And in the present case, the improbable
nature of the mode of death certainly falls heavily into

the balance. In the whole course of persecutions of

the Christians that of Diocletian even included no

second instance occurs in which so extraordinary a

mode of execution is employed. The thing is still less

credible when one considers place, persons, and cir

cumstances. It is the Prsefect of Rome, who has an

old man brought to him at Ostia, and being reminded

by his name of the fable respecting the son of Theseus,

forthwith, in the exercise of the cruellest caprice and

scorn, condemns the man to a kind of death which was
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utterly foreign to the laws and customs of the Roman

Empire. One might certainly quote the execution of

S. Lawrence, which took place in the year 258, as an

instance of an extraordinary and un-Roman mode of

death. The case, however, is very different. The

punishment of the latter was an act of revenge and

disappointed avarice, and yet so far in accordance with

law, as by the decree of Decius torture was really to

be applied in various forms, increasing in severity, in

order to induce the Christians to apostatize. This was

done with S. Lawrence
;

for he was first scourged and

then tortured by the roasting fire, and died in conse

quence of this punishment, perhaps against the wish

and expectation of the Prsefect. In the case of the

Hippolytus of Prudentius, on the other hand, the mode
of proceeding must have been quite different. There

is no mention of any attempt to induce him to apos
tatize in obedience to Roman law

;
but he is con

demned to the most horrible death immediately on his

confessing that he is a Christian.

I go still further. I maintain that, supposing one

places the narrative of Prudentius in the time of Gailus

or in the persecution under Valerian, it is still incon

ceivable that the matter can have taken place as he

depicts it. Seeing that under Caracalla all inhabitants

of the empire had received the civitas, a Prefect would

dare still less even than before (every one being now a

free citizen of Rome) to employ modes of death not

provided by law, but dictated merely b}^ cruelty or

wantonness. The usual form of capital punishment
was decapitation ;

besides this, the law provided for

severer cases only the additional punishments of cruci

fixion, being thrown to the beasts in the amphitheatre,
and burning. The last punishment was threatened

specially against those who practised witchcraft
;

l and
1 JULII PAULLI, R. S. 1. v., t. 22, sec. 17.
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as this was a usual charge brought against Christians,

we see how in the Decian persecution many (as Cronion

and Macarius at Alexandria) died at the stake. Excep
tions occur only in those neighbourhoods where popular
custom brought with it a peculiar mode of capital

punishment, and where the authorities sometimes

allowed that the execution of a Christian should take

place in this form. Hence in Asia Minor, where

formerly it had been the custom to stone the enemies

of the gods, Maximus was stoned in the year 251, and

then in Lampsacus, Andrew and Paul.
1 The other

executions of Christians at this time took place by the

sword. And I think that to every one acquainted with

history, with Roman law and custom, and with the

genuine Acts of the martyrs, it must (the more he

weighs the matter) seem incredible that the Prsefect

of Rome caused a Christian, whether Presbyter or

soldier, to be torn to pieces by horses.

But it is further surprising that Prudentius only

adopts half of the legend, as we know it, only what

relates to the mode of death, while he knows nothing
of the Roman officer baptized by S. Lawrence, but

makes Hippolytus into a schismatical presbyter. And

yet he knew also the history of S. Lawrence, which is

the subject of another long hymn of his, well enough.

Probably the legend of the Roman soldier and neophyte

Hippolytus was already in the mouth of the people ;

but Prudentius (who expressly gives the 13th of August
as the day for commemorating his saint, and therefore

in his description without doubt means the crypt in

the Ager Yeranus on the Via Tiburtina) had, on in

quiry, preferred another older and better founded tradi

tion, which was still extant at that time, viz. that the

person buried there had been a Presbyter, who, after

being a schismatic, had, before his death, returned

1
RUINART, p. 147.
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once more to the unity of the Church. As he had no

written authorities, but only statements made by word

of mouth before him, he is wanting in exact marks of

time. He might know that a cruel execution could

not be placed in the time of Alexander Severus,

favourably disposed as he was to the Christians, and

indeed not in the period between 211 and 235 at all.

Accordingly he put the history forward into the time

of Gallus, and thereby the nature of the schism was

given, in which Hippolytus was said to have taken

part. It must have been that of Novatian. Nothing
was then known of any other, and in the time of Gallus

there was not even the trace of another existing in

Rome. Here, then, we have fresh reason for consider

ing the narrative of the Spaniard, not as simple history,

but as a fiction based upon misunderstood facts. The

earlier history of the Novatian schism, and of the persons

involved in
it, is known to us with tolerable exactness

through Cyprian s correspondence with Rome. We see

that it was always the confessors on his side, on whose

reputation with the Christian populace Novatian sup

ported himself. He cited them with much parade, and

gave it as a proof of the goodness and justice of his

cause that they had followed him from the first. Had,

then, so remarkable and striking a case occurred at that

time as that which Prudentius narrates
;
had a Roman

Priest, immediately before his glorious martyrdom, re

turned once more to the Catholic communion, and

exhorted the people to leave Novatian, we should

certainly meet with a notice of it in Cyprian s cor

respondence. No doubt one might still make the

attempt to rescue the statement of Prudentius, by

putting it forward into the time of Valerian s perse

cution, that is, to the year 258 or 259. On the other

hand, however, other difficulties would arise, and in

particular the mode of Hyppolytus death would then
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become still more incredible
;

for it is certain that

Valerian wished the punishment of decapitation to be

inflicted on Bishops and Priests. In distant Spain, the

more severe punishment of the stake might possibly find

place in the execution of Bishop Fructuosus
;
but for all

that, it is inconceivable that, immediately after so dis

tinctly-worded a rescript of the Emperor to the Roman

Senate, the Prsefect of the city should have acted with

such refined cruelty in varying and intensifying the

modes of death as Prudentius represents :

&quot; Nail him
to the cross

; fling this one bound into the flames
;

the rest on rotten boats sink in the sea; and the

old Priest there shall be tied to the feet of wild

steeds, and by them be torn to
pieces.&quot;

That is not

history, at any rate, not history of a scene in the

time of Valerian. It is poetical painting, applied
a hundred and fifty years after the event, to material

taken merely from the legend in the mouths of the

people.
I have no hesitation in seeking the origination of

the legend of a Christian martyr Hippolytus, who was

torn to pieces by horses, in a picture which may have

existed close to the church of S. Lawrence. It was

natural, in an age in which the pagan legends of Greece

had already become strange to the lower classes in

Rome, while at the same time their imagination was

excited by the history of the martyrs, that a repre
sentation of the death of the Athenian king s son

should be interpreted as depicting a Christian martyr
dom. That the misinterpretation of pictures had a

great share in the completion and decoration of Chris

tian legends, cannot fail to be recognised. I will

mention only a couple of instances. Nothing is more

frequent in the Acts of the martyrs than the narration,

how at the death of the saint the soul flew out of the

body in the form of a white dove. Prudentius has
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this legend already in his history of S. Eulalia.
1 The

same thing occurs in the Acts of S. Potitus
2 and Quin-

tinus,
3
in the history of S. Reparata,

4
in the Acts of S.

Devota,
5 of S. Felix of Treves, and many others. Now

the figure of a dove, as Buonarroti 6 and Aringhi remark,
is found very frequently on the oldest Christian monu

ments, and the frequent occurrence of a white dove as

a symbol of the soul freeing itself from the body in

pictures which represent the death or martyrdom of a

saint, has produced that legend.
7 In the same way,

numerous legends of saints, who are said to have freed

a neighbourhood from a murderous dragon, have arisen.
8

Papebrock
9 remarked long ago that almost all the first

bishops of Italian towns, or other converters of the

heathen, are said to have slain, or spell-bound, or driven

into the sea, a huge snake or dragon with the sign of

the cross. In the lives of the Oriental saints also the

slain dragon is a usual occurrence. Not unfrequently
it is also stated that the saint bound the dragon with

his scarf or handkerchief, and sometimes the narrators

appeal forthwith to a picture representing the saint

1 Hymn ix. v. 161, Peristeph.
2
Acta Sanctorum, Januar. I. p. 764.

3 Surius on the 31st of October. 4 Rom. Martyrol. VIII. id. Octobr.
6 Acta SS.

t
Januar. I. p. 771.

6 Osserv. sopra alcuni frammenti di vasi antichi, Firenze 1716, p. 125.
1

[In the early monuments of the catacombs the dove is, as a rule, easily

distinguished from other birds
;
but on the very earliest tombs birds assign

able to no species are found, with or -without the palm-branch, obviously
as symbols of the released soul flying to heaven. Compare Ps. cxxiv. 7,

Iv. 6, and the analogy of the Psyche-butterfly. Similarly caged birds per

haps represent the soul in the prison-house of the flesh. See Dictionary oj

Christian Antiquities, articles BIRD and DOVE.]
8
[The serpent from the earliest ages has been a symbol of both good and

evil, the dragon only of evil, the griffin only of good. There may be ex

ceptions, but this rule appears to hold in most cases. See article CHERUB
in SMITH S Dictionary of the BiUe, and articles DRAGON, GRIFFIN, SERPENT,
in the Dictionary of Christian Antiquities; also MRS. JAMESON S Sacred

and Legendary Art, p. xxxvi.]
9 Acta SS. II. Martii, p. 118
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with the dragon.
1 To represent Satan, whose tempta

tions the saint overcame, in the figure
2
of a dragon,

was a primeval custom with the Christians. Con-

stantine caused him to be so painted in the vestibule

of his palace, pierced through with a lance
;
and later_

on also, people were fond of representing the victory

over idolatry in the figure of a captive dragon. Hence,

therefore, that legend.

In the picture drawn by Prudentius we meet with

one or two other features which, having reference to

the ecclesiastical position of the martyr, and not to be

put down to poetical decoration, are consequently of

importance for our purpose, viz. the evolution of the

true historical Hippolytus. He calls him expressly
a Presbyter, but represents his relation to the Christian

people in such a way as is really suitable only to a

Bishop and the originator of a schismatical separation,

not to a mere subordinate party to the same. Hippo

lytus is here the ecclesiastical head of a congregation
which trusts him absolutely, and which has become

involved in the schism first through him. 3 The heathen

attendants of the Prsefect call out to him that Hippo

lytus is the leader of the host of those who worship

Christ, and that if only he were suddenly plucked

away, the populace would turn again to the Roman

gods. Without doubt, Prudentius would represent his

hero as one of those belonging to the city of Rome, and

his congregation as a Roman one
; although he makes

the condemnation take place in or near Ostia, whither

the Prsefect had gone that very day, in order to carry

out the imperial edict there also. Had his Hippolytus
been Presbyter or Bishop in Ostia or Portus, his con-

1
So, for example, in the Vita S. Pavacii, ap. Bolland. ad 24 Jul., vol. v.

p. 541 : Quia picta erat in domo episcopali in nostra urbe constitutes.

2 EUSEB. vit. Const, lib. 3, cap. 3.

3
Seque ducem recti spretis aafractibus idem

Prsebuit, erroris quiprius autor erat.
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gregation, to whom while still alive he was so dear,

would assuredly not have allowed his bones to be

carried to a strange city, to Rome,
1 but would have

kept them near themselves. But in Rome Novatian

was still living according to the account of Socrates,
2

he did not lose his life until the persecution under

Valerian and in Rome there certainly were not several

congregations of Novatianists, each with its own head,

but only one, of which Novatian himself or his successor

was the leader. We are therefore thrown back to an

earlier time and an earlier Roman schism than that of

Novatian, to a schism the author of which must have

been Hippolytus himself. If it is objected that this

contradicts the statement of Prudentius, who repeatedly
calls the schism Novati, I reply that the whole account

of the Spanish poet in all its features is such as cannot

for one moment be regarded as historical
;
confusions

or anachronisms, and combinations of different tradi

tions, must be admitted. The alternative, accordingly,

presents itself thus : Either this Hippolytus was a

Novatianist, in which case he cannot have been what

the narrator makes him, the leader of a separate con

gregation, the schismatical seducer of a whole Christian

populace ;
or he was really in such an ecclesiastical

position at Rome, in which case he was no Novatianist,

but belongs to an earlier time, and the division brought
about by his means was a different one. The reasons

for the adoption of the second alternative are mani

festly overwhelming. To this must be added, that

Prudentius may well have had special reason for

making his martyr a converted Novatianist. At that

time, as we learn from Pacian s writings, the Nova
tianist sect still existed in the poet s home in North

1 Ostia linqnunt,

Roma placet, sanctos quse teneat cineres.

* Hist. Eccles., lib. iv. cap. 28.
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Spain ;
and hence the wish to set before the opponents

of the Church there so weighty an authority, and an

example so worthy of imitation, may well have contri

buted to the idea of designating the schism, from which

the Roman martyr again turned, as that of Novatian.

What is there, then, in the poem of Prudentius that

we can make use of as historical material that will

bear criticism ? His martyr is that Hippolytus whose

commemorative festival was celebrated on the 13th of

August; he lived in Rome, was the originator of a

schism, or, at any rate, he presided over a separate
church communion, but returned to the Church before

his death. With regard to the mode of death depicted

by him, I believe that the legend about the Roman

officer, whom S. Lawrence converted, was at that

time already extant in Rome. He is said to have

been dragged to death by horses
;
but Prudentius, who

had learnt in some way that the martyr celebrated on

the 13th August was no Roman soldier, but a Presbyter
or Bishop, transferred the manner of death described

in the legend and in the picture to him.

But was not the genuine historical Hippolytus a

martyr ? Jerome and Theodoret call him so expressly,

and the later Greeks likewise. And he was one, yet

not by a bloody, violent death, but in the same manner

in which, according to his own statement, Callistus

became a martyr, by exile. Whoever suffered at all

on account of the faith was, in the wider sense of the

term, reckoned among the martyrs ;
so early as Cyprian

we have the declaration that those who died in prison

were martyrs ;

l

and, only to mention one instance,

Eusebius of Yercelli, who died a natural death, is

called by S. Ambrose, and in the Roman martyrology,

a martyr.
Mommsen has maintained, in his treatise on the

1
Epist. 37, ed. Rigalt.
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chronographer of 354, that in the list of the Popes, and
oldest and most trustworthy which we possess, the part

reaching down to 231 is probably the work of Hippo-

lytus and borrowed from his chronicle
;
that Hippolytus

gave merely a list of names, with a statement of the

length of their episcopate, while the consulships and

contemporaneous Emperors were added by a later

hand, and not always correctly. The latter is certainly

correct; but the former, viz. that Hippolytus is the

original source, I consider as very improbable.
1

It

appears to me rather as if the list had come originally
from a Latin, and not from a Greek source. Firstly,

in the catalogue Cletus and Anacletus are cited as two

Popes ;
but this Cletus is unknown to all Fathers of

the Greek tongue, and even to all Latins, Optatus,

Augustine, Jerome, Rufmus
;
had he already stood in

Hippolytus chronicle, which, as Mommsen remarks,
was much used and copied, he would have been men
tioned more frequently in the lists of the Popes, and

would have been reckoned along with them in enumer

ating them. But the distinction between a Cletus and

Anacletus rests on two witnesses only, viz. our Liberian

catalogue and the author of the poem against Marcion.

A tradition of the Roman Church cannot be brought
to tell in favour of it, for in the oldest document, the

Roman Canon for the Mass, only one is mentioned.

But the authority of the Liberian catalogue cannot be

rated very high for the period down to 230, for (and
this is the second reason, which seems to me to be at

the same time decisive against Mommsen s conjecture
that the catalogue is borrowed from the Chronicon of Hip
polytus) three Popes are wanting in it, Anicetus (150-

153), Eleutherus (171-185), and Zephyrinus (198-217).
2

1

[On this point Dr. Dollinger has changed his opinion. See Appendix, A.]
2 There exist only two manuscripts of this catalogue, the one at Vienoa

and the one at Brussels
;
ECCARD {Corp. Hist. I. p. 25) has given an
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All the more important and trustworthy, on the other

hand, is the second part of the catalogue, which begins

with Pontianus, as Tillemont and others have already

recognised, and as Mommsen confirms. This second

part is the work of another, who adds single notes to

the names of the Popes, having reference to the perse

cutions and schism. The very first historical note is

one of very great importance for our purpose. It

states :

l

Eo tempore (a. 235) Pontianus episcopus et Yppolytus

presbyter exoles sunt deportati in Sardinia in insula nociva

Severo et Quintino cons. In eadem insula discinctus est

IV. Id. Oct. et loco ejus ordinatus est Antheros XL Id. Dec.

cons. ss. (235).

I have no doubt that this Hippolytus is no other

than the celebrated Father, who accordingly was at

any rate a Roman Presbyter. He was banished simul

taneously with Pontian to Sardinia
;

if both of them

exact transcript of the first, BUCHER, and from him DUCANGE (Ad Chron.

Pascli., ed. Bonn, II. p. 198) of the second. In both of them the three

Popes are wanting. In MOMMSEN they stand in the text, but are charac

terized as insertions by different type. The Bollandists also had printed it

before (Acta Sanctorum, April. I.), with the completions inserted by them

selves. Only, I do not know why Mommsen says (p. 583) : The list con

tains at least one undoubted error as to facts, viz. it places Anicetus before

Pius
; whereas, from contemporaneous evidence, it is perfectly certain that

Anicetus followed Pius. But Anicetus is wanting altogether ;
it is the

second list, reaching down to Felix IV. and the Pontifical Book (cf. SCHEL-

STRATE, I. p. 414), which have this mistake.
[&quot;

In reference to the first

Roman bishops, the consentient statements of the Greeks, Irenseus,

Eusebius, and Epiphanius, are infinitely more trustworthy than the Latin

accounts.&quot; Of the latter there are three recensions, the Roman in the

Liberian catalogue, the African of Optatus and S. Augustine (derived

from the Liberian), and the Gallican of Victoriuus. The Canon of the

Roman Mass agrees with the Greek diptychs Linus, Cletus (
= Anencletus),

Clemens. Anacletus appears to be no name at all. The Greeks always
have Anencletus, equivalent in meaning to Innocentius. See DOLLINGER S

First Age of the Church, Bk. III. chap. i. pp. 298-300, English translation,

2d ed. 1867.]
1

MOMMSEN, Ueber den Chronographen vom Jahre 354, Leipzig 1850,

p. 635.
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suffered this banishment merely as Christians and
ecclesiastical dignitaries, then no doubt Hippolytus
was selected out of the already very numerous Roman

clergy, and sent into exile with the Pope, because next

to him he was the most considerable person in the

Roman Church. Now, seeing that no persecution took

place under Alexander Severus, but the Christians were

rather protected, and to a certain extent favoured, we
must suppose that this was one of the first persecuting
measures of the new Emperor Maximin. Banishment

to Sardinia was pretty nearly equivalent to sentence of

death, for the neighbourhood to which exiles were

brought was so unhealthy that they soon died, and the

place was chosen in Rome for that very reason, in order

that those whom people wished to get out of the way
might there find a grave. Maximin persecuted in the

first place the friends and servants of Alexander,

among whom were several Christians
;
and hence one

may suppose that Pontian also and Hippolytus were

banished for this reason. But the time was somewhat

short for this. Alexander was murdered at Mainz

(according to Clinton) on the 10th of February, or

(according to Tillemont) not until the 18th of March,
235. But Maximin, during the whole of the year 235,
was still fully occupied with the war in Germany ;

and

Pontian must already have been some time in Sardinia

when he resigned his office there on the 28th of Sep
tember 235, whereupon (according to the statement of

the catalogues of Popes in the sixth century) he died

on the 30th of October of the same year, in consequence
of the ill-treatment he received. Are we to suppose
that Maximin made such haste to send an order from

Germany for the deportation of the two men ? To the

rude Thracian who, first a goat-herd and then a soldier,

had only just then been called with his legion from the

banks of the Tigris to the banks of the Rhine, political
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reasons such as to determine him on a sudden perse

cution of the Christians, after so long a rest, were

certainly not at all likely to occur. He who forthwith

carried the war into the very heart of Germany, and

above all, could boast that in the short space of two

years he had waged more wars than any of the rest,

who had, moreover, to suppress the conspiracy of

Magnus and of Osrhoenic troops ;
he could not at the

same time have busied himself with the internal cir

cumstances of the city of Rome, and with the fate of a

Bishop and a Priest. The catalogue of the Popes just

mentioned says that the deportation took place through

(that means, no doubt, under) Alexander. This Em

peror, who at that time was in Germany, certainly did

not order it himself, but the Prcefect of the city may
very well have done so

;
and Binius long ago made the

conjecture
l
that it may have been done not on religious

grounds, but on account of some other charge brought

against them by the heathen. If we consider the

condition of the Christians in Rome, as it appears from

the description given by Hippolytus in the Pkilosophu-

mena, it becomes very probable that the schism which

had arisen there through the separation of Hippolytus
from Callistus, and which continued even after the

death of the latter, involved collisions and party con

tests, and that violent outbreaks were not wanting, to

which the dispute as to the possession of the places of

worship was sufficient to give occasion. Thus, then, it

was likely enough that the Prsefect thought to put an

end to the disturbances by banishing the leaders of the

two parties, Pontianus (as the successor of Callistus)

and Hippolytus. Again, in the year 309, as we learn

from an epitaph composed by Pope Damasus, Pope
Marcellus was banished by the Emperor Maxentius,
not on account of his religion, but because his strictness

1 In BIANCHINI, in his edition of Anastasius, II. p. 181.
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about the discipline of penance in the case of those who
had lapsed in persecution, had caused dissension and

bloody fights in Rome. 1

This of course is only conjecture, and it may well

have been that both men were exiled to Sardinia

simply on account of their religion. But the expres
sion discinctus, used by the old chronographer, tells us

a fact which is calculated to throw some light over

what is otherwise an obscure circumstance. For it is

established by Hippolytus own narrative, that, in con

sequence of the quarrel between him and Gallistus, a

schism took place in the Church of Rome
;
and further,

that this division continued for some time longer after

the death of Callistus. How was this schism, of which

only fifteen years later, when the Novatianist dissen

sions broke out, not a trace is any longer visible,

adjusted? The chronographer says that Pontianus

resigned his office, for that is the meaning (according
to Pagi s

2
declaration also) of discinctus, and Anteros

was elected in his place. If we add to this the further

fact that the bodies of both men, after they had died

in Sardinia, were brought to Rome, and there solemnly

1 S. DAMASI Opera, ed. Sarazanius, Paris 1672, p. 17o.

2 Critica in Annales Baronii, I. p. 217, ed. Antwerp. In military

language it means &quot;cashiered;&quot; ecclesiastical usage takes it in a similar

sense ; thus it stands in Gregory of Tours (lib. v. cap. 27) of the Bishops
Salonius and Sagittarius, who were degraded in a Synod, that they were

ab episcopatu discincti; and Sidonius Apollinaris (lib. v. epist. 7) in a similar

sense, Reverentiam clericis, cinctis jura, discinctis privihgia. Cincti and

discincti are here used of the judges still in office and of those who had

retired into private life. Compare SAVAEON S notes in loco. Further

material respecting the ecclesiastical use of cinctus and discinctus has been

collected by Du SAUSSAY in the Panoplia Sacerdotalis, p. 40 ;. here, of course,

merely a voluntary resignation can be meant. Heuschen and Momm-
sen propose to read defunctus instead of discinctus ; but the simple and clear

defanctus would certainly not have been changed in the manuscripts into

the more obscure discinctus* [JACOBi also, in the article HIPPOLYTUS in

HERZOG S Real-Encyklopcidie, contends for defunctus, maintaining that dis

cinctus est cannot mean &quot;

resigned,&quot; but must be taken passively,
&quot; was

deposed,
1

which is nonsense, for there was no one to depose him.]
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interred on one and the same day, we may not without

probability conclude that the resignation of Pontian

was followed by that of Hippolytus, that they were

reconciled to one another, and wished by means of a

joint resignation to bring the schism to an end, which

they also succeeded in doing.

We are now at the point when we must answer the

question, so long a riddle, and, since the discovery of

the Philosophumena, doubly interesting and important,
but now capable of a certain solution, Where did Hip
polytus, if he was a Bishop, have his see

;
and is the

theory now once more maintained and supported by

many arguments, that he was Bishop of the Roman
Portus at the mouth of the Tiber, historically correct ?

I believe that now, for the first time, the utter

groundlessness of this supposition can be convincingly

shown, and propose to conduct my proof in the following

manner :

In the first place, I shall show that Portus Romanus
in the third century was not a town, while the neigh

bouring Ostia still continued to be a considerable town.

Secondly, that in Portus there was no Bishop before

the year 313 or 314.

Thirdly i
that a Bishop Hippolytus of Portus was un

known in the whole West, and likewise in the East

until the seventh century.

Fourthly, that the unanimous tradition of the Eastern

Church designates Hippolytus as Bishop of Rome.

Fifthly, that the later Byzantines, the author of the

Chronicon Paschale, George Syncellus, Anastasius, and

Zonaras, were led astray by the (spurious) Acts of

Aurea, so as to make Hippolytus Bishop of Portus.

Sixthly, that Hippolytus, according to his own words,

considered himself as the rightful Bishop of Rome of

his time.

Seventhly, that Hippolytus could not simultaneously
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be a member of the Roman presbytery and Bishop of

Portus.

The theory that the Hippolytus was Bishop of Portus

was in earlier times variously defended, but since the

middle of the last century has been abandoned as un
tenable by most of the Catholic and Protestant scholars

who have gone into the question thoroughly ;
until Heir

Bunsen again undertook with great warmth to come
forward in its behalf, in the main only because it

seemed to him to suit certain pet notions of his, and

also certain consequences which he might be able to

draw from the history of Hippolytus.
1 On the Catholic

side, the author of the Histoire Litteraire de la France,
2

Ceillier, the Benedictine De la Reux, Cardinal Orsi,

and Saccarelli, have declared against it. On the Pro

testant side, among others, Harrell
8 and Neander. 4

Ceillier thinks he must have been a Bishop somewhere
in the East. Orsi conjectures that he may have been

a Bishop of the heathen without a fixed see, who
wandered about to convert and found churches, like

his contemporary Caius, according to the statement of

Photius. Against this, however, it has been already
noticed above that the whole hypothesis of the unde

fined episcopate of Caius rests on a miscomprehension.
On the other side, two Roman ecclesiastics, Ruggeri
and Magistris, have given themselves much trouble to

reproduce with all possible completeness the proof

1

However, Herr Bunsen could still appeal in recent times to Seinecke,

author of a treatise on Hippolytus, in Illgen s Zeitschnft, Jahrg. 1843, H. 3,

p. 57, and to Ideler s Chronologic, vol. ii. p. 213. [The theory is main

tained by MILMAN, Latin Christianity, I. p. 44, 4th ed., and also apparently

by ROBERTSON, History of the Christian Church, I. p. 120, 2d ed.]
2 Tome I. p. 363.
3 In his Commentatio Hist. Crit. de Hippolyto, Gotting. 1838, p. 13.

4 &quot; Neither the later accounts, which place his bishopric in Arabia, nor

the others, which place it in the neighbourhood of Rome, can be taken into

consideration,&quot; says Neander, Geschichte dcr Christ. Kirche, Zweite Aus-

gabe, I. 1175.
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that Hippolytus was Bishop of Portus. The first wrote

his treatise at the suggestion of Cardinal Ottoboni,

Bishop of Portus, who was concerned that such a light

should not be taken away from the Church from which

he derived his title. His conclusion is, that the Hip

polytus who composed the ecclesiastical treatises was

certainly the Bishop of Portus, but there was con

temporaneously with him another Hippolytus in Rome
who was a soldier

;
both suffered martyrdom in the

same way, killed by wild horses, and were interred in

the same place. Incredible as this seems, the editor

of the Greek Acts of S. Aurea, Simon de Magistris,
1

has carried the credulity which swallows camels still

further. His Hippolytus was not only Bishop of Portus,

but also of a considerable part of the city of Rome.

The city of Rome, that is to say according to him, fell

in the third century into two episcopal dioceses, of

which the one embraced the part of the city lying east

1 Acta Martyrum ad Ostia Tiberina sub Claudio Gothico, notis ac Disser-

tationibus Illustrata, Eomse 1795, fol. The greater part of the volume

(pp. 61-434) is taken up with the dissertatio de vita et scriptis Hippolyti

Mart. Episcopi Portuensis. The book is really a literary curiosity ;
the

author, who cannot be denied to be a man of great reading, draws right

through a posse ad esse, this or that may very possibly have been the case,

which is quite sufficient for him to take the supposed fact forthwith into

his fantastic and romantic history of Hippolytus, which he has put together
out of the most wanton fictions. He makes him be born in 173 and be

drowned in 269, i.e. almost a hundred years old, in order that his death

may fall within the time of Claudius II., and the credibility of the Acts

edited by himself be maintained. For the same purpose, we are told also

in a separate treatise, that under Claudius n. a persecution of the Christians

took place, although not a single fact even in the slightest degree tenable

can be quoted in support of this. Hippolytus, as Magistris has discovered,

went from Rome to Alexandria in order to avoid the sight of the secular

games which had been instituted by command of the Emperor Philip ;

moreover, was on confidential terms of intimacy with this Emperor and his

wife Severa. In Egypt, he induced Origen to submit to Pope Fabrianus,

and actually, as the legend quite correctly states, converted thirty thou

sand Saracens, etc. etc. Had the author not brought together his learned

apparatus with such pains, one might sometimes doubt whether he was

really in earnest with his dreams.
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of the Tiber, and the other the island of the Tiber and
the district lying west of it, and belonged to the Bishop
of Portus. Magistris knows further

l
that it was Pope

Cornelius (in the year 251) who first created the new

bishopric in Portus and handed it over to Hippolytus ;

thus at the same time dividing the city of Rome
between Hippolytus and himself. All this is decorated

with yet other hitherto unsuspected facts, and we are

then assured that the unanimity of the Greek and

Latin Church in reference to the Portus episcopate of

Hippolytus is quite wonderful. 2 The proofof this is with

him easy enough. For the Latin Church, Anastasius

must answer, because he was Roman Apocrisiarius
at Constantinople ;

for the Greek Church, all those are

counted as witnesses who call Hippolytus a Roman

Bishop ;
for by that, he says, they only meant to say

that he was Bishop of Portus. Portus was, that is to

say six or eight hundred years later, one of the seven

suburban churches. Cardinal Humbert, Bishop of one

such church, viz. of Sylva Candida, in the eleventh

century (when the body of cardinals with the cardinal-

bishops was already formed) called himself a Bishop of

the Roman Church, and at the time ofUrban n. (about

the year 1090) some of these Bishops were called Epis-

copiurbis. Such a mode of arguing only tempts one to

ask why, when he so liberally presents the Bishop of

Portus with a considerable portion of the city ofRome,
does he not rather deduce from this the fact, which

has hitherto been so awkward and hard to explain for

all modern writers, that the Orientals designate Hip

polytus as a Roman Bishop ? Why has he not said

simply, The difference between the statement of the

Orientals and mine is only this, that they make him

1 L.c. p. 364.

2 Cseterum invitis quantumlibet censorious magni nominis mirifica est con-

sensio, etc., I.e. p. 365.
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Bishop of the whole city of Rome, while, according to

my theory, he was only Bishop of a good part of Rome,
and along with it of the seaport-town of Portus as well ?

1. IN THE THIRD CENTURY, PORTUS ROMANUS WAS NOT A

TOWN, AND OSTIA WAS STILL A CONSIDERABLE TOWN.

That Portus Romanus was neither a town nor an

episcopal see before the beginning of the fourth century

can, I believe, be maintained with an amount of pro

bability bordering on certainty.

It has been usual of late to represent the relation

between Ostia and Portus thus : After the Emperor
Claudius laid out the newer and better harbour on the

right arm of the Tiber, a flourishing place of the name
of Portus soon sprang up about it, and Ostia, whose

harbour became more and more blocked with sand,

sank, and maintained itself only by its saltworks.
1

According to this, therefore, one must suppose that

soon after the second century, while Ostia sunk to a

borough of no importance, Portus rose to be a flourish

ing seaport
- town. This, however, according to

ancient testimony, was not the case. In the second,

third, and fourth centuries it is Ostia which still con

tinues to appear as an important town, while Portus as

a town is not mentioned at all. Pliny, in his Natural

History, speaks always of Ostia only. Minucius Felix

at the beginning of the third century describes Ostia

as civitas amcenissima. The Emperor Tacitus, in the

year 275, presents a hundred columns of Numidian

marble, not to Portus but to Ostia;
2 and Ammianus

Marcellus, as late as the year 359, tells us of the

1 So MANNERT, Alte Geographic, Bk. IX.
; FORBIGER, Handbuch der alien

Geographic, III. 707, and others.
2
VOPISCI, Tacitus Imp., cap. 10, p. 107, ed. Lips. 1774

;
AMM. MARCELL.

XIX. 10, 4, p. 142, ed. Erfurdt.
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excitement which arose in Rome when the corn fleet

could not enter the harbour of Claudius on account of

contrary winds
;

but the sacrifice with which the

heathen Prsefect Tertullus endeavoured to propitiate

the Dioscuri, was offered not in the supposed town

about the harbour, but in or near Ostia. Forbiger cites

as proof of his seaport-town of Portus, nothing but an

inscription of the year 353, in which the old corpora
tion of custom-house officers of Ostia or Portus (that

is, no doubt, of both places
x

),
which together formed

only one guild, is mentioned. In another inscription,

of the year 193, it is the corporation of ships -car-

penters of Ostia, which erects a monument to a tribune

of the shipbuilders of Portus as their patronus ; the

latter seem, therefore, by no means to have formed an

independent corporation, like that of Ostia. Volpi, in

his continuation of Corradini s work on old Latlum,
2

has given us everything which was still to be found in

the neighbourhood of the former harbour in the way
of antiquarian remains

;
but all this reduces itself to

the notice that there was a corporation of boatmen

(lenuncularii) in Portus, and the names of a couple of

harbour officials. Again, the gleanings which Fea

made on the spot in the year 180 1,
3

give no results

such as to show the existence of a seaport-town of

Portus. All that has any town-like appearance relates

to Ostia, as the inscription of Lucilius Gamala noticed

by Fea, .which mentions the temple erected by him. 4

In the Codex Theodosianus, again, one finds no trace

that Portus was a town
; only the sailors there, corn-

measurers, and sack-carriers are noticed.
5 Once more,

1

Susceptorum Ostiensium sive Portuensium antiquissimum Corpus, in

ORELLI, 3184, 3140.
2 Vetus Latium profanum, Patavii 1734, VI. p. 150 et seqq.
3 FEA, Relazione di un viaggio ad Ostia, etc., Roma 1802.
4 In VOLPI, I.e. p. 154. The Coloni ostienses are meant.
6 Cod. Theodos. V. p. 201, ed. Ritter.
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the statement of JEthicus. a Christian writer of the

fourth century, that the Tiber forms an island between

the port of Rome and the town of Ostia (inter portum
urbis et Ostiam civitatem), shows plainly that he knew

nothing of a seaport-town of Portus, and that the only
real town there was that of Ostia.

1 In short, the sup

posed seaport-town is an unknown quantity, until at

last in the sixth century, in Justinian s time, Procopius

says expressly that the borough of Portus had a strong

wall, while Ostia was open.
2

II. THERE WAS NO BISHOP OF PORTUS BEFORE 313.

It is then, in itself, very improbable that in the third

century a harbour, where only sailors and porters seem

to have lived, was the seat of a special Bishop. But

we have also very definite reasons for supposing that

not until the fourth century, after the cessation of the

persecution of Diocletian, was a bishopric founded here.

Ostia was an episcopal see earlier than Portus, and

hence, according to the testimony of S. Augustine, the

Bishop of Ostia had always the privilege of consecrating
the Bishop of Home

;
but even of a bishopric of Ostia

there is no certain trace to be found before the year
313. In that year a Synod of three Gallic and fifteen

Italian Bishops was held at Rome under Miltiades,

Bishop of Rome, on account of the African schism.

One sees that it is the Bishops from the immediate

neighbourhood of Rome who were summoned by pre
ference

;
there were present the Bishops of Terracina,

Prgeneste, Tres Tabernee, and Ostia
;

3
therefore still no

1
Cosmograph. p. 716, in Gronov s edition of Mela.

2
[See article OSTIA in SMITH S Dictionary of Greek andRoman Geography,

which harmonizes with these conclusions. BURN, one of the latest writers

on the topography, in his Rome and the Campagna throws no light on this

question.]
3

OFTATUS, de Schism. Don. I, 23, p. 23, ed. Du Pin.
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Bishop of Portus. Not till the following year, at the

Synod of Aries, does a Bishop of Portus for the first

time appear ;
and here, again, the manner and order

of the signatures is of importance for the question of

the age of the bishopric. For while the Gallic, Italian,

and Spanish Bishops always add to the name of their

see de dvitate, the Bishop of Portus is the only one who

signs himself Gregorius episcopus, de loco qui est in Portu

Romano. Here, manifestly, locus is used in the sense

of vicus or pagus, in opposition to civitas,
1 and hence it

is certain that Portus was still not a town. Further,
let us notice the order of the subscriptions : first come
the Bishops from Italy, then the Gallic, British, and

Spanish ;
next the African, and quite the last-

separate, therefore, from the Italian the Bishops of

Portus and Centumcellse, and the two Presbyters sent

from Ostia,
2 no doubt because these churches situated

quite close to Rome were the youngest, and had only

just been created. We may then, with great proba

bility at least, place the institution of a bishopric at

Portus in the year 313 or 314.

III. A BISHOP HIPPOLYTUS OF PORTUS WAS NOT KNOWN
EITHER IN EAST OR WEST BEFORE THE SEVENTH

CENTURY.

Who, then, made the Father Hippolytus Bishop of

Portus ? No one before the seventh century, and then

it was done not in the West, but in the East. Here,
first of all, let us establish what hitherto has by no

means been noted as it deserves, that precisely where

we should necessarily first have expected to find a

1 As in CICERO, Epist. ad Attic. VII. ep. 3 : Magis reprehendendus sum,

quod Piretea scripserim, quam quod in addiderim, non enim hoc ut oppido

prieposui, sed ut loco.

2

Conciliorum_GaUise collectio, I. p. 106, Paris 1789.
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notice of the fact, viz. in the writers and collections

and monuments of the West, there not a trace of an

Ilippolytus who was Bishop of Portus is to be found.

The martyrology of S. Jerome in Fiorentini s edition

has on August 23d : In Porto urbis Eomce natalis s.

Hypolyti, qui dicitur Nonnus (in the additions to Bede,

Nonus; in the Ottoboni martyrology, Nunnus), cum sociis

suis. This is manifestly the Hippolytus who occurs in

the Acts of S. Aurea, with whom the Father and Bishop,

even supposing that the other is to be accounted an

historical person at all, has nothing in common but the

name. In Ado and Usuard we read : In Portu Rom.

sancti Yppoliti ; Quiriaci et Archelai. The two last are

transferred by the martyrology first mentioned to Ostia
;

here, by a frequently occurring mistake, they are trans

ferred with Hippolytus to Portus. No doubt one finds

in the martyrology of S. Jerome, and in those who
follow him, mention of a Bishop Hippolytus, but he is

never designated Bishop of Portus, and indeed the

place where he was Bishop, or where he died, is not

mentioned. Instead of it, however, one finds an

addition which certainly allows one to conclude that

the collector meant the famous teacher. The words

are : Hippolyti episcopi, de antiquis. Dusollier
1 and

Fiorentini 2

explain this correctly : de priscis ecclesice

doctoribus or episcopis. In the martyrology of S. Jerome

this addition occurs more often
3
in the case of Bishops

1 In the Notes to Usuard, p. 70.
2 In Fiorentini on the 29th of January we have : In Tuscia Constantini,

Epoliti Episcopi de antiquis. In the text which D Achery, and, after him,

Vallarsi, have put forth, it runs : In Tursia, Constanti, Hippolyti episcopi

de antiquis. Tursia, of course, is only a copyist s error for Tuscia. Con-
stantius was Bishop of Arezzo. But the interpunctuation, as in Fiorentini,

is the right one
;
Tuscia must not be made to refer to Hippolytus, to whom

people knew of no place to assign. In one manuscript of the martyrology
we find accordingly on the 29th of January : In Africa Victoria, Honorati,
at alibi Hippolyti episcopi de antiquis. See Fiorentini s Notes, p. 289.

3 For instance, of Maximin of Treves. A Greek, Cyril of Scythopolis,
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and clergy of the first two centuries. So that in the

West no trace whatever of a Bishop of Portus bearing

the name of Hippolytus can be found
;

for the well

shown in later times, in which Hippolytus was said to

have been drowned, as also the church dedicated to

him there, have reference manifestly to the Hippolytus
in the Acts of S. Aurea, who was not a Bishop.

The fact that Eusebius and Theodoret had no know

ledge of a bishopric of Portus of which Hippolytus was

Bishop, and the still more definite confession of Jerome

that he had not been able to discover of what see this

Father was Bishop, these things have still greater

weight than the general silence of the whole West.

How can it be explained that to Jerome, who had

stayed so long in Rome, who, through his relation to

Pope Damasus, possessed such exact knowledge of the

state of affairs there, the episcopate of Hippolytus
in Portus was, in spite of all this, unknown? The
Bollandists

l admit that this reason is of decisive im

portance, and that it is impossible to withstand the

distinct declaration of Jerome with regard to Portus

as the episcopal see of Hippolytus ; they propose, there

fore, as an hypothesis, which, however, they are quite

ready to give up, the supposition that Hippolytus was

Bishop in Arabia, that he set out for Rome, was seized

by the heathen in Portus, and executed on account of

his faith. We need not stop to consider this sugges

tion, which has only shown the difficulty of thinking
of anything tenable

;
but Herr Bunsen s attempts at

explanation must be looked at more closely. Against
the negative testimony of Eusebius he urges (p. 150) :

Eusebius, no doubt, had read in Hippolytus work that

expresses the same by the designation TOV Kct.hotiov K

?o\uv. The last is of course incorrect, but it is based upon the fact that a

portion of the Apostolic Constitutions bore the name of Hippolytus.
1
IV., Aug. p. 150.
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he was Bishop of Portus, but he considered it a mistake,
an oversight, a slip of the pen ;

for he could not con

ceive that there was a special Bishop for the port of

Rome. Let us connect with this the passage on p.

159 :

&quot; That Portus was a special episcopal see, separate
from the neighbouring and almost adjoining Ostia, may
easily be explained by its importance and its unique

character; inasmuch as it, at any rate since Trajan s

time, was the actual seaport of Rome, and the place
where all foreigners stayed whom commerce brought
from over the sea to the banks of the Tiber. All

foreign religious rites seem to have been instituted at

Portus ;
for it can scarcely be a mere accident that

among its ruins a pompous inscription of the time of

Alexander Severus was found, which must have be

longed to a monument erected by a servitor (vewicopos^

cvdituus) of the temple of Serapis at Portus. This

inscription has been published by Spon.&quot;

Here, again, we have a -characteristic proof of Bun-

senian criticism.

First, if Portus was such an important place, how is

it possible that Eusebius, the most learned man of the

fourth century, did not know it ? or why should he

have thought the existence of a bishopric there incon

ceivable, and of necessity a mistake? The journey to

Rome brought those who came from the East, and not

merely those engaged in trade, by way of Portus, and it

is scarcely conceivable that a man like the Bishop of

Csesarea, who took part in the most important events

of his time, should not have been quite familiar with

the name of the Roman Portus and its relation to the

capital.

Secondly, all foreign rites, we are told, were insti

tuted in Portus
;
and how is this proved ? By an

inscription which, if it could prove anything at all for

the Roman Portus, would only show that one foreign
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cultus, viz. that of Serapis, existed there. However,
it is not in the least true that this inscription was

found among the ruins of the Roman Portus, as Herr

Bunsen maintains, but, according to the statement of

Spon, who was the first to give it to the world, was

found in the small seaside town of Cannes, in Provence

(in oppido s. Cannati}, and from thence was brought by
Herr von Peirese to Aix. That the stone bearing the

inscription was first taken from the banks of the Tiber

to France no one will easily believe
;
and the portus

mentioned in the inscription is accordingly the harbour

of Cannes.
1

The authority of Jerome is thus set aside by Herr

Bunsen. He is first set down as a &quot;

quarrelsome and

somewhat ill-tempered theological writer, who troubled

himself very little about such historical information

respecting ancient times, in which he took no very

special delight;
&quot;

and then he proceeds to say :

&quot;

I do

not doubt that he could easily have found out what

place Eusebius meant by the diocese and abode of

Hippolytus, for in this article he mentions some works

of Hippolytus not named by Eusebius. But why should

he give himself the trouble? The passionate attack

of Hippolytus on Callistus not merely as a liar and

deceiver, but also as a heretic, was a vexatious thing.

The passage quoted above, then, only means, non mi

recordo&quot; (p. 150).

These are things which really scarcely admit of a

serious answer. The charge of a dislike for the teach

ing of the Fathers of the second and third centuries is

in the case of Jerome the purest imagination. Every
one acquainted with the literature of the primitive

1 SPONII Miscellanea erudite antiquitatis, Lugd. 1685, sect. 10, n. 22.

The Itinerarium Antonini mentions a Portus Amines, which appears to have

been situated in the neighbourhood.
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Church knows that it is precisely in Jerome that we
find a more exact knowledge of the more ancient

teachers of the Church, and that we are indebted to

him for more information about their teaching and

writings than to any other of the Latin Fathers. That

Jerome, merely out of vexation at Hippolytus attack

on Callistus, would not trouble himself further about

the see of the former, will seem utterly incredible to

those who remember the sharp censures and bitter

reproaches with which Jerome more than once visited

the Roman clergy, not excluding the Pope. When a

man like him says, I have not been able to discover

the name of the town, it is mere wanton violation of

the simplest historical justice to accuse him of lying,

for that is what Herr Bunsen s passage amounts to.

The state of the case is rather this : S. Jerome ex

perienced what his contemporary Prudentius had

experienced ;
at the time of these men the true history

of Hippolytus was already so overburdened and ob

scured with the legends which had attached themselves

to this name, that it was not possible to find one s way
aright, and even the truth was held to be invention or

mistake. Probably he had seen in single treatises of

Hippolytus, or elsewhere, that the author was desig
nated Bishop of Rome

;
but he, who certainly knew

the succession of the Bishops of Rome well enough,
knew well that among them no Hippolytus occurred

;

but as no other statement respecting the episcopal see

of the man (for that of some later Greeks, that it was

Portus, was not in existence yet), there remained

nothing else for him to do but to confess his ignorance
as he has done.

Herr Bunsen maintains further :

&quot;

Cyril and Zonaras,
in their historical works, give just the same designation
to Hippolytus.&quot; With regard to Cyril, this is again
incorrect. He can only have meant Cyril of Scytho-
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polls, a passage of whom he found in Fabricius.
1 But

he does not say a word about Hippolytus having been

Bishop of Portus.

Immediately afterwards Herr Bunsen says :

&quot; The

Byzantine historian Nicephorus, son of Callistus (about

1320), who treats of Hippolytus very thoroughly, calls

him a Roman Bishop, which, although inexact, admits

of being reduced to the true state of the case, and to

his current designation among the later Greek writers,

who give him the name of Papa (i.e. Bishop) or Nonnus

(which means the same, or
Abbot).&quot;

Again a tissue of errors.

First, what is the meaning of this ? the designation
&quot; Roman Bishop

&quot;

admits of being reduced to the true

state of the case. The one statement, Hippolytus was

Bishop of Portus, and the other, he was Bishop of

Rome, simply contradict one another; just as it would

be a contradiction to make a Bishop of Seleucia be a

Bishop of Antioch, because Seleucia is about the same

distance from Antioch that Portus is from Rome.

Either the designation
&quot; Roman Bishop

&quot;

of itself ex

presses the true state of the case, and then there is no

need for it first to be reduced to do so, or it does not

express it, which is the opinion of Herr Bunsen
;
and it

simply rests on an error, of which at any rate some

other explanation must be sought than an interchange

brought about by the mere contiguity of Rome and

Portus.

The statement that the later Greeks gave S. Hip

polytus the appellation of Papa is correct, but it is

incorrect that this only meant Bishop. They did this

at a time when it was already the general custom to

give this title of honour to the two oldest Patriarchs

only those of Rome and of Alexandria. And here I

must contradict the statement, which is certainly a

1

Opera IlippoL I. x.

F
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very common one and very widely spread, that in the

earlier centuries the title of Papa was given to all

bishops without distinction. In the West, in Africa,

Gaul, etc., this was no doubt the case; but by no means
in the East, or in the Greek-speaking part of the

Church. From the third century onwards we see the

title given in the first place only to Bishops of Alex

andria
; Dionysius calls his predecessor Heraclas, and

Arius calls Bishop Alexander Papa.
1

Later on, the title

was given to Bishops of Rome also.
2

The statement of Herr Bunsen, that the name
Nonnus signifies a Bishop or an Abbot, is again pure

imagination. Only the first is here of any value
;
but

the word nowhere occurs in this signification. The

first who makes use of it is Jerome, and
(
with him it

means
&quot;holy&quot;

or &quot;chaste;&quot; later on, in the Rule of

S. Benedict, it is a title which the younger monks are

to give to the older.

The testimony of Pope Gelasius appears to me nega

tively to be of very great weight. Is it conceivable

that this Pope, at the end of the fifth century, would

have made Hippolytus Bishop of Bostra, if there had

been at that time any statement or testimony as to his

having been Bishop of Portus in the neighbourhood of

Rome ? Either at that time no martyr whatever was

still honoured in Portus under the name of Hippolytus,
or it was known that this martyr was other than the

ancient theologian and Father. How the Pope came

erroneously to make Hippolytus Bishop of the metro-

1
[Cf. DOLLINGER S Fables respecting the Popes, p. 112, English edition.]

2
Dionys. Alex. ap. Euseb. H. E. VII. 7

;
Arms ap. Theodoret, H. E. I. 5.

In the year 1143, NILUS DOXOPATRIUS (in the Notitia patriarchatuum in

LEMOYNE, varia sacra, p. 233) notes it already as an ancient custom that

the title of Papa was given only to the Patriarchs of Rome and of Alexandria.

Yet I remember a citation in the Bibliotheca Grxca of Fabricius, in which

the title Papa was given to a bishop, but am not able now to lay my hand

upon the passage.
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polls of Arabia we can explain quite easily, with the

help of a passage in Rufinus always supposing that

we start from the position that he was not Bishop of

Portus. But if this last be accepted as a fact, then

the error of transferring to Arabia a man whose name
was still fresh in people s memory in the immediate

neighbourhood, becomes quite incomprehensible.
Herr Bunsen endeavours to set aside the weight of

Pope Gelasius statement in the following manner :

&quot; The
title,&quot;

he says,
&quot; which the passage quoted by

Gelasius bears in the manuscript, is in any case not by

Gelasius, but by some barbarian hand, as the style

shows Hippolyti episcopi (epi) et martyris Ardbum

metropolis in memoria hceresium. These words are

neither sense nor grammar.&quot;

And pray why not ? What is there senseless in the

heading Hippolytus, Bishop and martyr of the metro

polis of Arabia
(i.e.

of Bostra) ? Nor can I see what
fault there is to find with the grammar of the words.

And that Gelasius quotes a passage which is to be

found in the little treatise against Noetus, as taken from

the memoria hcvresium, is very easy to explain. Very

probably he had the Syntagma described by Photius

before him, to which the essay against Noetus was ap

pended, as if it belonged to it. I see here an error of

fact respecting the Arabian bishopric, which Gelasius,

as we have seen, has in common with another writer
;

but nowhere do I see the extraordinary barbarism of

which Herr Bunsen speaks, and not the least reason for

calling in the altering hand of a copyist as a help.

Herr Bunsen has certainly cited one witness for the

statement that Hippolytus was Bishop of Portus, on

whom, no doubt, some weight might have been laid, if

only this supposed testimony did not proceed from a

somewhat stupid mistake. He quotes, that is to say,

from the Chronicon Paschale the celebrated martyr,
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Peter of Alexandria, who (about the year 309 or

earlier) calls Hippolytus so. A single careful look into

this Chronicon would have shown him that it was not

Peter, but the much later author of the Chronicon, who

cites a passage of Hippolytus with this designation.

This compiler, to strengthen himself in his controversy

with a Quartodeciman, and in support of his own view

of Easter, quotes successively ;Peter, Athanasius, Hip

polytus, Apollinaris, and Clement of Alexandria, Herr

Bunsen could not fall into this error, unless he took

what stands between the quotation from Peter and the

quotation from Hippolytus as being also the words of

Peter. But he cannot possibly have read them in this

way, otherwise it would have been clear to him at

once that Peter could not about the year 308 have

Spoken, as here, of the ayia eVSo 09 Beo-Trowr] rj^wv OeoroKos

KOI aeiTrapdevos KOI Kara a\r)9elav #eoTO/co? Mapia, and could

not have appealed to Constantine and the Council of

Xicsea.

IV. EASTERN TRADITION UNIVERSALLY STYLES

HIPPOLYTUS BISHOP OF ROME.

The tradition that Hippolytus was Bishop of Rome
is accredited by so many witnesses in the Greek and

other Oriental churches, that it cannot be set aside by
the supposition of a mere misunderstanding ;

on the

contrary, a deeper reason must be supposed and sought.

And I here produce these witnesses in order
;

all the

more because, if I mistake not, from the nature of

them one can draw a tolerably certain conclusion as to

the source from whence their statement has been taken.

The Presbyter Eustratius, who lived at Constanti

nople about the year 582, cites this Father as
(

o udprvp real eTTtV/coTro? PoofjLrjs.

J

Opp. HIPP., ed. Fabricius, II. 32.
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In the beginning of the seventh century he is quoted

by two contemporary writers, Leontius of Constanti

nople and Anastasius Sinaita, and at the beginning of

the eighth century by Germanus of Constantinople, as

Bishop of Rome. Leontius enumerates as the Anti-

Nicene Fathers (ida-Ka\oi /cal irdrpe^), Ignatius,

Irenseus, Justinus, the two Bishops of Rome, Clement

and Hippolytus, Dionysius the Areopagite, Gregory

Thaumaturgus, and Peter of Alexandria.
1

S. John of Damascus quotes in his Eclogues two

fragments of Hippolytus with this same designation.
2

Likewise in the eighth century George Syncellus, in his

chronography, quotes him with the following title :

E/c T&V Trapaboaewv rov /jLatcapiov aTrocrroXou /cal ap^eTTiaKOTTov

Pa&amp;gt;yu,?79
iTTTToXvrov KOI iepofidpTvpo?.

3 In later times Theo-

phylact and Cedrenus know him only as Bishop of

Rome. 4

Specially noteworthy is it that in the Greek

Catenae, which give fragments from his exegetical

writings, he is throughout quoted as Bishop of Rome.
So in a Catena on the Psalms, edited by Corderius,

5 and
in another one in manuscript at Florence, so also again
in the Catena* on the four greater prophets, also at

Florence, in which explanations of Daniel by I-TTTroXuTo?

eViWoTTo? Pvfjirjs are contained.
7 The Catena on the

Pentateuch, which Montfaucon saw in Venice,
8
calls him

the Roman Hippolytus ;
so also the Catena? which are

1 LEONT. de sectis, p. 503
;
ANASTAS. SINAIT. Hodegus, p. 356

;
GERMANI

theoria rer. eccles. in the Biblioth. Patrum Grseco-lat., Paris 1624, II. p. 148.

In the headings of fragments in Fabricius also, Opp. HIPPOL. pp. 273, 282,

283, he is called Bishop of Rome.
2 JOH. DAM. opp. ed. Lequien, II. p. 787.
3
SYNCELL., ed. Bonn, p. 597. The translator makes this into Archiepis-

copi et in agro Romano martyris.
4 THEOPHY. in Matth. Opp. III. p. 586. CEDHEN. I. 434, ed. Bonn.

III. p. 551.
6
Bandini, Catalogue cod. Grssc. Bill. Laurent, p. 36 : Tertius est Hip

polytus, episcopus Romae, etc.

7 Ibid. p. 21. 8 Diar. ItaL p. 443.
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at Venice ;

T and in like manner the Catena on Genesis

and Exodus edited by Lippomani, and the Florentine

one on the Pentateuch? In the Catena on the Apoca

lypse he is called Trpoe&pos Poo^s. In the collection of

Leontius and Johannes a passage from his explanation
of Genesis is quoted, once more with the statement

that his bishopric was Rome. 3

One may consider it as the rule in Greek manuscripts,
that when any more exact designation is added to his

name, Hippolytus is given as Bishop of Rome. So in

manuscript 177 in the Turin Library, where there are

a couple of passages from his writings;
4

again in manu

script 128 in the Nani collection at Venice, where a

Ao^yo? rov ev ayiois Trarpos TI^MV fcal iepo/jidpTVpos

TraTra Pwyu,??? exists along with his treatise Trepl

TOV Koa/jiov and Trepl rov avr^piaTov.
5 In Codex 295 of

the Munich Library, folio 119, we have:

eTruT/coTrov Pw/jLTjs VTToOecns Siyyijo-ecos e^9 rou?

The general tradition of the Eastern churches, that

Hippolytus was Bishop of Rome, is confirmed by the cal

endars and menologies of these churches, which herein

exhibit a marvellous agreement. In some of them he

is called simply Papa, because among the later Greeks

it was the custom to apply this title only to the two

most ancient Patriarchs, those of Rome and of Alex

andria. The ordinary Greek menology mentions him

on the 30th of January as Papa of Rome; the Basilian,

which places the day of his commemoration on the 29th

of January, calls him simply Papa.
6 The synaxarium

1

Theupoli Grseca s. Hard Bibliotlieca, pp. 17, 18. 2 Ed. 1547, p. 292.
3
Ser. vet. nov. coll., ed. Maius, Rom. 1833, VII. pp. 84 and 144. The

editor calls it in a note, frequens error Grxcorum.
4
Pasini, Cod. Taurin. I. p. 263.

5 Grseti Codd. apud Nanios asservati, Bonon. 1784, p. 298.
c
ASSEMANI, Kalend. eccl. univ. VI. p. 109. NEALE S History of the Easte rrt

Church, Loncl. 1850, I. p. 770 : Hippolytus, Pope of Rome, M. 30th of

January.
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of the tenth century in the Laurentina at Florence,
1

which in its list of saints mentions of the Bishops of

Rome besides him only Marcellus, Sylvester, and Leo,

places him on the 8th of January as Bishop of Rome.

So also the Syrian, Coptic, and Abyssinian Church

knows and honours him as Bishop of Rome. Under

the influence of the Arabic language his name has been

metamorphosed in Syria andEgypt into the more native-

sounding Abulides.
2 The further Oriental development

of the legend has attached itself to the drawing of a S.

Hippolytus ne*ar Portus from the Acts of S. Aurea, viz.

that he was thrown into the sea, and that his corpse

came up again from the sea and was thrown up on the

shore
;
which certainly would have been a very natural

occurrence, but yet has given occasion to a special

festival. Thus it stands in the Monophysite Coptic

martyrology (translated from the Arabic by Assemani)&quot;

on the 5th of February : Eequies s. Patris Hippolyti

Papce Romce ; and on the 6th : Manifesiatio corporis

s. Hippolyti Papce Romce, quod in profundwn mare

jussu Claudii imperatoris projectum fuerat Among
Syrian writers, Dionysius Barsalibi mentions the

Roman Bishop Hippolytus as one of the authorities
4

used by him; and in the Liber vitce, the diptychs of the

Jacobites at Aleppo, the following Bishops of Rome
are enumerated among &quot;holy

fathers and orthodox

teachers :

&quot;

Linus, Anacletus, Clemens, Hippolytus,

and Julius.
5

How, then, can this universal and constant tradition

1
BANDINI, Catalog. Codd. Grxc. p. 131.

2 LUDOLFI, Fasti eccles. JEthiop. Francof. 1681, p. 430. Acta Sanctorum,

Bolland. ad 22 August, p. 505. Assemani, Biblioth. Orient. I. p. 15.

3 Bibliothecx Medicex Codd. Oriental. Catalogus, p. 175. With an un

justifiable, but by no means unfrequent amount of arbitrariness, Assemani

gives : Requies . . . H. Episcopi Portuensis, quern Papam Roms& appellant

Orien tales.

4
ASSEMANI, Bibl. Orient. II. p. 158.

5
ASSEMANI, Catal Codd. Vatican. Syriac. II. p. 276.
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of the whole East be explained? It is not merely the

Byzantine Greeks with whom Hippolytus was accounted

as Bishop of Rome ; the Monophysite Churches also,

who separated from the Byzantines as early as the fifth

century, know him only as such, and no one who con

siders their rigid severance from the hated Melchites

will think it conceivable that they borrowed the notion

first from the Byzantines. It must therefore date with

them from the time before the separation, i.e. from the

fourth, or first half of the fifth century. That the

Orientals, Greeks as well as Syrians, studied the writ

ings of Hippolytus a good deal, especially the exegetical

ones, we know well
;
that they took from these writings

the fact of his Roman episcopate, seems to me to be

the simplest explanation. Probably he had himself

designated himself Bishop of Rome in the title or in

troduction to some of his writings. In the one greater

work of his that we possess, he mentions, among many
other things relating to himself personally, this also,

that he held the rank of Bishop; in others he may very

possibly have named the city in which he received this

position. And if he omitted to do this himself, it

certainly was done by his disciples and followers, who

expressed their admiration for the man by erecting a

statue to him, and of course were the less likely to

omit stating his hierarchical dignity and claims in their

copies of his works, inasmuch as these were much

disputed, and for the most part were not recognised by
his contemporaries.

V. THE SPURIOUS ACTS OF S. AUREA THE SOURCE OF THE

TRADITION THAT HIPPOLYTUS WAS BISHOP OF PORTUS.

The source from which the theory came that Hip
polytus was Bishop of Portus, and the time at which
this theory first made its appearance, can be shown with
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tolerable exactness. The source is the spurious Greek

Acts of S. Cliryse or Aurea, and the time was the

middle of the seventh century, when the Monophysite

controversy occupied all minds in the East, and Hip-

polytus was appealed to as one of the most important
authors in this dispute between the Catholics and the

Monothelites. The first who makes him Bishop of

Portus, and probably also the originator of the error,

is Anastasius, Apocrisiarius of the Roman see at Con

stantinople, friend and fellow-sufferer of S. Maximus,
like him a victim to Monothelite hatred, whose death

falls within the year 666. He was a monk, and per

haps a born Greek, but spoke both languages ;
at any

rate he passed a great part of his life in the Eastern

Empire, especially in Constantinople, and was therefore

considered by the Greeks also as one of themselves

after his death.
1 He had disciples also in Constantinople,

of whom two brothers in particular, Theodorus and

Euprepius. are mentioned as stedfast opponents of

Monothelitism. This Anastasius, in the title to the

extracts which he made from the treatise of Hippolytus

against Beron, designated Hippolytus as Bishop of

Portus. The list of the ancient Bishops of Rome was

well known to him, and he knew that there was no

Hippolytus among them, and yet he found him desig

nated as Bishop. Then he fancied that he found a

solution of the problem in the Acts of S. Chryse, for

there a martyr of this name was brought into connec

tion with Portus. Possibly at that time there already
existed the church dedicated to this martyr, to which

afterwards, at the end of the eighth and in the ninth

centuries, the Popes made frequent presents ;
in con

nection with which, however, we must remember that

in the passages from the collection of Papal biographies

relating to this, it is always only Hippolytus the martyr
1 Acta Sanctorum, Holland. August. III. pp. 112 seqq.
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who is spoken of; the title of Bishop is never given
him. 1

A contemporary of Anastasius was the compiler of

the Chronicon Paschale, which reaches down to the year
628. He likewise lived, as we learn from his work, in

Constantinople, and was most likely a monk engaged
in study in his monastery, where the Acts of S. Chryse
were certainly known ;

but it is also very conceivable

that he knew Anastasius personally, and from conver

sations with him derived the statement that Hippolytus
was Bishop of Portus.

Accordingly, these two are the first vouchers for the

fable of Hippolytus episcopate in Portus. Then follows

Georgius,
2

Syncellus of the Patriarch Tarasius, and,

therefore, likewise an inhabitant of Constantinople,
who compiled his chronography in the first years of the

ninth century; but, owing to his deriving materials

from various sources, he mentions Hippolytus one

time as Bishop of Portus, the other time as Archbishop
of Rome, according to the usual Oriental mode of

designating him.
3 Then follow in the twelfth century

Zonaras, and in the fourteenth Nicephorus Callisti,

both of them inhabitants of the Byzantine capital.

And hence one sees, first, that this statement never got

1 See these passages collected in RUGGERI, p. 142.

2
[The Syncellus was the confidential companion and often the destined

successor of the Patriarch. Georgius is frequently quoted by his title Syn
cellus. His great and only known work is his ChronograpMafrom Adam to

Diocletian. ]

3 Fabricius has allowed himself (Opp. Hippolyti, I. 43) to insert the

word KopTov in brackets along with Pupyc in the second passage, as if it

had merely slipped out by an oversight; the oip%it7riffx,o7ro; might have been

sufficient to tell him that this was not possible here.

The Patriarch Nicephorus of Constantinople, who also quotes a couple of

passages from Hippolytus work on Beron in his Antirrhetica (Spiciley.

Solesm. ed. Pitra, p. 348) cannot be named as a separate witness for

Hippolytus episcopate at Portus, for he has merely taken his passages from

the collection of Anastasius, and therefore has also copied the title of the

ancient Bishop along with them.
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beyond Constantinople ;
and secondly, that with the

greatest probability it may be traced back to a single

inventor, either Anastasius or the monk who compiled
the Chronicon Paschale. And here it deserves to be

remarked, that among all the numerous Greek Catenae

which include fragments of Hippolytus exegetical

works, hitherto not a single one has been found which

called him Bishop of Portus
;

all either mention merely
his name without addition, or call him Bishop of Rome.

It is, therefore, for the most part only chroniclers who

always copied one from the other who mention the

episcopate in Portus
;

and among them Syncellus

probably is indebted for his notice to the Chronicon

Paschale. In the place where he speaks of Hippo

lytus and his writings
* he could not well designate

him Bishop of Rome, for only a couple of lines before

he had mentioned Callistus as such. Zonaras again
stands on the shoulders of these predecessors, and

in the case of the later Nicephorus Callisti there

is at any rate no need to inquire further as to the

source.

Is there, then, need of further proof that the whole

statement is derived from the Acts of S. Aurea ?

If Anastasius or one of the chronographers only had

the Greek text of these Acts which we know before

him, the designation of Hippolytus in them as Pres

byter, which in earlier times was often used of Bishops,
would have sufficed for making Hippolytus a Bishop,
and Bishop of Portus; for that Hippolytus was a

Bishop he knew easily enough, if he knew any par
ticulars about him whatever. But we have seen that

there existed a Latin text of those Acts, in which

Hippolytus was already expressly made Bishop of

Portus
;

it is quite possible that this was so also in

another recension of the Greek text, and that the first

1 SYNC. Opp. ed. Bonn. p. 674.
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of those who cite Hippolytus as Bishop of Portus had
this recension before him. How very much Acts of the

martyrs of this kind were altered to suit convenience

and local wants in regard to names, places, and single

details, is shown in superabundance by examples ; and,

indeed, the different texts of the Acts of S. Aurea are a

striking instance. But in what high repute these Acts

stood in the Byzantine East, one sees from the meno-

logium of the Emperor Basil,
1

in which the day for

commemorating S. Chryse is placed on the 29th of

January ;
and from the great Greek mencea, according to

which her festival is kept on the 30th. Accordingly,
the day for commemorating Hippolytus also is always

put in Greek mencea and calendars on the 29th or 30th

of January, for the Greeks know no other Hippolytus
than the one who occurs in the Acts of S. Aurea; and

the time of his martyrdom must therefore fall in the

time of the Emperor Claudius.
2

VI. HIPPOLYTUS, AS HIS OWN WORDS SHOW, CONSIDERED

HIMSELF BISHOP OF ROME.

Since the appearance of the Pliilosoplmmena the key
to the statement of the Greeks that Hippolytus was

Bishop of Rome has been put into our hands. He

gives it in this work plainly enough ;
we see, that is to

say, from the facts mentioned by him, and the expres
sions which he uses, that it came to a formal schism

between him and Callistus, Bishop of Rome
;
that he

charged Callistus with holding heretical opinions in the

doctrine of the Trinity, and with being a disturber of

Church discipline ;
and that, being himself elected

Bishop of Rome by his supporters, he occupied a

1 In UGHELLI, Ital Sacra, X. col. 333.
2 So e.g. the Ephemerides Grseco-Moscze in the Ada SS. Mail. I. p. 10,

aud the note there.
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position in Rome similar to that in which we find

Novatian thirty years later.

Hippolytus was beyond doubt the most learned man
of the Roman Church and of the West in general, and

stood in great and deserved repute while Bishop

Zephyrinus was still living. Callistus, to whom even

in Zephyrinus time Hippolytus had taken up a position

of sharp antagonism, aspired, so he tells us, to the

episcopal throne
;

l

and, moreover, reached this goal

when his predecessor and patron died. Hippolytus

certainly avoids saying simply that Callistus became

Bishop of Rome in the place of Zephyrinus by election
;

he prefers to say that his opponent thought that after

Zephyrinus death he had obtained that after which he

had striven.
2 This election must at the outset have

been undisputed, and Hippolytus himself must have

recognised Callistus in his new dignity ; for, according
to his statement, it was fear of him, Hippolytus, that

moved Callistus, now Bishop, to repel Sabellius, and to

exclude him from communion with him as a heretic.

Hippolytus was therefore at that time still an influen

tial man and a theologian of repute in the Roman

community the community of Callistus and had

devoted friends and followers who, like him, still be

longed to the head community. Separated from com
munion with Callistus he cannot yet have been, for the

exclusion of Sabellius, we are told, took place out of fear

of him (SeSot/ow? e/^e) ;
he had therefore still his place

among the Roman clergy. Now begins the first contest,

the dogmatic significance of which we will examine

later on
;
here we are only concerned with the course it

took externally. Callistus charges Hippolytus and his

followers with Ditheism, while Hippolytus describes the

Trinitarian doctrine of Callistus as an offensive heresy,
a mixture of the doctrines of Sabellius with those of

1 P. 118.
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Theodotus, or a hovering between the two
;
and then,

omitting certain intermediate links, and suppressing
certain facts which he leaves us to supply, he shows us

the Christendom of the city of Rome in a condition

in which on the one side stands the school of Callistus,

and on the other the Church of Hippolytus, so that a

complete separation has already taken place. He desig

nates the congregation of which Callistus was head, a

Si$ao-Kd\elov, a 0^0X77, quite in accordance with the lan

guage ofhis teacher Irenaeus and the other ecclesiastical

teachers of that time. Thus the Bishop of Lyons,

speaks of the school of Yalentinus
;
he says of Tatian,

that in separating from the Church he had set up a

didasJcaleion of his own.
1

Hippolytus himself, in his

earlier treatise, had already used the same expression
of the sect founded by Noetus. 2

Hippolytus, on the

other hand, is now head of the Church
;

he is (as

he says of himself in the introduction) the successor

of the Apostles, clad with the dignity and grace of

the high-priesthood and of the ministry, guardian
of the Church; he excludes several persons from the

Church, and these then go over to the &quot;school&quot; of

Callistus.
3

The course of events then was as follows :

1. After the death of Zephyrinus, Callistus, his

confidential adviser and his right hand, is elected

Bishop of Rome.

2. Callistus withdraws from communion with Sabel-

lius as a heretic, from fear of the learned Roman

Presbyter Hippolytus, as the latter thinks.

3. Bishop Callistus and this Presbyter mutually

1 Adv. hxr. I. 31, p. 106, ed. GRABE.
2

&quot;0$ slg ToaovTQ (QvoiufAat yvt^yi, a$ &quot;bibotaxoihsiov avaryiaeti. Contra hxresin

Noeti: Script, eccl. opusc. ed. ROUTE, I. p. 46 [50 in 3d ed.].
3 P. 3. : UV (ofrTrOOT&X&J/) VlfAlis B/Bo^Oi TV/^tX-VOVTig, TJJ T tX-VTVlS

TS xott biOotaxothicts K&i (ppovpoiTys ixxAncr/ttf
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charge one another with heretical doctrine in reference

to the Trinity.

4. It comes to a formal separation, in which it is not

clear whether Callistus endeavoured to get rid of his

opponent by degrading him and excommunicating him,
or whether Hippolytus, supported probably by Bishops
from outside, was the aggressor ;

at any rate, he allowed

himself to be elected Bishop of Rome by his followers

in the place of Callistus, who had been proclaimed a

heretic.

5. Callistus, however, retains the majority of the

Roman Christians in his communion, and most of the

non-Roman Churches also declare for him
;
he and his

following, therefore, call themselves the &quot;

Catholic

Church.&quot; Accordingly, Callistus and his party throw

in the teeth of the Hippolytians that their congregation
is only a small handful, while they pride themselves

on the number of his followers.
1

6. Hippolytus and his followers are zealous for the

more strict form of Church discipline, while Callistus

proceeds according to the milder one, and promises to

absolve and receive back into communion even such as

have committed grievous sins. Hippolytus ascribes to

this laxer system of penance the fact that the great

majority remains in the communion of Callistus, or

seeks it.

7. Even after the death of Callistus the schism con

tinues, or, as Hippolytus expresses it, the school of

Callistus remains, and retains the practice introduced

by him, and his tradition with regard to the lax system
of penance ;

the members of it were called by their

opponents Callistians.

In this way, then, the riddle over which so many
scholars have hitherto toiled in vain is solved the

question of Hippolytus episcopate. He was really what
f
/ecvotu^fvot tirl op^Ao/j, p. 291.
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the Orientals say of him, Bishop of Rome, but he was

so owing to a separation from his Bishop Callistus,

whom he opposed, just as thirty years later Novatian

came forward as the rival of Cornelius
; only that the

latter schism began immediately after the election,

whereas that of Hippolytus, if one weighs his words

exactly, cannot have commenced until some time after

the promotion of Callistus. This schism cannot have

spread far, although it occurred in Rome, i.e. in the

centre of the Church, from whence a schism could

with speed and ease be kindled in other parts

of the Church. Had the schism commenced im

mediately after the election, so that Callistus and

Hippolytus had contended as rival Bishops from the

outset as afterwards in the case of Cornelius and

Novatian things might very well have taken a different

form, and Hippolytus might have found recognition in

many Churches speaking the Greek language. That

this last was not the case may be concluded

1. From the fact that all Greek lists of the Popes,

no less than the Latin one, mention Callistus only, and

know nothing of Hippolytus.

2. From the silence of Eusebius, which in this case

was not intentional, although this historian gladly

passed over schisms and divisions which had left behind

no visible results in his own time. But that he here

mentions nothing primarily because the existence ofthis

schism was unknown to him, is implied in the manner

in which he confesses that he does not know what see

Hippolytus held.

It will be seen later on, however, that the schism did

nevertheless leave some traces behind
it, which become

clear now for the first time, owing to our having a

more exact knowledge of the matter through the report

of Hippolytus.



VII. HIPPOLYTUS COULD NOT BE AT ONCE PRESBYTEK

OF ROME AND BISHOP OF PORTUS.

Herr Bunsen, as we know, holds fast with the utmost

tenacity to the fable of Hippolytus episcopate in

Portus
;
but seeing that it is plain from the narrative

in the Philosophumena, that Hippolytus was perma

nently resident in Rome, and there took an official

ecclesiastical position, Herr Bunsen has thought of an

hypothesis which is to secure still further advantages
for him in reference to his views. For Hippolytus,

according to him, was Bishop in Portus and Presbyter
in Home

;
the two, says Herr Bunsen, were quite con

sistent with one another. One must therefore suppose
that Hippolytus was always on the move, and spent a

good portion of his time in wandering backwards and

forwards between Portus and Rome
;
and here we have,

at any rate, still to conceive what becomes rather a

hard task for the imagination, how Hippolytus helped
himself in the difficulty into which the collision between

his episcopal functions in Portus and his business as a

Presbyter in Rome must often have brought him
;
for

to get a vicar to represent one was a custom not yet

existing in the Church at that time.

Herr Bunsen assures us (p. 152) :

&quot; One who is quite

ignorant of the earliest history of the episcopal power,
and of the Roman Church in particular, may find

something surprising in the circumstance that a Roman
cleric under Severus and Alexander should be called a

Presbyter as a member of the clergy of the city of

Rome, and at the same time have the direction of the

Church at Portus, for which there was nothing else but

the old title of Bishop.
7

For that was the title of

one who in any town stood at the head of a com

munity in Ostia, in Tusculum, and the other sub

urban towns. And it is remarkable that they still

G
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have Bishops who at the same time are members of

the presbytery of the city of Rome, and, together with

certain Presbyters and Deacons of the same, constitute

the ruling ecclesiastical magistracy of the Roman
Church.&quot;

Then, further on, he says (p. 153): &quot;That the old

(Roman) parish Priests formed the ruling ecclesiastical

magistracy of Rome, together with the Deacons of the

districts as they were appointed to minister to the

Christian poor and widows, is universally recognised ;

and it can scarcely be doubted that the suburban

Bishops were united with this corporation as assistants

of the metropolitan Bishop. We know their later con

stitution (dating from the eleventh century), according
to which the seven suburban Bishops were -declared

regular assistants of the Pope as Cardinales episcopi

an utterly unintelligible arrangement, unless it was

based upon their original connection with Rome
;

for

Ostia and Portus at that time were a couple of miser

able little places, and had been so for centuries.&quot;

I know not whether there are any persons who are

so much overawed by the assurance of his tone, and

the added threat of being rebuked as ignorant, as to

take these theories of Herr Bunsen as genuine coin.

My readers know already that Herr Bunsen s know

ledge of ecclesiastical history does not impose upon
me

;
and I will therefore at once declare, without cir

cumlocution, that all that is here said is baseless in

vention.

Only let us clearly grasp the question with which we
are here concerned. Hippolytus is said to have been

at once Bishop of Portus and a Roman Presbyter, and

in the latter capacity that is,
&quot;

as member of the ruling

ecclesiastical magistracy of Rome &quot;

to have taken up
the position of antagonism to Bishop Callistus described

by himself. I say that, according to the constitution
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then existing, this was impossible. A Presbyter of the

Roman Church could not at the same time have been

Bishop of another Church
;
such a cumulation of in

consistent ecclesiastical offices, in which the duty of

residence enjoined by the Church could not possibly

have been fulfilled, never occurred at that time, and,
if any one had attempted it, would not have been

allowed. Portus was, according to Herr Bunsen s own

statement, twenty English miles distant from Rome
;

it

was therefore, at the outset, physically impossible that

he could have satisfied the requirements of his double

office in two places so far apart from one another. The
number of Roman Presbyters corresponded to the

number of the basilicas there, and the congregations
connected with these. We know from Optatus that

towards the end of the persecution under Diocletian,

about the year 311 perhaps, there were some forty

basilicas in Rome; and in the year 251 the Roman
Church had, according to the testimony of its Bishop

Cornelius, six and forty Presbyters. How these Pres

byters had their own churches and congregations, we
see from the words of S. Athanasius, in the passage in

which he speaks of the Synod which had pronounced
him innocent

;
this Synod was held in the church in

which the Presbyter Yiton was wont to have his con

gregations.
1

Hippolytus had, therefore, as Roman

Presbyter in an ecclesiastical community which in the

year 251 was already so great that it was able to

support fifteen hundred widows and &quot;

oppressed
&quot;

(GXiftovfjievovs),
12

a congregation of his own by which he

was fully occupied ;
and now we are told that along

with this he held a bishopric also, twenty English miles

distant, the care of which he must therefore have left

o
vrpsfffivrtfog awr^/tv. Apol. 2, adv. Arian, Opp. p. 140, ed.

Bened.
2 See the letter of Pope Cornelius in Eusebius, H. E. VI. 43.
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to others, and which he can only have visited occasion

ally on expeditions from Rome.

Herr Bunsen supposes that the suburban Bishops
were already in Hippolytus time connected with the

corporation of the Roman parish Priests (and so be

longed to the clergy of Rome) ;
for the later arrange

ment since the eleventh century, according to which

the seven suburban Bishops were declared regular
assistants of the Pope as Cardinales episcopi, is utterly

unintelligible, unless it was based upon their original

connection with Rome (p. 155).

Stated briefly, this argument runs : Because the

seven suburban Bishops in the eleventh century were

placed in regular connection with the Roman Church,
and were reckoned among the clergy, such a connection

must have existed also at the beginning of the third

century.
Without waiting to dissect this logic any further,

we may oppose the following series of facts to Herr

Bunsen s theory, which is not supported by a single

fact :

1. The seven suburban Bishops that is, the Bishops
of Ostia, Portus, Albanum, Praeneste, S. Rufina, Sabina,

and Tusculum (or, at any rate, some of them) for

several centuries stood in no closer connection with

Rome and the Roman clergy than other neighbouring

Bishops of central Italy. They might sometimes, just
when they chanced to be staying in Rome, take part
in the service with the Bishop of Rome

;
that was,

however, nothing peculiar to them, but was done in

the case of foreign Bishops generally.
1

2. The seven Bishops appear for the first time as

1 So says INNOCENT I. in the letter to Decentius, Bishop of Eugubium, in

the year 416 : Ssspe dilectionem tuam ad urbein venisse ac nobiscum in

ecclesid convenisse. Here convenire, as GIORGI (de Liturg. Rom. Pontif. III.

p. 3) remarks, is equivalent to concelebrare.
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connected together, and in special and lasting union

with the Roman Church, in the year 769, when Stephen
in. ordered that the seven Cardinal-Bishops, as Heb-

domadarii that is, changing each week should have

Mass every Sunday in the church of the Redeemer,
that is, the Lateran Church, at the altar of S. Peter, and

should there sing the Gloria. Baronius has already

remarked, that here for the first time the Cardinal-

Bishops of later times made their appearance. But

not until the eleventh century do the designations

Romani episcopi, episcopi urbis, collaterales, and the like,

occur. At that time, about the year 769, and still

earlier, since the war with the Goths, the sees of these

Bishops were partly reduced to deserts, partly sunk to

miserable villages ;
and hence most if not all of them

were accustomed to live in Rome, and thus formed

their liturgical nexus with the Lateran. Not even yet,

however, were they reckoned among the Roman clergy ;

indeed, not till a considerable time later.
1

3. In earlier times only one standing relation is

found between some of these Bishops and the Roman
Church

;
this was, that the Bishop of Ostia consecrated

the Bishop of Rome, while the Bishop of Albanum and

Portus said the prayers used on the occasion.
2 That

was, therefore, a relation such as subsisted everywhere
between suffragan Bishops and metropolitans.

4. These suburban Bishops took no closer participa
tion in the affairs of the Roman Church

;
not one of

them is mentioned as taking part in the proceedings
on important occasions

;
it is always only the Presby

ters and Deacons of Rome who appear as active. We
can lay all the greater weight on this negative proof,

because from the third century onwards in each cen-

1

[See article CARDINAL, in SMITH arid CHEETHAM S Dictionary of Christian

Antiquities.^
2 Liber Diurn. p. 24.
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tury, moments occur in which the internal history of

the Roman Church is preserved in a specially distinct

way. These are in particular the schism between

Cornelius and Novatian
;
in the following century, the

intrusion of Felix into the place of the banished

Liberius,
1 and the double election of Ursinus and

Damasus which arose out of that
; further, at the end

of the fifth century the Byzantine attempt to drive out

Symmachus by setting up Laurentius, and a hundred

years later, the distinctly-known pontificate of Gregory
the Great. In the Novatianist quarrel a great number
of persons are named, especially confessors and Presby
ters

;
not one of the suburban Bishops is mentioned.

Cornelius reports that he assembled the presbytery,
and that in addition to them five Bishops also came

;

they were strangers, sixty such having shortly
before attended a Synod at Rome. In the confusion

which followed on the death of Liberius we see only

Presbyters and Deacons acting ;
a single suburban

Bishop the Bishop of Tibur is named, but only as

the consecrator of Ursinus.
2 In the collection of

biographies of the Popes, the Liber Pontificalis, down
to the end of the eighth century, only a single Bishop
of Portus is mentioned, John, who went to Constanti

nople to the Council there as ambassador, not of the

Pope, but of the Synod of Western Bishops held at

Rome in the year 680.
3 Not one of the Bishops of

Ostia is mentioned in this same period ; only here and

there are they named as consecrators of the Pope. No

Bishop of Tusculum is named before the year 680
;

Bishops of Praeneste, Sabina, and Albanum occur only
in subscriptions to councils

; only of one Bishop of

1

[See DOLLINGER S Fables respecting the Popes, p. 181, English transla

tion.]
a
Marcellini et Faustini, prsef. ad libelL prec.

3
Liber Pontificate, ed. VIGNOLI, I. p. 285.
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S. Rufina, Yalentius, is the particular fact mentioned

that Pope Vigilius took him with him on his journey,
and sent him back to Rome, together with the Presbyter
and Vicedominus Amplicatus, to take care of the Lateran

church, and to superintend the clergy.
1

5. In the subscriptions of the Synods held at Rome,
the names of the suburban Bishops appear scattered

among those of the other Italian Bishops, according to

their seniority by consecration
; thus, for instance, in

the list of names of the Roman Synod of the year 465,

the Bishop of Portus comes after the Bishop of Avignon
and before the Bishop of Aquaviva.

6. The formularies of the Roman Church, which the

Liber Diurnus contains from the time between 685

and 752, show likewise that the suburban Bishops were

not yet considered as belonging to the Roman Church

that in more important affairs the government during
a vacancy, the election of a new Pope, etc. etc. they
were not yet in any way summoned to take part. In

the letters which were sent to Ravenna during the

vacancy of the see, it is the Arch-presbyter, the Arch

deacon, and the Primicerius of the Notarii, who conduct

the correspondence ;

2 where the whole Roman clergy

is spoken of, or where the letter is written in its name,
we always find only : Presbyteri, diaconi, et familiaris

universus clerus?

1. It is remarkable that among the ambassadors

which the Bishops of Rome sent to Councils or to other

countries on account of ecclesiastical affairs, a suburban

1 See UGHELLI, Italica Sacra, I., and Lib. Pontif. I. p. 218.

2 Liber Diurnus, ed. GARNER, pp. 23 seqq. [Primicerius (one whose name

stood Jirst on the waxen tablets) notariorum means chief of the secretaries,

chancellor.]
3 One Bishop also is mentioned, p. 18, but only as bearer of the letter

notifying the election of the Pope to the Exarch
;
the letter itself, however,

is signed in the name of the clergy by the Arch-presbyter, and in the name

of the laity by the Consul.
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Bishop never occurs. This would be utterly incompre
hensible if these Bishops stood in a closer connection

with the Roman Church. Constantly Bishops were

taken for these legations, and naturally almost always
Italian ones

; thus, Liberius sent Vincentius, Bishop of

Capua, and Marcellus, a Bishop of Campania, to the

Emperor Constantius, and soon after Lucifer of Cag-
liari and Eusebius of Vercelli. But not until the

eighth century, and then not till the year 769, do we
find Bishops of the suburban churches as ambassadors,

as Andrew of Prseneste, who was sent in 772 to King
Desiderius, and Gregory of Ostia, who in 787 went as

legate to England. At the first greater Council of the

West, that of Aries in the year 314, we remark, quite
at the beginning among the signatures, two Roman

Presbyters and two Deacons as legates of the Pope, and
last of all among the Bishops, the Bishops of Portus

and of Centumcellse, and two Presbyters from Ostia.

8. Even in the time in which these Bishops already
conducted the weekly service in the Lateran church,

they were still regarded as strangers, not as belonging
to the Roman clergy ;

and hence declared incapable of

attaining to the Papal dignity, to which only Roman

Presbyters and Deacons were eligible, as also was ex

pressly ordered in the Lateran synod of the year 769.
1

At the end of the ninth century it happened for the

first time that one of these Bishops, Formosus, Bishop
of Portus, was raised to the Roman chair

;
but there

upon a violent storm burst, and it is well known to

what &quot;ill-treatment Stephen vi., the successor of For

mosus, subjected his corpse in consequence. And
here it deserves to be noticed that the defenders of

Formosus, Auxilius and the unnamed author of the

Invectiva? attempt to base their defence, not upon the

1 So still also in the Ordo Rom. IX., in MABILLON, II. p. 92.
2 In Bianchini s edition of Anastasius, IV. p. Ixx.
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plea that although Bishop of Portus he yet belonged
to the clergy of the Roman Church, but upon earlier

instances of episcopal translations, and on the fact that

forcible pressure had been put upon him by the Roman

clergy and by the people.
1

And now the reader may measure the extent and

solidity of Bunsen s knowledge of history, when on

p. 226 he reads the following: &quot;According to the

thirty-third Apostolical Canon, the Bishops of the sub

urban towns, including Portus, formed at this time an

integral part of the Roman presbytery, the later so-

called College of Cardinals. I think, moreover, that

above I have made it more than probable that the

origin of this arrangement can only be explained by
the position which these towns, and specially Portus,

occupied in the second and third century. This cor

poration consisted, therefore, of the parish Priests and

suburban Bishops, exactly like the College of Cardinals

at the present time; only that the Deacons of the

Roman Church at that time manifestly occupied a

more subordinate position than their later namesakes,
the Cardinal-deacons.&quot; The thirty-third Apostolical

Canon, on which this fiction of a presbytery composed

partially of Bishops is built, is concerned with the

relationship of suffragan Bishops to their metropolitan,
and says in so many words : The Bishops of every

country must recognise him who is first among them
as such, regard him as their head, and do nothing
without his sanction.

2 Did Herr Bunsen really under-

1 BIANCHINI and CENNI have given themselves much trouble to make it

seem probable that the Bishops of the suburban churches stood in liturgical

connection with the Lateran church at a still earlier date, as early as the

time of Damasus, and chiefly since the time of Simplicius (see Anastasii

Vitx Pontiff, ed. Bianchini, III. p. 176
;
Condi. Lateran. ed. Cenni, prsef.

p. 84). But as they are neither of them in a position to produce any facts

for this theory, we need not pursue it further.
2
[The canon, sometimes numbered thirty-four or thirty-five instead of

thirty-three, runs thus :

&quot; The Bishops of every country ought to know who
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stand the canon to mean that provincial Bishops every
where were to belong to the presbytery of the metro

politan church, and therefore that in one church there

should be Presbyters, and in another Bishops ?
l

is the chief among them, and to esteem him as their head, and not do any

thing without his sanction
;
but each ought to manage only the affairs that

belong to his own diocese, and the places subject to it. But let him not do

anything without the consent of all
;
for by this means there will be unani

mity, and God will be glorified by Christ in the Holy Spirit.&quot;]

1
[JACOBI in HERZOG entirely agrees with this seventh point, that Bun-

sen s theory of Hippolytus being Bishop of Portus, and at the same time a

member of the Roman presbytery,
&quot; would be utterly at variance with the

constitution of the Church in the third century.&quot;]



CHAPTER III.

THE HISTOBY OF CALLISTUS.

THE ACCUSATIONS OF HIPPOEYTUS AGAINST HIM.

THE history of Callistus, Bishop of Rome, has been

hitherto almost entirely unknown. The want of

material has nevertheless not withheld a Roman Canon
in the middle of the last century, viz. Pietro Moretti,

from writing a whole folio volume about Callistus.
1

But he has not succeeded in establishing a single

tenable fact of any importance ;
he has given a new

edition of the Acts of Callistus from a manuscript in the

archives of the Church of S. Maria in Trastevere,

and accompanied it with an abundance of almost

utterly worthless notes. These Acts are a fiction from

beginning to end, and every attempt to find any

thing sound and serviceable in them must fail. The

gentle friend of the Christians, Alexander Severus, is

here represented as a bloodthirsty persecutor ; among
other things, he puts forth an edict that every Roman
who is found at home one Wednesday, instead of

appearing on the Capitol, is forthwith to be put to

death. A good many monstrosities of the same kind

occur. These false Acts are certainly tolerably old,

for an extract from them exists in the martyrology of

Bede
; probably they were composed in the seventh

1 De S. Callisto Papa et M., ejusque Basilica S. Marlx trans Tiberim

nuncupata, disquisitiones dux critico-historicse, duolus, tomis exhibits.

Rornse, 1752, fol.
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century, on the occasion of the translation of the bones

of Callistus.

We are compelled, therefore, to take the history of

Callistus simply from the report of his opponent

Hippolytus ;
and we are unable to confront the cir

cumstances related by him with any facts known from

other sources. Without doubt, Hippolytus had not the

conscious intention of slandering Callistus
;
he did not

invent the transactions and fate of this remarkable

man. Of many things he was an eye-witness, and

others very likely the greater portion he has narrated

as they were reported to him by his followers, who, like

him, saw in Callistus a heretic rightly deposed from his

bishopric. The statement respecting Cornelius, Bishop
of Rome, which the deputies of Novatian publicly read

before the Bishops and faithful assembled at Carthage,
but to which they declined to listen, may have had a

good deal of similarity with this description of his pre

decessor. At any rate, it is here indispensably necessary
to separate so far as possible the bare simple fact from

the colouring which the prejudiced reporter is at pains
to give it, and from the motives which he suggests.

Under the Emperor Commodus (180-192) there lived

in Rome a Christian, Callistus, who was the slave of

Carpophorus, himself a Christian, and an official in the

imperial palace. He committed to his slave s keeping
a considerable sum, with a view to his setting up as a

money-changer. Callistus drove his trade in the fish-

market the piscina publica; and as Carpophorus ap

peared as security, other Christians, and widows also,

deposited money with him. He was unlucky, however,
and lost everything. Fear of his master, who declared

that he would bring him to account, drove him to flight;

he was just in the act of leaving Portus on board a ship,

when Carpophorus appeared in the port in pursuit.
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At the sight of him Callistus sprang into the sea, was

pulled out by the sailors, handed over to his master,

brought back to Rome, and as a punishment sent to

the tread-mill.

That a Christian should cause a fellow-believer to be

sent to the pistrinwn, tells more against the character

of the master than of the slave. How slaves were

treated in the pistrinum, is shown by the description of

a contemporary :

&quot; Ye gods ! what men I saw there,

their whole skin cut about with the lashes of the whip,
and marked as if with paint ;

their gashed backs hung
over with the tatters of their jackets rather than

covered
;
some of them wore only a small girdle round

their loins
;
in all of them their naked body could be

seen through their rags. They were branded on their

foreheads, their heads were half shorn, on their feet they
wore iron rings ;

their pallor was hideous
;
their eye

lids were as it were eaten away by the smoke and

vapour of the dark atmosphere, so that they scarcely
had the use of their eyes any more.&quot;

1

After some time certain Christians applied to Carpo-

phorus on behalf of the unhappy man, to let him out of

the slaves prison; Callistus, they said, assured them
that he had money still standing out in certain quarters.

Carpophorus took him out of the pistrinum^ but had
him watched. Thereupon the Jews carried Callistus

before the tribunal of Fuscianus, Praefect of the city,

on the charge that, giving himself out to be a Christian,

he had disturbed them in their synagogue. Carpo

phorus demanded him back as his own debtor and slave,

with the (untrue) assurance that he was not a Christian.

Fuscianus, however, believed the Jews, who declared

that Carpophorus wished in this way merely to with

draw him from punishment, and pressed upon the

Prefect all the more strongly to do them justice.
1 APULEII Metamorph. 9 ed. Oudeudorp. p. 616.



110 HIPPOLYTUS AXD CALLISTUS.

Callistus was accordingly scourged, and transported to

Sardinia, to penal servitude in the mines there.

These events fall in a time in which most probably

Hippolytus was not yet in Rome, but was with S.

Irenseus at Lyons. He had it on hearsay. Here

already party-passion has saved us from any of decora

tion and invidious innuendo. In the statement that

Callistus, when he caught sight of Carpophorus in pur
suit of him, jumped into the sea, one naturally thinks

that he did this in order to escape; Hippolytus, however,
maintains that he did it because he wished to drownhim

self. After this first unsuccessful attempt at suicide,

Callistus is said again to have sought death, but this

time an honourable one : he will die as a martyr, or at

least with the confession that he is a Christian, and on

account of a transaction to which religious zeal may
have driven him. Whence did Hippolj^tus know that

the poor slave only sought an opportunity of dying

decently ? Callistus himself of course did not say so
;

people must have insinuated this as to what happened
to him, and Carpophorus may very well have been the

first to bring this charge against him in his bitterness.

It is manifest that the later numerous opponents of

Callistus must have had every interest to present his

scourging and condemnation to work in the mines in

as unfavourable a light as possible, in order to diminish

the honour of his martyrdom. How Tertullian en

deavours to represent what Praxeas had suffered for

the Christian faith as quite inconsiderable !

l But what,

then, did Callistus really do ? As money-changer he

had had transactions with the Jews, and wished now
to collect his debts from them. As he could accom

plish nothing with the individuals, he placed him

self one Sabbath at the entrance of their synagogue,
or perhaps even went into their synagogue (from

1 Ob solum et simplex et breve carceris tssdium. Adv. Prax. c. 1.
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the words of Hippolytus this is not clear
1

), and de

manded the repayment of his loan in a noisy way.
The Jews thought that they had an easy game with

a believer, who had the threefold ill-luck of being a

slave, penniless, and a Christian
;

at once they made
the fact of his having dunned his debtors on a Sabbath,
and in front of or in the synagogue, into a charge of an

attack on their religious liberty, and hence, instead of

paying him, they beat and abused him, and hurried

him before the tribunal of Fuscianus, the Prsefect of the

city. Now his master appears against him, and lies to

the Prsefect
;

Callistus is not a Christian at all, but is

merely seeking death. If this representation of Hip

polytus is correct, Carpophorus knowingly told an

untruth, for he had before mentioned that Carpophorus
had trusted Callistus with sums of money, because he

was a Christian. The poor slave succumbed of course

under the double charge of his master and the wealthy
Jews

;
he is first scourged as a punishment for disturb

ing the worship of the Jews, and is then sent as a

Christian to the mines in Sardinia, where there were

at that time many other Christians no doubt still

remaining from the time of the Emperor Marcus

Aurelius.

Now, is any weight whatever to be laid upon the

statement of Hippolytus, that Callistus only object

was death? In the first place, was it in the least degree

1 The word used by Hippolytus to designate the disturbance caused

by his opponent in the synagogue is a strange one. The Jews were

VTT OIVTOV, and he makes them say before the court,

ix.ahvt xetrewfUffia^af qpuv. All the passages which the new Thesaurus of

Stephen cites under this word, give the meaning : to oppress, do violence

to, drive out of the city by means of a riot or political faction, to use

violence and tumult against a magistracy. Here is a single unarmed

slave, who is accused by the whole Jewish synagogue of
&quot;

using violence &quot;

against them. The matter was no doubt just the other way ;
Callistus

demands his money, and thereupon the Jews fall on him, and beat and

abuse him.
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probable that the Praefect would have him forthwith

executed, merely because he had disturbed the Jews in

their synagogue ? If it really was his earnest desire to

be condemned to death, he must have done some act

of violence in a heathen temple, or at the festival of

some heathen gods. Secondly, if Callistus had really

imagined that his attempt to disturb the Jews would

involve his execution, he must have expected that it

would have been accomplished, not in a simple way
with the sword, but by the horrible death of crucifixion

;

for this was at that time the usual
l

way in which

slaves were executed. But who will believe that a

man in his senses would intentionally have purposed
such a mode of death for himself?

Marcia, the mistress of Commodus, was kindly dis

posed towards the Christians, and after some time sent

the eunuch Hyacinth, who was also a Christian Pres

byter, to Sardinia, to set free the Roman martyrs there,

of whom Victor, the Bishop of Rome, had handed in a

list. In this list Callistus was not placed ;
but he fell

at Hyacinth s feet, and besought him with tears never

theless to free him along with the rest
;
and Hyacinth

compassionately induced the governor, by appealing to

the influence of Marcia, to set free Callistus also. On
his return to Rome he appears still to have had an

enemy in his master Carpophorus, although now accord

ing to law he was free.
2 When Hippolytus maintains

1 I merely recall the well-known passage in the Miles gloriosus of

PLAUTUS : Scio crucem futuram mihi sepulcrum ;
ibi majores mei siti sunt,

pater, avus, proavus, abavus ; the frequently (e.g. TACITUS, Hist. iv. 11
;

VULCATIUS, Avid. Cass. c. 5
; CAPITOLINUS, Macrin. c. 12) occurring

expression, servile supplicium ; and JUVENAL S Pone crucem servo, etc. etc.

2 For when a slave was condemned by the civil power to penal servitude,

he became thereby a bondsman of punishment, belonged to his master no

longer, and hence, if he was pardoned, was free. So a rescript of the

Emperor Antoninus determined : Quia semel domirti esse desierat, servus

paenzefactus, non esse cum in potestatem domini postea reddendum. D. 48, t.

19, 1. 8, sec. 12.
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that Bishop Victor regretted the freeing of Callistus,

and kept silence about it merely out of good nature,

the fact mentioned directly afterwards, that he allowed

him support month by month, does not very well agree
with this statement.

The earlier history of the man reaches down to the

death of Victor, with regard to which period Hippolytus

reports what he heard afterwards, for he probably did

not come to Rome until the time of Zephyrinus. One
sees that Callistus passed through a hard school of

suffering, and he must have been a very depraved
creature if he, Christian as he was, did not come out

of it chastened.

A new act in the life-drama of Callistus commences
with the promotion of Zephyrinus. Unfortunately,

Hippolytus account here becomes very fragmentary,
and consequently obscure, The Bishop calls him from

Antium to Rome, avails himself of his help, holds him
in great honour (to his own misfortune, says Hippoly

tus), hands over to his charge the great cemetery,
which later on received its name from this overseer

(whereas it has hitherto been erroneously supposed
that it was called so because Callistus was the original

maker of it), and entrusted to him the direction and

supervision of the clergy. Had Callistus been a lay
man up to this time? Who ordained him? Did

Zephyrinus know him before his own promotion?
Did he now become a Presbyter ? On all these points
the narrator, in whom one here remarks some embar

rassment, gives no explanation. He merely tells us

that Callistus was always with Zephyrinus, flattering the

Bishop, and always saying what was agreeable to him
;

and thus had known how to make him serviceable for

his purposes. Zephyrinus is depicted as an uneducated

man, ignorant of ecclesiastical law, covetous, and gladly

receiving gifts. This last reproach is easily explained,
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without our being compelled to suppose any vice in the

character of the Bishop, when we remember that in the

time of Zephyrinus the Church of Rome had to meet

her great needs entirely out of voluntary offerings ;
that

the Bishop had to provide for the maintenance of two

hundred clergy and Church servants, and of fifteen

hundred and eighty poor ;

l and that besides this,

considerable sums had to be spent for the support of

distant churches which were in difficulties.

If the history of Callistus is to be made connected

and intelligible, the account given by Hippolytus can

not be acquitted of a certain amount of misrepresenta

tion, dictated by his own or other persons strong feel

ing, and at the same time suppression of important
facts. For, first of all, it is hard to comprehend, accord

ing to his representation, how the covetous Zephyrinus
came to give so considerable a position to a poor slave

who lived upon the alms of the Church, and to commit

to him the direction of the (lower) clergy, i.e. pretty

much the later so-called office ofArchdeacon.
2

Secondly,

if Callistus was such a doubtful character, and his

earlier history so scandalous, how did it happen that

the Roman clergy allowed this man to be thrust into

so influential a position, that the Roman presbytery,

which, as we learn from Cyprian s correspondence,

formed so strong and vigorous a corporation, and on

the occurrence of a vacancy in the see held the reins

of Church government with a strong hand, without

whose consent and assistance even the Bishop was not

accustomed to do anything of importance, that this

corporation, at that time certainly most vigilant and

jealous of its honour, did not oppose the promotion of

1 These are the numbers which Cornelius gives in the year 251, in

Eusebius, VI. 43.
2

[7.e. as we find it in the West. In the East an Archdeacon seems to have

differed from other Deacons in little more than mere precedence. In the

West this officiorum primatus came to be only second to the episcopate.]
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Callistus ? Manifestly, Callistus won not only the

favour of Zephyrinus, but also the good-will and con

fidence of the Roman clergy of the majority at least;

for otherwise he would not after Zephyrinus death

have been elected Bishop of Rome without opposition.
I say without opposition ;

for had such occurred from

any important quarter, Hippolytus would certainly not

have suppressed tlie circumstance. When a man succeeds

in raising himself from the most oppressed and despised

position, that of a slave severely punished by his

master, to the dignity of a Bishop, and that in the

capital of the world, in a Church of fifty thousand souls,
1

and from a clergy of two hundred persons, this man
can be no mere adventurer, no crafty and adroit juggler,
as Hippolytus calls him. Ignorance, want of scientific

culture, are not among the reproaches which his oppo
nent brings against him ;

and the cunning, the juggler-
like adroitness which he lays to his charge, very likely

appeared in the eyes of others as the intellectual

superiority of a man who, endued by nature with the

Xapto-fjia /cvfapvtfo-eco^ finds in himself the confidence and

in others the trust which carries him upwards to the

highest step attainable by him. Hippolytus cannot

bring himself simply to say that Callistus became

Bishop of Rome after the death of Zephyrinus ;
if we

did not know it otherwise, we should have to guess
it merely from the circumstances mentioned by him

;

he merely says that Callistus, after Zephyrinus death,

believed that he had attained the goal at which he had

aimed.

But we will look more closely into the single charges

against the way in which Callistus conducted his

1 The Roman community may very well have been as strong as this,

when, from the number of clergy and of poor receiving support, one calcu

lates the number of laity out of whose free contributions so much had to

be supplied.
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episcopal office, in order to see, after deducting the

rhetorical flourishes and numerous exaggerations which

have their root in bitterness, what may chance to

remain over as actual fact.
1

I. FIRST CHARGE I GENERAL FORGIVENESS OF SINS.

In the front place comes the complaint that Callistus

was the first who set forth the principle of unlimited

forgiveness of sins. The motive which Hippolytus
attributes to him, of wishing thereby to give Christians

freer scope for gratifying their passions and sensuality,

we can leave alone, or set it to the account of party

polemics. The fact itself is doubtless correct, and

enriches our knowledge of the course of development
which the discipline of penance had taken. But two

factors must first of all be weighed and stated as an

integrant part of the account. The first is, that

according to Hippolytus own asseveration the arrange
ments of Callistus in Rome were not merely transitory,

but lasting ;
that they were maintained even after his

death. At the time of the composition of our work

they were still in force (that is, about the year 230).

In the twenty years which elapsed from that point to

the time when, through Cyprian s correspondence, we

again are offered exact knowledge of Roman discipline,

no considerable alteration, no retrograde movement

towards the former more strict practice, can have taken

place. Far too distinctly do the Roman Presbyters in

the year 251 appeal to the fact, that the strictness of

1
[JACOBI in HERZOG pronounces this defence of Callistus still more partial

than the attacks of Hippolytus. The examination of the separate charges

which follows is a sufficient answer to such a judgment. MILMAN, who had

committed himself to a belief in Hippolytus before the appearance of Dr.

Dollinger s work, does not in his later editions admit more than that Hip

polytus picture is
&quot;

possibly somewhat darkened by polemic hostility ;

&quot; he

thinks it
&quot; has an air of minute truthfulness

&quot;

! (p. 55, 4th edition).]
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their Church, and her requisitions with regard to public

penance, are not new, but the old unbroken tradition.
1

Secondly : the power of a Bishop, and even of a Bishop

of Eome, was at that time the very reverse of absolute ;

being limited in its exercise by consideration for the

feeling and will of the clergy, especially the presbytery,

and even of the laity. This was especially the case

with regard to such changes as were calculated to

introduce a new discipline contrary to what had existed

before. No one who knows the life of the Church at

that time will believe that Callistus introduced a prac
tice previously unknown in Rome against the will of his

presbytery.

The predecessor of Callistus, Zephyrinus, had miti

gated the strict penance-discipline, by declaring that

those who had been guilty of adultery or unchastity

might again be admitted to communion after perform

ing public penance. Against this &quot;peremptory edict

of the Pontifex Maximus, the Bishop of Bishops, the

apostolical Papa,&quot;

2
Tertullian directed his Montanist

1 Nee hoc nobis nunc nuper concilium cogitatum est, nee Jiszc apud nos

adversus improbos modo supervenerunt repentina subsidia, sed antiqua htec

apud nos severitas, antiqua fides, disciplina legitur antiqua. Epist. 31, Ap.

Cyprian.
2 These titles he gives in passing to the Bishop, whose ordinance he

disputes. Cardinal ORSI and MOECELLI, and on the Protestant side MUNTEB

(Primordia Eccles. Afric. p. 45), will not admit that Tertullian means the

Bishop of Rome
;
a Bishop of Carthage must have been the author of the

edict, they maintain
;
while NEANDER (Antignosticus, lite Ausgabe, p. 263)

declares for the ordinary opinion, that Tertullian had the Bishop of Rome
in his eye. Miinter and Morcelli give no reason for their view

;
the latter

probably follows the authority of Orsi. But Orsi in both his works the

earlier one, Dissert. Hist, de eapitalium criminum absolutione, pp. 98 seqq.,

and the later one, Istoria Eccles., Ferrara 1749, III. p. 12 has not

grasped Tertullian s line of thought correctly ;
he fancies, that is to say,

that Tertullian is asking the Bishop, whose edict he opposes, on what then

he bases his authority to issue such a one
;
no doubt on the passage Matt,

xvi. 18, where Christ gives to Peter the power of binding and loosing.

The Bishop fancies, therefore, that by these words the power of loosing is

committed to him also, i.e. to the whole Church united with Peter. Now,

says Orsi, if Tertullian had addressed these words to Zephyrinus, lie would
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treatise on chastity. This was accordingly a mitigation

which had reference merely to one kind of sin
;
while for

others for those, namely, which fell under the category
of idolatry, apostasy, and murder the strictness of full

and unqualified exclusion from communion hitherto

enforced was still to continue. What occurred forty

years later in consequence of the Decian persecution,

leads one to conjecture that after Zephyrinus a further

movement in the discipline of penance, a progressive

mitigation, must have taken place. The general pressure

of those who had just shown themselves weak under

persecution, and had fallen away in Rome as well as in

Carthage, shows at once that Church discipline no

longer stood at the point which Tertullian s treatise on

purity exhibits
;
that the principle of not shutting out

not have said,
&quot; Thou imaginest that to thee also, that is, to every Church

united with Peter {ad omnem ecclesiam Petri propinquarn), this power has

been committed;
&quot;

but he would have said,
&quot; To thee, who boastest that thou

dost sit on the seat of Peter, and to thy Church founded by him.&quot; The

Cardinal has here overlooked that Tertullian is not asking for the basis of

the authority by which the Bishop put forth an edict extending to other

Churches and Bishops also, this question is quite beyond the scope of the

whole book. Tertullian is rather disputing the right of the Church, or of

any single church, to absolve an adulterer, i.e. to admit him again to a com
munion. If the Church did not possess such a right, and her appeal to the

power of the keys committed to Peter was illusory, then of course the right
of the Bishop of Rome to put forth such an edict at once fell to the ground,
for the Bishop could then allow neither to himself nor to the other Churches

what exceeded the divinely-fixed limits of the Church s power generally.

The power of loosing, Tertullian thinks, was not given to Peter in his

ecclesiastical dignity as an Apostle and Bishop, but only personally as a

homo spiritualis; and only such spiritual persons or organs of the Paraclete

(of whom Peter was one, but are now only to be found in the Montanist

communion) can absolve from sin. Had Tertullian, consistently with his

principles, been able to concede to the Catholics that the Church in

general possesses a power of absolving from every kind of sin, he would
still have continued to have denied the opportuneness of the edict in ques

tion, but not its lawfulness and validity. But he did not admit that the

Church which was united with the chair of S. Peter, the Church which

merely has the multitude of Bishops (ecclesia numerus episcoporum), possesses
this power; hence an edict respecting the exercise of a power which,

according to him, did not exist, fell to the ground of itself.
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those guilty of grievous sins for ever from communion
was already further extended than in the edict of

Zephyrinus, which referred only to the sin of un-

chastity. In the letters which the Roman clergy
wrote to Cyprian in the year 250, the earlier discipline

is already tacitly given up, and no longer thought of;

the clergy will not decide until the episcopal see is

again filled, although they have had long consultations

on the subject in conjunction with many Bishops ;
but

it appears that no one is of the opinion that those who
have sinned most grievously should be turned out for

all time, without hope of forgiveness. Novatian, the

author of the first letter, will have the active discipline

and strictness of the Roman Church maintained only
thus far, that full forgiveness and re-admission are not

granted to the fallen at once and on the spot, while

new cases of apostasy were continually occurring ;
he

merely blames &quot; the far too great impatience and in

tolerable hastiness
&quot;

with which the fallen demanded
communion

;
it is not right, he thinks, by dispensing

with penance, to grant them immediately and all at

once the medicine of re-admission to communion. 1 This

was already the view in Rome before the two Synods
which Cyprian in Carthage and Cornelius in Rome held

on this question. On the other hand, according to the

testimony of Tertullian, discipline in Zephyrinus time

was still so strict, that baptized persons, who had fallen

into the sin of idolatry, or of an attempt on another s

life, were admitted among the penitents of the Church

certainty, but without hope of re-admission to com
munion. 2

1 Non intercepta poenitentia . . . properata nimis remedia communica-

tionum prsestare ; non momentaneam neque prxproperam desiderare medi-

cinam, are his expressions. Ep. 31 inter Cyprianicas.
2 That this was the case, the following passage from Tertullian leaves no

doubt: Adsistit idolatores, adsistit homicida, in medio eorum adsistit et

mcechus. Pariter de pcenitentias officio sedent in sacco et cinere inhorrescunt,
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The further mitigation which, as we now learn from

Hippolytus, was brought into practice by Callistus,

falls, therefore, into the intermediate period between

the years 219 and 249. What did this Bishop enact

with regard to the discipline of penance ?

In the /replace he declared, that henceforth forgive

ness of sins should be extended to a//, and consequently
even to the most grievous and hitherto excepted

offences, viz. those belonging to the category of idolatry

and murder
;

1

or, as Hippolytus expresses it, the Church

of Callistus offered communion to every one without

distinction (a/cplra^)^ of course under the conditions

universally binding in the Church, the undertaking and

completing of the penance. Had Callistus gone so far

as to re-admit sinners even without penance, Hippolytus
would doubtless have emphasized this in the strongest

way, as something quite unheard of in the Church

before. But no one acquainted with the condition of

things in the Church at that time will think that

possible for a moment.

Accordingly, the reproaches which Tertullian had

made against the Church on account of its illogical

procedure were now set aside. The adulterer, so the

advocate of Montanism had urged, you re-admit to

communion, while others, who sit with him on the

same penitential seat, and whose offence sometimes

might be more deserving of indulgence, have no hope
of being received again.

To every one the door of the Church was now opened,
and the principle to which even Cyprian afterwards

codem fletu gemiscunt, eisdem precibus ambiunt, eisdem genibus exorant,
eandem invocant matrem. Quid agis mollissima et humanissima disciplina ?

Aut omnibus eis hoc esse debebis (beati enim pacifici), aut si non omnibus,
nostra esse. Idolatrem quidem et homicidam semel damnas, mcechum vero de

media excipis? Idolatrss successorem, homicides antecessorem utriusque

collegam?
1
Aeyov Tr&atv vii XVTQV dQftadxi at. titu or i etc, p. 290.
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gave utterance was admitted that as all must be

admitted to penance, so must the hope of re-admission

into the Church be granted to all.

What Callistus enacted was, however, by no means

an entire innovation. This milder discipline was new

only in the West
;
in some Eastern Churches it was

certainly in existence some time earlier. Bishop

Dionysius of Corinth, a contemporary of Soter, Bishop
of Rome, wrote as early as the year 169 to the

churches in Pontus, especially to that of Amastris,
that they ought to receive all who in any way had

been renegade or heretical, or had committed any
crime whatever, if they turned to the Church again.

1

Accordingly, Dionysius would not hear of any sin in

volving the perpetual excommunication of the sinner
;

and his view or demand is exactly the same as that to

which Callistus gave utterance fifty years later. On
the other hand, the Roman see after Zephyrinus did

not at once get its milder practice adopted throughout
the West. We know from Cyprian that a number of

African Bishops of the time immediately preceding
him still held fast to the life-long excommunication of

those who had fallen into the sin of unchastity, in spite

of the edict of Zephyrinus. We see that the Spanish
Church in the beginning of the fourth century held to

the principle of making perpetual excommunication the

penalty for certain sins, especially grievous ones
;
this

appears from the canons of Elvira
[c.

315 A.D.].
2

And Hippolytus himself appears to have held the first

indulgence granted by Zephyrinus to be open to

1 EUSEB. H. E. 4, 23: Tov; 1% otctf % ovv

2
[The practice was by no means uniform. The Council of Ancyra

(c. 314 A.D.) limits the penalty to be inflicted for the very sins for which
the Council of Elvira decreed final excommunication. It appears that

perpetual exclusion was at no period the universal discipline of the Church
for any sins.]
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exception ;
for it is on that, and not on dogma alone,

that the complaint which he makes against him is

grounded,
&quot;

that he is a novice in ecclesiastical laws

and limitations.&quot; In reality, the principle of granting

forgiveness to all, or of offering hope of re-admission to

all, as Callistus established it, was only the natural

consequence of the mitigation decreed by Zephyrinus
in favour of a particular kind of sin.

II, SECOND CHARGE : RECEPTION OF EXCOMMUNICATED

PERSONS.

But Callistus went further, i.e. he showed the appli

cation of his general principle to particular cases and

categories. He declared accordingly, in the second place,

that all who hitherto had belonged to some Christian

sect or separated community, and now turned to the

Catholic Church, should forthwith be received, without

being put to open penance for sins which they might
have committed in the former communion. That is

what Hippolytus says when he makes Callistus declare,

&quot;the sin shall not be reckoned against him.&quot;
1 Let us

here distinguish what Hippolytus lumps together in a

general expression. Persons who turned to the Catholic

Church from an heretical sect or a schismatical com

munity were either from the outset
(i.e. by birth or by

their first conversion from Paganism) members of such

a sect, or they had left the Catholic Church and wished

now to return to it again. The Church was always
wont to make a great distinction between these two

classes
;
the latter had been renegades, the former for

the most part were only unwillingly astray. S. Augus
tine repeatedly calls attention to the fact that the

Church treats the one quite differently from the others.
2

1
Oi&amp;gt; ^oyi^sroct otvru j dftapTict, p. 290.

2
Epist. 48, Opp. ed. Bened. 1700, II. 191

;
De unico bapt. c. 12, Opp. IX. 365.
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That in the case of those who now for the first time

became true believers, and therefore desired to be re

ceived into her bosom, the Church did not begin by

reckoning about the past, did not inquire what sins

they had previously committed in their heresy, whether

they had already done penance for them, and the like
;

this was as natural as it was just. Heathens and

Jews were treated in the same manner. The Church

was wont to punish only those sins which were com
mitted in her communion, not those which fell in the
&quot; time of ignorance.&quot; When, then, Hippolytus states

that, in consequence of the ordinance of Callistus, his

society (his iaaKa\dov he calls the Catholic Church)
was increased by many, who in the agony of their con

science sought for tranquillity or forgiveness, and who
at the same time had been turned out ofmany heretical

sects, this is perfectly intelligible. Here we may re

mind ourselves how strong sectarianism was in Rome :

and hence cases no doubt occurred in which persons
had already wandered from one of these sects to

another, yet without finding the wished-for certainty

and peace, and at last joined the great Catholic Church,
which willingly opened its gates to them. And here

one could only wonder that Hippolytus mentions this

in a fault-finding tone, did not what he says plainly

disclose his dissatisfaction at the greatness of the
&quot; school of Callistus,&quot; compared with the probably small

handful of those who belonged to his own communion.

But he continues Callistus has even received some

who have been condemned by us and expelled from

the Church. Hippolytus here again chooses his words

with deliberation
;
he will not say too much. uWe

(Hippolytus, Bishop of Rome, and his Presbyters) had

condemned these persons (eVl Kara^vaxre^ and expelled
them from the communion of the Church.&quot; The fol

lowers of Hippolytus constitute the Church absolutely,
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for the communion of Callistus is merely a

a conventicle, a school, that we know
;
but why these

persons were condemned we do not learn. Did they
take offence at the doctrine of Hippolytus? Or did

they think, perhaps, that he had done wrong in

separating from Callistus ? If they had been expelled for

grosser offences, he would no doubt have mentioned it.

However, these persons had probably some time

before left the communion of Callistus along with

Hippolytus and his party, and now penitently returned

to it again. Nevertheless Callistus received them also,

contrary to the procedure otherwise usual in the case

of renegades, without first subjecting them to a penance.
This was wise, and probably contributed essentially to

the result, that a few years later the whole schism dis

appeared without leaving a trace behind. When a

dispute and a bewilderment arises suddenly in a Church,
and in consequence of this a separation into two con

gregations, it would show Want of tact and of judgment
to apply principles usually enforced against heretics to

the separatists who showed an inclination to return
;

for this would make the schism permanent: rather one

ought to build a bridge for them and receive them with

open arms. Thus Callistus acted
;
and just so did Pope

Cornelius afterwards deal with the confessors seduced

by Novatian, one of whom, the Presbyter Maximus, he

even re-admitted to his priestly rank
;

* and in the same

way the Catholic Bishops in Africa made the return to

unity easier for the Donatists.

III. THIRD CHARGE : PROTECTION OF IMMORAL BISHOPS.

Third accusation. Callistus taught (eSoypdrio-ev) that

if a Bishop sins, even though it be a sin unto death, he

is not to be degraded.
1
Ep. 46 inter Cyprianicas.
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We may here remark at the outset, that the Bishop
of Rome certainly did not lay down with such un

qualified generality that which his opponent makes
him maintain. So clever and adroit a man as he was,

according to Hippolytus description of him, assuredly
did not involve himself in contest, the issue of which

might at last have been simply ruinous to his own

authority, merely in order to keep a good-for-nothing

Bishop in office. And what means had he at his dis

posal in that time of (on the whole) always severe

discipline, and in the face of the jealousy with which

Christians watched the moral reputation of their com

munity in the eyes of the heathen, to protect and main

tain a criminal Bishop against the voice of the other

Bishops of the province, against the will of the clergy
of the diocese, and against the contempt of the com

munity ? Thirty years afterwards, Stephanus, Bishop
of Rome, was appealed to by the two Spanish Bishops,
Basilides and Martial, who had shown themselves weak
and faithless under persecution, and had been deposed
in consequence, and he reinstated them in their

Churches. The Spanish Churches were divided in con

sequence (new Bishops having meanwhile been conse

crated in the place of the deprived), and appealed to

the Bishops of Africa for help ;
and these declared that

Stephanus had allowed himself to be deceived, and that

the deposition of the two libellatici and the consecration

of the new Bishops in their place was to be maintained.

We see that although men recognised the right of the

Pope to receive appeals from Bishops, and even to

cancel a sentence of deposition, yet resistance was

offered to him, and the resistance was strengthened by
a call for the intervention of other Churches, when

people were convinced of the justice and necessity of

the deposition. Manifestly it was deposed Bishops
who appealed to the higher authority of Callistus

;
he
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interested himself on their behalf, and declared in

particular cases that not every offence was in itself a

sufficient reason for deposing a Bishop.

But, says his opponent, Callistus declared that even

a mortal sin was no reason for deposing a Bishop.
That is very likely correct, and apparently it hangs

together with his theory of mitigation. The strictness

or mildness of discipline in the treatment of sinning

Bishops and clerics kept equal pace with that observed

towards the laity ;
if the latter was more indulgent,

the procedure against the clergy must also assume a

more gentle form. Only let us distinguish first with

regard to the sins, and secondly with regard to the

scale of ecclesiastical punishments.
1. The idea of a sin &quot;unto death&quot; was a very in

definite one, and Hippolytus himself, with his more

rigorous view, might well reckon many sins as deadly
which other Bishops did not regard as damnable and

unpardonable, even in the case of a Bishop. In the

Apostolical Canons in the 24th Canon, only unchas-

tity, perjury, and theft, and in the 26th Canon, actual

ill-treatment of a Christian or of a heathen, are cited

as the offences which ought to cause the deposition of

a Bishop. But in a time in which the principles as

well as the practice of ecclesiastical penance were still

as strict as Callistus found them, it is certain that the

circle of offences which were to involve a Bishop s

deposition had become much more widely extended.

Was it, for instance, to be sufficient reason for an

accusation against a Bishop, and for his deposition,

that he had once through excess caused scandal, or

had struck his slave in anger ? And how many cases

occurred in which, even although no bloody persecu
tion demanded a victim, yet, owing to the difficult

relation of a Bishop to the heathen magistrates and

to his own community, he stumbled or fell, which
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gave the stricter part of his enemies opportunity to

accuse him of a sin &quot;unto
death,&quot;

and to move for

his deposition ?

The contemporary of Callistus, Tertullian, reckons

among deadly sins which must be atoned for by public

penance, these : being a spectator at public games and

gladiatorial contests, taking part in a heathen banquet,

hasty or rash swearing, breaking one s word, and the

like.
1

If, then, the usual practice was followed, accord

ing to which a Bishop was to be deposed in those cases

in which a layman would be excommunicated and put
to public penance, then the deposition of Bishops must
have become tolerably frequent, whereby the Church,
her harmony and fixed order, suffered manifold injuries,

and the loss certainly was greater than the advantage

expected on the other hand from the exercise of the

stricter discipline. If there existed in a Church a fac

tion hostilely disposed to the Bishop and how easily

such a one was formed is shown by the instances at

Carthage and Rome, the setting up of the anti-bishop
Fortunatus against Cyprian, and of Novatian against
Cornelius then there certainly never was any want of

an offence which might be laid to the charge of the

Bishop as a sin
&quot; unto death,&quot; and be used as a pre

text for his deposition. Callistus had, therefore, cer

tainly very substantial reasons for coming forward as

the protector of the Bishops, and for insisting that

depositions should be less frequent, and not be inflicted

1 De pudic. c. 7, Opp. ed. Oehler, I. 805. He says of such offences :

Perit igitur etfidelis elapsus in spectaculum quadrigarii furoris et gladiatorii

cruoris et scenicx fceditatis et xysticx vanitatis, aut si in lusus, in convivia

ssecularis solemnitatiSj in officium, in ministerium aliense idololatrise aliquas
artes adhibuit curiositatis, si in verbum ancipitis negationis aut blasphemise

impegit. Ob tale quid extra gregem datus est, vel et ipse forte ira, tumore,

asmulatione, quod denique ssepe fit, denegatione castigationis abrupit. This

cannot be said of the Montanist community only ;
it must have held good

of the Catholics also, otherwise Tertullian would not have been able, as he

does, to base his argument on this practice.
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for every real or supposed deadly sin. He had all the

more reason for this, inasmuch as he was the founder

of a generally milder discipline, and was urged on by
the logic of the thing itself to allow place for modifi

cation in the procedure against really culpable Bishops
also. S. Basil testifies that it was an old rule in the

Church, that those who had been deprived of their

ecclesiastical office were not to be visited with any
other punishment,

1 and consequently not with ecclesi

astical penance as well
;
and in fact the Apostolical

Canons show that the same offence was visited in the

case of a cleric with deposition (KaOaipelaOco), in the

case of a layman with excommunication and penance

(a(f)op^eo-Bco) .

2 As long, therefore, as Church discipline
was very strict, and certain offences involved life-long

excommunication, others less, but always public pen
ance, so long must the procedure against Bishops have

been harder also, and their deposition more frequent.
A Bishop could not continue in office when it was

known in the community that he had committed the

very sin for which some of themselves had been de

prived of communion, and were now in the class of

penitents. Accordingly the exercise of a milder dis

cipline introduced by Callistus, by the establishment of

the principle that every penitent sinner must be received

again into communion, must have produced a double

change, in which the second was quite the natural con

sequence of the first. In the first place, the cases in

which public penance was inflicted must have become
more rare. When murderers, adulterers, men who had

denied Christ and offered to idols, after lasting penance,
were seen again in the ranks of the faithful, and at the

altar receiving the Eucharist, it was scarcely possible

1
Epist. 188, Opp. ed. II., Garner, Paris. 1839, III. p. 393.

2
E.g. Can. 64, 65. [The principle being ovx. ex,lix,w&amp;lt;i II? tvi

Nahuin i. 9.]
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any longer to inflict public penance on those who had

been present at a heathen play, or had struck a man
in a tumult of passion ; place must be allowed for the

milder punishment of a merely temporary suspension
from receiving the Eucharist, without ecclesiastical

penance, as already is found in the Apostolical Canons.
1

But at the same time also it could no longer be tole

rated that a Bishop should be deposed for an offence

which in the case of the laity no longer involved any

public ecclesiastical punishment, or at any rate no

heavy one. It was certainly not the meaning of Cal-

listus that a Bishop, if he transgressed, should go wholly

unpunished. Deposition was the more severe punish
ment

;
all the more so, because it was perpetual and

irrevocable. But the milder one (the application of

which Callistus, without doubt, thought fitting, where

deposition would have seemed unjust), mere temporary

suspension, occurs already in the Apostolical Canons,

especially in the fifth : a Bishop, Presbyter, or Deacon,
who out of false religiousness puts away his wife, shall

be suspended (a^op^ea-dco) ;
but if he persists, let him be

visited with deposition

IV. FOURTH CHARGE : ORDINATION OF DIGAMISTS.

A fourth charge which Hippolytus raises against
Callistus is, that under him men who had already
been married twice or thrice were ordained Bishops,

Priests, or Deacons. The principle of the Church not

to admit to the higher orders persons who have married

again, is based notoriously upon the precept of S. Paul

1

E.g. Can. 9. [If any Bishop, or Presbyter, or Deacon, or any of the

priesthood, does not communicate, when the oblation is over let him state

the reason, and if it be just, let him be forgiven ;
but if he refuse, let him

be suspended, as becoming a cause of harm to the people and raising sus

picion against him that offered (as being one that offered not rightly). The

concluding words are wanting in some of the best Greek MSS.]

I
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the Apostle.
1 That the Apostle, in requiring that a

Bishop should be the husband of one wife, and likewise,

in the parallel case of a Widow, that she must be the

wife of one husband, refers not to simultaneous but

successive polygamy, is clear of itself to every unpre

judiced person. The Church has always understood it

so, and it is an exegesis external to the Church that

has taken the trouble to obscure the question and

attribute this meaning to the apostle, that men living

in polygamy might be members of the Christian com

munity indeed, only they ought not to be chosen as

Bishops ;

2 and this in the Roman empire, where every
simultaneous second marriage was null, and, according
to the Praetor s edict, involved infamy, and was punished
as adultery; so that the offence of polygamy, with

which Justin Martyr reproaches the Jews of his time,
3

certainly only found tolerance when it was practised by
stealth. In more recent times, however, that exegesis

has become somewhat less prejudiced, and SCHLEIER

MACHER, HEYDENREICH, BAUR, DE WETTE, and GIL

BERT 4 have acknowledged that the apostle means to

say that men who, after the death of their first wife,

have taken a second or a third, are excluded from

holding office in the Church.
5

1 1 Tim. iii. 2
;
Titus i. 6.

2 GROTIUS alone, whom one certainly must not reckon along with the

mass of Protestant commentators, has the right explanation ;
with him

also SALMASIUS, De fcenere trapezit, p. 51, and VITRINGA, De Synagoga vet.

p. 665. In Germany, so far as one can see, HEDINGER was formerly the

only one who was sufficiently free from prejudice to see and give utterance

to the truth.
3
Dialog, cum TrypJi. Opp. ed. Otto, II. 442, 460.

4 In KAUFFER S BiUical Studies, 1846, pp. 152 seqq.
5 It should be stated that SCHLEIERMACHER, BAUR, and DE WETTE only

came to a right understanding of the passage when they had determined to

give up the Pastoral Epistles as the spurious productions of a later age.

Most astonishing is this in the case of SCHLEIERMACHER, who declares only

the First Epistle to Timothy to be supposititious, and then without hesitation

maintains (Werke ;
zur Theol. II. 301) :

&quot;

Certainly every one who reads
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In the first centuries there was no doubt about the

meaning of the Apostle ;
his prohibition was always

applied to those who had lived in successive polygamy.
In the time of Callistus also it was the universal rule

that, as Origen says, a Bishop, a Presbyter, a Deacon,

and a Widow, should not have married a second time.
1

Tertullian appeals most frequently to this ecclesiastical

rule, and what he says on the subject serves at the

same time as confirmation of the statement that in the

time of Callistus some exceptions really had been made
to the otherwise dominant custom. In his earlier

Montanist writings he affirms the fact, that not only

among the Montanists, but in the whole Church and

universally, digamists were not admitted to ordination
;

he remarks that, as he remembers well, some were

even deposed again, and that because it was not found

this letter impartially, and has no other object in view than to bring it into

harmony with itself, will here certainly find a prohibition of second mar

riages, not generally, but only for those who aim at office in the Church.

Now this is manifestly not Pauline,&quot; etc. But as the same requirement is

found, Titus i. 6, and this epistle is genuine according to Schleiermacher s

theory, the self-made dilficulty is set aside in the following way :
&quot; The

words ftiocg yvvotix.og dv/ip, Titus i. 6, we have not the least reason for under

standing in any other sense than that of actual polygamy ;
and every one

must agree with Theodoret, p. 653, that Paul nowhere else condemns second

marriages, and the whole description here does not give us the least right
to suppose that he further required in the iviawKoi; an additional and

peculiar sanctity.&quot; Against this arbitrary mode of proceeding, which,

moreover, assumes in the face of all history that polygamy existed in the

first Christian communities, BAUR has now most justly protested (Die sogen-
annten Pastoralbriefe des Apostel Paulus, p. 117), but only in order to win

a new basis for the supposition that the three Pastoral Epistles are not

Pauline. &quot;

If
one,&quot; he says,

&quot;

is to consider the pta; yvyoiixo? oLvyp as not

Pauline in only one of these letters, this is evidence seeing how all things
dovetail into one another here, and each letter merely gives again its own
contribution to the common subject against the Pauline origin of these

three letters. This repeated inculcation of monogamy points as strongly as

any of the other criteria by which we have to investigate the origin of these

letters to the second
century.&quot; So also DP: WETTE (Exegetisches Handbuch,

Zweiten Bandes, funfter Theil, p. 8). In his opinion, the precept is
&quot;

alto

gether too
positive.&quot;

1 In Lucam horn. 17, Opp. ed. De la Kue, III. 953.
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out until afterwards that they had married again as

widowers
;
and he thinks that from this precept he can

show the laity that they also are bound to forego second

marriage, because the clergy must be taken out of the

laity, and because it is unseemly to demand a blessing

on a second marriage from priests who themselves have

only married once.
1

But in his last, or one of his last writings,
2
Tertullian

maintains that among the Psychici (the Catholics) some

were found even among the Bishops who had married

twice
;
who thus, therefore, set the Apostle at defiance,

and did not blush when that passage from the Epistle

to Timothy was read in their presence. It is not to be

overlooked that the zealous Montanist here speaks of

cases which can only have happened a short time be

fore
;
for in the earlier treatise he had borne witness

to the opposite of such indulgence or falling asleep of

discipline, viz. a strictness to the extent of deposition
as the dominant condition. These cases consequently
must have occurred in the time which elapsed between

the composition of the latter treatise, the Exhortation

to Chastity, and the publication of the book On Mono

gamy. When, then, Hippolytus expressly says that

under Callistus people first began to make those who
had married twice or three times Bishops, or Presbyters,

or Deacons, we have a confirmation of the statement of

Tertullian, and at the same time a date
;
the cases

belong to the time between 218 and 222, and the

treatise On Monogamy was accordingly written about

the year 221, or somewhat later. It is no doubt pro
bable that Tertullian had Bishops of the African Church

primarily in his eye, for immediately before he accuses

an African Bishop tolerably plainly of adultery, and

holds him up to shame before the Psychici. But Hip-

1 De Exhortat. cast. c. 7, p. 747, ed. Oehler.
2 De Monogamia, c. 12, p. 782, ed. Oehler.
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polytus also may very well have been thinking of the

African Church in making his charge, for the last

accusation which he brings forward manifestly tells

principally against this Church, which at that time

was in communion with Callistus, and not with him.

Among those who have most recently occupied them
selves with fixing the chronology of the writings of

Tertullian, HESSELBERG l

places the treatise in question
in the period after the year 212, because there is no

basis for a more exact statement. MORCELLI 2

places

even the treatise On the Crown in the year 237, and

does not make the activity of Tertullian as an author

end until 239. It is sufficient for our purpose that

there is no reason for putting back the treatise On

Monogamy to the period before 218. But as regards
the relation of Callistus to the consecration of those

Bishops who had married again, Hippolytus will not

lay to his charge a direct participation and immediate

complicity in this transgression of the Apostle s precept.

He distinguishes well by his manner of expression what

Callistus himself had done and taught from that which

was done under Mm merely (eVt TOVTOV) that is, in any

part of the Church in communion with him, and calling

itself the Catholic Church, and so certainly with his

tacit consent or toleration. As such he reckons the

cases mentioned.

Meanwhile let us follow the history of this impedi
ment of second marriage further

;
we meet here a dis

pute calculated to throw light upon the facts used by
1
Tertulliarfs Leben mid Schriften, Dorpat 1848, p. 135. UHLHORN in his

dissertation, Fundamenta Chranalogies Tertullianese, Getting. 1852, has placed
the treatise De Monogamia in the year 205, without any external ground

whatever, but merely for so subjective a reason as that on p. 51, the

treatise De Monog., along with those De Jejun. and De Pudic., is very

sharp and violent
; whereas age disposes men to be for the most part

somewhat more gentle, and the like. Did he remember Luther and his

last writings? [or Jerome s attack on Vigilantius ?]
2

Africa Christiana, IT. 97.
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Tertullian and Hippolytus for the accusation they
make. In the Apostolical Constitutions, 6, 17, and in the

17th Apostolical Canon, it is declared that one who has

married a second time cannot be received into the

order of clergy ; yet the canon adds the condition, if

he did not take his first as well as his second wife until

after baptism. This has always remained the principle
of the Greek Church, only he was looked upon as im

peded by digamy who had married again as a Christian.

If he had concluded the second marriage before bap

tism, it was supposed that the stain of incontinency
involved in second marriage was taken away by the

washing of baptism, and that consequently no impedi
ment stood in the way of his entering into the clerical

order. In the Latin Church both theory and practice
were different. Here it was merely affirmed that the

cleric must be the most perfect example possible to his

congregation ; that, if he had married twice, he became

useless as a preacher of continence. Therefore the

Popes, especially Siricius and Innocent
i.,

and before

them S. Ambrose, then S. Augustine and others, in

sisted that even those who had taken the one wife

before baptism, but the other as Christians, must

remain excluded from clerical office. Men who married

widows were placed in the same category. The Synods
in Gaul, Spain, and Africa drew up their canons about

second marriages on the same principles. The Bishops
at Valence,

1
in the year 374, ordered that at the ordi

nation of a cleric, the difference whether he had married

again before or after baptism could not be recognised.
2

The Synod of Agde decreed, in the year 506, that

Presbyters and Deacons who, in spite of their second

1

[There is a special treatise on this Synod by DR. HERBST, Professor at

Tubingen, in the Tubing. Theol. Quartalschr. 1827, p. 665.]
2 C. 1, Canones Apostolorum et ConciUorum, ed. Bruns. II. iii. 146

;
I.

148.
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marriage, had been ordained contrary to ecclesiastical

law, should not exercise their ecclesiastical functions

any longer ;

1 and the Synod at Carthage, in the year

398, even deprived a Bishop, who should knowingly
ordain a digamist, of his power of ordination. Mean
while the Oriental view of second marriages came more

than once into conflict with that of the West. Thus

the Bishops of Illyricum, in the year 414, stated in a

letter to Pope Innocent,
2
that with them a man who

had had and lost a wife as a catechumen, but had taken

another after baptism, would not be regarded as a

digamist, for the first marriage was taken away with

the rest of his sins by baptism. This view the Pope

expressly contested, that which was good and inno

cent in itself, such as marriage, could not be done

away by baptism ;
he asked whether, then, the children

of such a marriage were to become illegitimate through
the father s baptism. Even S. Jerome adopted the

standpoint of the Orientals. His friend Oceanus

maintained that a Spanish Bishop, Carterius (against

whom no other charge lay than that after the death of

his wife, married before baptism, he had married again

as a baptized Christian), had been ordained contrary

to the apostolical precept. Jerome,
3 on the contrary,

defended the ordination of this man, whose case did

not fall under the ecclesiastical idea of digamy, and

declared (certainly with exaggeration) that the world

was full of such ordinations. Yet, when Rufinus at

tacked him on the point, he moderated his declaration

to this, that there were some Bishops in the Church

1

[It also decreed that married Priests and Deacons should abstain from

their wives. Its tone was therefore rigorist. It was assembled ex per-

missu domini nostri gloriosissimi marjnificentissimique regis, meaning Alaric,

the Arian King of the Goths
;
the Pope (Symmachus) is merely mentioned

in giving the year.]
2

Epistolx Pontiff. Rom. ed. Coustant, p. 831.
3

Ep. 69, Opp. ed. Paris, 184G, I. 654.
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who found themselves in the same position as Carterius ;

and submitted that he had merely given his opinion in

answer to a question, without at all claiming that it

must hold good.
1 In the West, later on, we find only

Gennadius of Marseilles on the side of Jerome
;
he

states the rule of the Church in this way, that he

who has been twice married after baptism cannot be

ordained
;

2
in opposition to which Pope Leo, in his letter

to the African Bishops of the year 446, still required

universally that no one who had previously concluded

a second marriage might remain in the priesthood.
3

In the East, however, Theodore of Mopsuestia en

deavoured to alter the dominant custom. What deter

mined him to do so was, as he stated, the conviction

that very often a corrupt use, detrimental to the

Church, was made of the old rule
;
and seeing that no

one else of his time stood in such reputation in the

whole East as a theologian and exponent of Scripture,

no one else had so many devoted pupils as Theodore.

He seems really to have made a great impression, and

to have induced several Bishops to disregard the ancient

canon.

Theodore states
4
that in his time it often happened

that a man who was living a continent life, but had

had a second wife, was refused holy orders; while

another, who had lived a dissolute life, but had only
been married once, was admitted without hesitation.

But supposing a man had married a second time before

baptism, he was baptized and then ordained, just as if

baptism could undo the past, and cause that the man
had not really lived with two wives

;
and besides all

this, that people thought they had done a good thing,
1

Apol adv. Rufin. I. c. 32, Opp. II. 424.
2 De Eccles. dogm. c. 72, ed. Elmenhorst, p. 38.
3
Opp. ed. BalleriDi, I. 674.

4 Catena in S. Pauli epist. ad Timoth. etc., ed. Cramer, Oxon. 1843,

p. 23.
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when they received a man who hitherto had lived as he

pleased, and moreover had given no proof of virtue or

holiness, into the ranks of the clergy immediately after

baptism. By this procedure the whole legislation of

the Apostle S. Paul respecting the qualifications of a

Bishop, and the testimony as to his previous life, was

made of no effect. That the wife of the one remained

alive, while that of the other died after a short time, and

so made room for a second, was an accident, and the first

was no better than the second on that account. The

intention of the Apostle was not that the election to

the episcopate should be made in reference to such

accidents, that one who had lived with two wives in

succession in unstained matrimony should be rejected,

while another, who had only had one wife, but at the

same time had lived a dissolute life, should be ordained

immediately after baptism.
Theodore then makes the declaration which &quot;some

&quot;

had already set forth before him, and which Theodoret

borrowed from him afterwards almost word from word :

l

that at that time many Jews still lived in polygamy;
others having wives had sinned with slaves or con

cubines
;

it was these whom the Apostle had excluded

from orders. Theodoret adds that he cares nothing
about the custom which prevailed in the great majority
of cases, based upon another interpretation. The

collector, however, remarks at the end, that this inter

pretation flatly contradicts ecclesiastical tradition and

all Synods.
In the case of Theodoret a personal and party in

terest was added to the reputation of his master. One
of his friends and fellow - combatants, the Comes

1

THEODORET, Opp. ed. Xoesselt, III. 653. [The passage is quoted by
Alford on 1 Tim. iii. 2. He agrees with those who reject Theodoret s in

terpretation as improbable.
&quot;

Still we must not lose sight of the circum

stance that the earlier commentators were unanimous for this view. ]
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Irenaeus, as zealous an opponent of Cyril as Theodoret

himself, had been consecrated Bishop of Tyre by John

of Antioch, in spite of his second marriage. After

some years came an order from the Emperor to depose

him, first because he was a Nestorian, but also on

account of the circumstance of his second marriage ;

and Theodoret then wrote to the Patriarch that, in

order to justify his consecration of Irenaeus, he must

turn to account the fact that in disregarding the second

marriage of Irenaeus he had followed the example of

his predecessors; for Alexander of Antioch and Acacius

of Beraea had ordained the twice-married Diogenus,

and Praulius of Jerusalem had consecrated Domninus

to be Bishop of Caesarea under similar circumstances ;

moreover, Proclus at Constantinople, the chief ecclesi

astics of the diocese of Pontus, and all the Bishops of

Palestine, had approved the consecration of Irenaeus.
1

Nevertheless these representations remained without

effect, and Irenaeus was compelled to give place to

another. We see, however, that Theodoret, in a still

higher degree than Theodore, had a strong practical

interest in putting forth an interpretation of the

Apostle s precept ;
at which, if it were the unbiassed

opinion of an exponent of Scripture otherwise so

thorough, one must fairly marvel.

Now if we return from this digression to the charge
which Hippolytus and Tertullian brought against the

Catholic Church of their time, it appears most probable
that already in their time the difference was made

between second marriage before and after baptism ;

and that several were made Bishops in spite of their

double marriages, because it was thought this stain

might be overlooked, as something belonging to the

heathen period of their life
;
while the more strict and

logical were of opinion that, according to the Apostle s

1

Ep. 110, Opp. IV. 1180.
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words, those also were to be excluded from office in the

Church who had concluded one or both of their mar

riages before baptism. Still it is also quite conceivable

that in some Churches, owing to the want of men pro

perly qualified in other ways, it was thought allowable

temporarily to set aside the Apostle s prohibition, and

ordain men who had married again; just as afterwards

the Synod of Neocsesarea declared in its twelfth canon,

that, owing to the want of proper men (ha airdviv

avOptoTrwv), even clinici might be received into the pres

bytery.
1

V. FIFTH CHARGE : ALLOWING CLERGY TO MARRY.

At first sight one cannot but regard the fifth charge
as more serious and important. Callistus, according to

the accusation of his opponent, ordered that if a cleric

married he was to remain among the clergy, just as if

he had committed no offence.

Here again a remark already made is once more con

firmed. Hippolytus delights in expressing the things
with which he reproaches his rival in the widest and

most comprehensive form, yet in such a way that he

says nothing really untrue, and always leaves it open
to the reader to understand what has been said in a

1

[The Council made another reasonable exception. The ground for

regarding with disfavour those who had received clinical baptism was the

suspicion of unchristian motives in the recipients, viz. of having
&quot; continued

in sin
&quot;

until the last moment. The Council decreed that if such persons
cancelled this suspicion by conspicuous faith and zeal afterwards, they might
be ordained. See ROBERTSON S History of the Christian Church, I. p. 167,

2d ed. The exact words of the canon are, B/ ryy f^troe. rxvrot O.VTOV

ffTTov^viv Kctl -Triariv. HEFELE agrees with &quot;

all commentators, except Aubes-

pine,&quot;
that this canon speaks of those who by their own fault have deferred

baptism till they were dangerously ill. Aubespine would refer it to those

catechumens who fell ill before the time of their baptism arrived, and were

baptized without the usual amount of instruction. The 47th Canon of

Laodicea disproves this view. See HEFELE, History of the Christian

Councils, vol. i. p. 229, English translation.]
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narrower or wider sense. If one takes the words el 8e

Kai Tt? ev K\rfpcp &v ya/^olr) quite in a general sense as

they lie before us, then it follows that Callistus intro

duced or tolerated something of which there is not another

instance in the ivhole primitive
1
Church. But if we look

more closely, the matter stands quite differently. In

Home somewhat later there were on the one side forty-

six Presbyters, and on the other a hundred and eight

clergy of lower rank, namely, fourteen Deacons and

Sub-deacons, forty-two Acolyths, fifty-two Lectores and

other ministers; all these were included among &quot;the

clergy.&quot;
Did then Callistus say, that even if a Priest

took it into his head to marry, he was to be left quietly
in possession of his place ? Or did he declare that

\vhen one of the host of Lectores, Acolyths, Ostiarii,

one of the Sub-deacons, or even perhaps a Deacon, takes

a wife, he may continue to remain among the clergy ?

That Hippolytus only charges him with the latter

declaration, cannot fail to be acknowledged by every

unprejudiced person who weighs these words and their

position. Immediately before, where the subject was

the ordination of those who had married again, the

author is very cautious not to speak generally of

&quot;clergy,&quot;
for it might be supposed that these twice-

married persons were to be admitted merely to the

lower offices of the Church, and thus the whole point
of the reproach would be lost

;
he therefore carefully

enumerates Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons. As

soon, however, as the subject is marriage after ordina

tion, he does not say that Callistus allowed clergy of

these same orders (rwv avra&amp;gt;v ftaOpw or TT?? avr^ rafeo)?)

to marry ;
he does not say that Bishops, Presbyters,

and Deacons, according to Callistus will and pleasure,

1

[For this apparently strong statement, that there is absolutely no

example of marriage after ordination, the convincing authority of HEFELE
is quoted, Beitrcige, i. p. 123.]
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could marry and yet remain in office
;
but merely that

if any one among the clergy married, etc. etc. Thus

the expression ev
K\r)p&amp;lt; ovre^ clergy, is here used rather

on purpose to distinguish them from those of the

higher orders in the Church, the Bishops, Presbyters,

and Deacons mentioned immediately before
;
and this is

the ordinary ecclesiastical use of the terms, of frequent

occurrence in the canons also. In the 55th Apostolical

Canon we read, if a cleric insults a Presbyter or a Dea

con, he is to be deposed.
1 In the canons of the Synod

of Laodicea, the K\rjpiKo^ as ministers of lower grade,

are regularly distinguished from the iepariKoi, i.e.

Presbyters and Deacons. 2 A Bishop also, who was

pretty nearly Hippolytus contemporary, Cyprian, uses

the expression sometimes of the lower ministers in

the Church, as when he states that it is fitting to

write to the Roman Church through derici, and therefore

he has ordained Saturus to be Lector and Optatus to be

Hypodiaconus. And Ambrosius, like Hippolytus here,

places the clerici in contradistinction to the Bishop and

Presbyters.
3

But it might be urged, the lower clergy were allowed

to marry in any case
;
how could Hippolytus reckon

this against Callistus as something extraordinary ?

With regard to that, we must remember that in the

first five centuries by no means a fixed and similar

discipline for the whole Church was reached on this

1
si rig xAYiputo; v@pin vpsafivTtpov y di&z.ovov, dQopi^ifffo. The Nicene

Synod in its third canon uses the same mode of expression as Hippolytus :

A. TTYi yopevfftv xet^oAov i] pnydhYi avvoQoz, p, /!T& STriozoTru ftviTt KpafivTD fji (tyr*

Oice.%.MC[) {AtfTt fang rivl ruv tv ru x,~h^pw k^ivai avvttaoc.x,~ov t^nv.
2 Can. 27, 30. 41, 42, 54, 55. [See also the 24th Canon. HEFELE

agrees with this, dissenting from Van Espen s explanation that if.pxTtx.oi

includes all who hold any office in the Church, the rest referring to un-

ordained acolyths and sacristans.]
3
Sedprius cognoscamus non solam hoc apostolum de de episcopo et presbytero

statuisse, sed etiam Patres in concilia Nic&ni tractatus edidisse, neque clericum

quemquam debere esse, qui secunda conjuyia sortitus sit. Episl. 63, c. 64,

Opp. ed. Bened. I. p. 1037.
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point. The Synod of Chalcedon says in its 14th

Canon, only in some Churches is it allowed that Lectores

and Cantores marry ;
and hence the 27th Apostolical

Canon,
1 which gives ministers of these two grades

liberty to marry, represents merely the practice of

these Churches, while others even in the East con

tinued to require celibacy from such clerics. The

Acolyths, who formed a higher grade in the East than

the two grades just mentioned, and sometimes a very
numerous one (as in the Roman Church, where there

were at that time forty-two of them), are not mentioned

in the Apostolical nor in the Chalcedonian Canon,

because this order was never introduced into the Greek

Church. Now, as celibacy from the first was on the

whole more strictly observed in the West than in the East,

so one may with certainty suppose that in many
Churches the Acolyths also were admonished to remain

unmarried, especially where it was more strictly the

rule that those of the higher grades should be taken

from the lower orders, and therefore that Deacons and

Presbyters should first have been Acolyths.
The Hypodiaconi also without doubt they still bore

this Greek name at that time in Rome, as also later in

Cyprian s time in Africa belonged no doubt to the

clerici, whom Callistus allowed to marry. The discipline

of the various Churches was still for a long time diverse

with regard to these clerici, partly on account of the

diversity of the business with the discharge of which

they were entrusted. In the African Church, at least

from the year 419 onwards, complete continency was

imposed on the Sub-deacons also, because they handled

the sacred mysteries (the Eucharist).
2 On the other

1

[This canon is pronounced both by Hefele and Drey to be ante-Nicene,

and Hefele thinks it a faithful interpreter of the ancient practice of the

Church.&quot;]
2 GREGORII M. Epp. L. I. ep. 04, 42. Codex, cccl. Afr. c. 25, p. 163,
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hand, according to the order of Pope Siricius of the

year 385, a Sub-deacon was still allowed to marry,

but on this condition, that, in order to be promoted in

the ministry and become a Deacon, he must first qualify

himself by continency;
1
so that if he married, he could

never become a Deacon at all. And later on, Leo the

Great took it for granted as known that the Sub-

deacons also must abstain from marriage, which cer

tainly was a rule not yet observed a hundred and

fifty years later even in the Sicilian Church, closely

united as that was with Rome. 2 In Africa, according
to a canon of the third Synod of Carthage,

3 the young
Lectores were required, when they came to man s

estate, either to marry, in which case they could attain

to no higher grade in the ministry, or else to take a

vow of continence. Thus they obtained Acolyths and

Sub-deacons, who were all unmarried, and of course

were unable to marry afterwards. In the Eastern

Church also in the time of S. Epiphanius it was the

rule, at any rate in Cyprus and in the Patriarchate of

Antioch, to choose as Hypodiaconi only unmarried men,
or those who voluntarily separated from their wives.

4

It is evident, therefore, that if discipline was still so

diverse and variable in the fourth and fifth centuries,

Callistus might well depart from the practice of his

immediate predecessor, and allow clerici, viz. Hypo
diaconi, Acolyths, and others of lower grade, to marry.
And in fact we find in the canons of the Synod of

ed. Bruns. : Ut subdiaconi, qui sacra mysteria contrectant . . . ab uxorilwx

ye contineant, ut tanquam non habentes videantur esse.

1

Epist. Pontiff. Rom. ed. Constant, p. 633.
2
Epist. 14, Opp. I. 687, ed. Ballerin.

3 C. 19, p. 126, ed. Bruns.
* They were taken, he says, Ex. votptevuv, ex, ftovetgovruv, i iyxpct-

Ttvop&evav rav ftlav yvvouxav, jj xriptvaoivTuv Kiro ^oz/oya^/atj. EPIPH.

Expos, fid. c. 21, p. 1104, ed. Petav.
;

cf. Hxres. 59, n. 4, p. 456. Here

also he mentions the Hypodiaconi as included among the classes of clergy

who were bound to celibacy.
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Ancyra (314), that a certain right of dispensation

reaching to a still higher grade was allowed to the

Bishops.
1

If a Deacon, it is there said, has declared at

his ordination that marriage is necessary for him, then

in case of his marriage he is to remain in his ministry,

because he lias received leave from the bishop. The general

rule of the Church required, therefore, in Galatia also,

that Deacons should live unmarried
;
but the Bishop

could allow exceptions, and if he had ordained the

cleric in spite of his avowal, this was ipso facto a dis

pensation. There is no question about Presbyters ;
in

their case it was always understood that under any
circumstances they remained single. Can it be that

Callistus also allowed the marriage of a Deacon in the

spirit of this canon, which of course was made a cen

tury later ? Even if Hippolytus did not plainly give

one to understand it so by the language he uses, I should

without hesitation conclude that his reproach must

have reference, not to the three higher grades, but to

the clerus below the Bishops, Presbyters, and Deacons.

According to the view of Hippolytus, if Callistus had

been more strict with the clergy who married, he ought
to have deposed them, T% -raeo&amp;gt;? ^erariOeo-Oa^ as it stands

in the first canon of the Synod of Neocsesarea (314)

with regard to married Presbyters. Instead of that,

Callistus declared that they should &quot; remain among
the

clergy,&quot;
as if they had committed no sin, adds

Hippolytus, But it made a great difference whether

a man remained merely among the clergy, that is, in

possession of his rank and of the means of subsistence

hitherto apportioned to him, or remained also in the

ministry
r

,
eV rfj vTrypeo-la, as the Synod of Ancyra secured

for married Deacons. If a cleric was merely suspended
from exercising ecclesiastical functions, this was the

mildest form of ecclesiastical censure
;

it was applied
1 Can. 10, p. 68, ed. Brims.
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by the same Synod of Ancyra
1
to those Priests and

Deacons who had at first yielded under persecution, but

then had showed themselves stedfast. These were to

remain in possession of their rank or position, but ab

stain from their functions
;
the Deacons, however, only

from those connected with the Holy Sacrifice.
2 In the

alternative, therefore, whether a Hypodiaconus or even

a Deacon who married was to be deposed or merely

suspended, i.e. precluded from exercising his functions,

when Callistus decided for the latter, the rigorous Hip-

polytus might well take offence at it, since he always

eagerly raked together whatever might cast a shadow

on the man and his administration. But outside his

narrow circle the conduct of the Bishop was no doubt

regarded very differently. Our authority s own statement,

that the immediate successors of Callistus did not abolish

the arrangements of their predecessor, but maintained them?

says plainly enough that they and their clergy saw in

these regulations only opportune and (on the whole)
beneficial alterations.

Callistus justified his conduct by appealing to texts

of Scripture, as his opponent reports, who of course

sees in this only a misuse of God s word. These texts

were Romans xiv. 4, Matthew xiii. 30
;
and the ark of

Noah, with its clean and unclean beasts, was designated

by him as a type of the Church. In this Callistus did

what those who defended the Church against the misty

rigour of the sects before and after him always did.

Cyprian
4

spoke in the same way as Callistus respecting
1 Can. 1, 2, p. 66. [It was for this weakness under persecution that the

Spanish Bishops, Martial and Basilides, were deposed, and a Synod under

Cyprian, A.D. 254, confirmed the sentence.]
2 The Presbyters : TV}$ [ttv T/^JJ? TJJJ XOCTM ryu KX^POC

Trpoatyiptiv (5g otvrovg j oftihiiv jj ohuf &quot;hsiTOVpysHit ri ruv iipotTixuv

pq tfceivett. The Deacons : rqv plv oih htiv Ttpyv tx,ti, KtTrctvaQoti

Traffjjf TJjjf hpa.; htiTOvpyiotg, TJJJ rt rov oipTOv q Trorypiov divctQtptiv q
3 Oy ^totftsvti TO bibctffxahfiov Qvhotvaov TK iQy x.a.1 rqv napoidoffiv, p. 291.

4
Epist. 54, p. 99, ed. Odrem.

K
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weeds in the Church, on account of which one ought
not to separate from her. S. Augustine

1
several times

uses Christ s words on the subject, &quot;Let both grow

together until the harvest,&quot; against the Donatists.

The same Father applies the clean and unclean beasts

being together in the ark to the good and bad existing

in the Church. 2

Here, then, the Catholic orthodoxy
of Hippolytus appears in a light which is very doubtful

indeed. In the application which Callistus makes of

the texts in question, he is found in agreement with the

whole Church
;
while Hippolytus, who attacks him for

it, and cites this also, like the rest of his charges, to

palliate his separation from him, appears as a fore

runner of Novatian and the Donatists. And we can

find only a confirmation of this view in his report of

the Montanists. As the peculiar feature of this sect,

he mentions only their absolute submission to the pre
tended revelations of the Paraclete, communicated

through certain women, and their innovations derived

therefrom with regard to fasts and festivals.
3 Not

a word about their limitation of the Church s power in

the forgiveness of sins, or of their rejection of second

marriage. That this silence is intentional is shown by
the statement which immediately follows

;
he wishes

to write more particularly and exactly respecting the

Montanists, because their heresy has been the occasion

of mischief to many. That does not mean that many
have been led astray by them

;
but apparently the

meaning of Hippolytus is, that from the rigorism of

the sect based upon the Montanist prophecy, many had

taken occasion to throw themselves into the opposite

extreme, to open the doors of Church communion far

too wide, to offer communion to all without proper

1

E.g. Epist. contra Donatistas, Opp. IX. pp. 251, 254, ed. Bened. Ant

werp.
2 Contra Faust. XII. 15, Opp. VIII. 168. P. 276.
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distinction;
1 with all which he charges the Callistians,

that is, the Church of Rome, even after the death of

Callistus.

[The contrast between the East and the West with

regard to the celibacy of the clergy becomes prominent
at the Council of Elvira (c. 315), which forbade married

Bishops, Priests, and Deacons from cohabiting with their

wives, a regulation which the Council of Nicaea ab

stained from making, in deference to the advice of

Paphnutius, himself a celibate and confessor. The

Council of Ancyra allowing Deacons to marry even

after ordination, if they had declared their intention

beforehand, is another example of the comparative
freedom of the East

;
while the rigour of the West is

again expressed more than once at Carthage and else

where. This contrast appears very strikingly in the

estimate of the relative guilt of clerical marriage and

fornication. The Council of Neo-Caesarea punishes the

former with less severity : that of Orleans places the

two on a level, si quis pellici VEL uxori se jungat!
See article CELIBACY, in the Dictionary of Christian

Antiquities. ]

VI. SIXTH CHARGE I ALLOWING LADIES TO MARRY WITH
THE LOWER ORDERS AND SLAVES.

Sixth accusation. Callistus allowed Christian women,
who were unmarried and still young and strong, to

marry according to their own choice, whether a poor
freeman or a slave, and thus to conclude a marriage
not recognised by Roman law.

2 The result of this con-

1
TLoiffiv aix-phus KpoaQspow (Kpoatyipov) ryv xaivuuiotv, p. 291.

2
K#&amp;lt; yaip x.a.1 yvvoci^iy kirtrpi-^/iv si olJoivbpoi tltv x-otl faucise, rs rs

svx^ice. yj kctvruu d%iex,i/ %v py fiofaotVTO x,ce,6oiipiiv. Aix TOVTQ

&quot;/a.f^Tfi^va.1 ly^i svctov oiv otipyauvTcti avyxotrov, x.r.A. For this somewhat cor

rupt passage three emendations have already been proposed. MILLER pro

poses to insert apetpreiy after sTrtTpnJ/eu, and to write : JJA/X/^ XMIOIVTO OL[
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cession was, that some of these women, who on account

of their connections or of their wealth would not be

accounted the mothers of children whose father was a

slave or poor, availed themselves of criminal means of

preventing the birth of their offspring.
1

Nowhere does Hippolytus so expose himself, nowhere

does he show his passionateness, amounting to blind

ness, so completely as here.
u

See,&quot;
he cries in the

most vehement passion,
&quot;

to what godlessness this

enemy of law has come, in that he teaches at once

unchastity and murder!&quot; Truly, it is not against

tv !/, TJJV toivTuv etfcictit fa (or g/) py fiovhoivro xotQettpeiv. Here the inser

tion of Kpctpriiv is too violent and arbitrary. But the alteration proposed

by BuNSEN is no better : xai yap scocl r/vvu.i%iv tv dfyct. tTriTps-^/tv, ti

eisu Kotl q7\ix,ioc, yt sxxaiovrOj Ttriptiv SCCVTUV d^ixv %v ^ /3ot&amp;gt;Ao;j/ro x

This
ryp&amp;lt;1v d^ixv certainly did not lie in the meaning of Hippolytus ;

with

i7TTp^/i/ we should much rather have to expect a word implying sharp

rebuke. Still more unsatisfactory, and on grammatical grounds alone un

tenable, is the proposal of WORDSWORTH : xot.1 yxp %,al yvvotityv eirfTpe\j/s,

X.XIOIVTO 06J/Ot|/J, 7J kfcVTUV d^lOiV {AV\ /Sot/Ao/l/TO

yx^Yi^yoti txtivu ou a,v ezpypavrcti avyxonov.

Here faiKiurv) KCCIOIVTO must at once be rejected, for one says x,etie&amp;lt;r&i TWO;.

(HERMESIANAX, ap. Athenseum, 13, p. 598 A.) It appears to me that the

alteration of a few letters is sufficient to restore the passage, and give it the

right sense. I propose : x,oc.l yoip xal yvvoti^h iiriTpnj/sit, tl
dtifetitipoi

fits/

noil fatxiep KXIOVTOCI (or xotiotirrd), otj/ot|/e6, TVJV iocvruv d^icx-u qv (
CAJJ fiovhoivro

xotQaipsfv, i.e. to women who were husbandless and still of an age to desire

to marry, he allowed what was unseemly, supposing they were unwilling to

resign their position in society. [ROEPER reads !
qhtx,ice, .... dva%iov, i.e.

in the bloom of youth were in love with one unworthy of their affection.

See note in the translation of the work in CLARK S Ante-Nicene Library, p.

344.]
1 For this, says Hippolytus, they used partly bandages, in which they

wound round and pressed tight their persons (vtpiltapiiada,?), partly drugs.

In Rome there was a class of women, the midwives, or veneficas, or mctl&ficss,

who, as Juvenal (VI. 597) expresses it, made a trade of infanticide, and for

a sum of money contracted to produce abortion : Quse steriles facit, atque

homines in venire necandos conducit.

Of the drugs which were used for the purpose, Pliny speaks, H. N. XX.
21

;
XXVII. 5, 9. [That this crime was a common one among the Romans

is notorious. It was punished by the primitive Church with penance for

life. The Council of Ancyra (314) limited this to ten years, the Council

of Serida (324) to seven years, even when the crime was preceded by

adultery.]
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Callistus that the indignation of the critical reader is

directed, but against his adversary ;
and we can only

comprehend how a- man like Hippolytus could be so

forgetful of all fairness, if we put ourselves in his place.

As the head of a schismatical society, he was surrounded

by a circle of devoted followers, who, themselves under

the dominion of blustering party-spirit, reported to him

everything which took place on the other side, already

tinged with the malice of party warfare. In his morti

fication at finding that the large majority were on the

side of Callistus, while his own community remained a

small handful, or perhaps was continually melting away,
he appears to have been accustomed to see in every step
of the Bishop opposed to him only a hostile demonstra

tion, and a means of increasing his following and

strengthening his position ;
so that (an evil intention

being taken for granted) even those regulations which,
in the position of the Bishop and the existing situation

of the Church, were reasonable and entirely lawful,

appeared to him as direct invitations to commit grievous
sin. Happily, however, he has always himself mingled
the antidote with the poison ;

and we need nothing
more than his own words, in which he formulates the

charge, to free the sober truth, the simple matter of

fact, from the invidious dress in which he clothes it.

Callistus is said, by permitting unequal marriages, to

have given occasion to unchastity and infanticide.

Let us hold our informer fast to his first accusation. He
himself says Callistus declared that Christian women
could lawfully marry (vo/jLipw &amp;lt;yapi}Qr)vai)

with slaves

or freemen, even if they were not married according
to (Roman) law (WVO^M ^a^^v^v). The Pope then

set up a legal form of marriage, viz. the ecclesiastical,

in opposition to the other the pagan civil form. He
declared that the Church did not deem herself bound

by the conditions which Roman civil legislation set
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forth respecting the form of entering into a perfectly

legal marriage (nuptice justce) conditions to which the

civil authorities themselves attached no absolutely
decisive force. That Callistus held such a union, under

mere ecclesiastical sanction, as perpetual and indis

soluble, need scarcely be stated; Hippolytus does not say
for one moment that the women who contracted these

unions dissolved them again according to fancy and

convenience, as they might have done with perfect

ease, according to Roman law and prevailing custom.

Had such cases occurred, he would certainly not have

failed to mention the fact. He only speaks of misdeeds

committed to hinder childbirth, misdeeds which were

only too common even in marriages which were for

mally quite legal. How could he then represent the

declaration of Callistus, that the Church did not regard

inequality of rank as a hindrance to entering into an

ecclesiastical marriage, as inciting or leading to un-

chastity (/-to^eia)?
1

Callistus doubtless said: For the

very purpose of preventing women who are still in the

flower of their age from succumbing to the temptation
to incontinence, entrance into the state of matrimony
must be made easier for them, just as the Apostle also

wills that the younger widows should marry again.

But Hippolytus appears to have belonged to the rigorists

011 the question of the state of matrimony, as on that

of penance. Had any one asked him whether Christian

1

Wordsworth, p, 269, translates ^o^n oc,
&quot;adultery,&quot;

which is correct

in itself, although it is not easy to see how^Hippolytus could have seen in

the permission granted by Callistus an incitation to that sin. This could

only have had meaning if many of these women had taken advantage of

the circumstance of their marriage not being formally legal, to dissolve the

union again and marry some one else. But, in the first place, Hippolytus
would have stated this definitely ;

and secondly, the severance of even a

formally quite rightly concluded marriage was in Borne a matter of such

ease and of such daily occurrence, that for a wife who was inclined to be

divorced, it was a matter of comparative indifference whether her mar

riage had been concluded with the observance of the legal conditions or

without it.
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maidens ought rather to marry a heathen of their own
rank or a believer of a lower rank, he would probably
have answered, neither the one nor the other

;
and if

no Christian of equal birth offers himself, then let them

acknowledge the will of God, who calls them to serve

him in single continence. His point of view might
seem to have come nearest to that of Pinytus, Bishop
of Cnossus, who, according tothe expression of Dionysius
of Corinth,

1
laid upon the necks of the brethren the

heavy yoke of continency, i.e. wished to compel a large

number of the laity
2

to remain unmarried. Only from

so extravagantly rigorous and ascetic point of view

could Hippolytus have reproached Callistus thus, that

his granting the Church s blessing to unequal marriages
was equivalent to an invitation to unchastity. If we

give to the view which lies at the bottom of his charge
the most favourable meaning, it must have run some

what in this strain : Some of the women who have

made use of the permission of Callistus have proved

afterwards, by their pains to destroy the fruit of their

marriage, that no nobler motive not the desire to lead

a life dedicated to the service of God at the side of a

believing husband not the longing for the joys of

motherhood but only lust, induced them to enter into

that bond
; seeing, then, that their marriage is devoid

of the higher religious character, it is only a varnished

harlotry, a euTrpeTn)? ^o^e/a, as Athenagoras says of

second marriage ;
and Callistus is open to the reproach

of having lent a hand and given occasion to such con

duct, which, without the permission granted by him,
would at any rate not have been so frequent.

But how easy it was for the Pope to justify himself,

how the blame and abuse of Hippolytus must rather

1

EUSEBIUS, Eccks. Hist. IV. 23.
2 Not clergy, as some have supposed ; Dionysius would not have desig

nated these simply as ol ot
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be turned into approbation and praise of this measure

in the eyes of impartial and fairly-judging persons, is

seen plainly enough as soon as we take into considera

tion the theory and practice as to the nature of matri

mony at that time, in connection with the moral con

dition of Rome.

In the time of the Emperors, the contraction of a

matrimonial union was no longer accompanied by any

legal or religious formality. The old stricter form of

marriage by confarreatio or coemptio (by means of which

the transfer of the wife into the manus (power) of the

husband was effected) was obsolete, and only that freer

form of marriage was concluded in which the mutual

consent, declared in any form of words, or even only by
the mere fact, to live in matrimonial union with one

another, was all that was essential. There was no

thought of any authoritative leave to enter into the

married state
;

a solemnization before witnesses or

public officials was required just as little. No doubt

there were many usages which might be observed at

marriages, e.g. a declaration of the husband before

assembled friends, a solemn introduction of the bride

into the husband s house
;
but all that was not neces

sary, and was more often omitted. To the essence of

the marriage belonged only that which was proved by
the very fact of the union, the matrimonial intention

(affectio maritalis), or the voluntary entry of a man and

woman into a matrimonial union
;
the physical comple

tion of the marriage was not at all considered essential

as a point of law.
1 In doubtful cases, the mere fact of

living together with a free-born person was decisive.
2

It is necessary to consider this state of things in

order to judge of the position which the Christian

1
According to the rule of Roman law, Nuptias non conculitus sed con

sensus facit. Dig. 35, t. 1, 1. 15.

3
Dig. 23, t. 2, 1.24; 25, t. 7,1.3.
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Church assumed, and was obliged to assume, in refer

ence to the Roman condition of marriage. In modern

States, the entry into marriage, the validity of the bond,
is always attached to some definite act performed under

public authority ;
the Church or (in countries where

civil marriage has been introduced) the magistrate is

the tyer of the marriage bond. Nothing that the

parties might do before this act is binding, and no

subsequent act on their side can remove the binding
force of that function. Not so in Rome. He who
wished to conclude a marriage had need of the State

neither in its civil nor in its religious capacity. Only
the consent of a father to the marriage of a child still

under his power was necessary. In itself, the need of

seeking, in the intervention of an objective authority,

a security and guarantee for the sanctity and perma
nence of the matrimonial relationship over and above

the changeable wills of the individuals, is founded in

human nature and in the nature of the union itself.

But with the Romans, since the later times of the

Republic, fickleness and caprice as to separating and

marrying again had become so general and so prevalent,
that every external method of tightening the marriage
tie appeared to be impertinent, a burdensome limi

tation of a liberty which had become a dominant

custom.

But by Roman law a series of conditions were set

forth, under which the union between man and wife

became a valid marriage, recognised in all its conse

quences, both legally and politically. The effects,

however, of the impediments to marriage created by
these laws were very various. There were conditions,

the absence of which not only made the marriage in

valid, but even involved actual punishment and the

violent interference of the civil power, e.g. the condition

of celibacy ; every attempt at bigamy was null and
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void, and was punished as adultery.
1 So also the pro

hibition of marriage between the nearest blood-relations.

Other impediments involved merely the punishment of

infamy, as the second marriage of a widow before the

legal time of mourning had expired. Lastly, those

which were based upon inequality of rank had merely
the effect that the union, so long as the inequality

continued, was not accounted as real marriage in the

eyes of the law and of the State, although as a matter

of fact it was tolerated, and was merely accompanied

by the legal disadvantage that the parties could not

leave one another anything in their wills.
2

Of what kind, then, were the impediments based on

inequality of rank, which Callistus met by making it

possible for Christians to conclude such marriages with

ecclesiastical sanction ?

First of all, it must be observed that only a few years
before the promotion of Callistus, an important and

far-reaching change in Roman rights of marriage had

taken place. The Emperor Caracalla, in giving to all

inhabitants of the Roman Empire the rights of tivitas,

thereby gave to an immense number of peregrini the

right of connubium with Romans. Hitherto, persons
not possessing the Roman rights of citizenship could

conclude only such a marriage with those who had the

civitas as was valid according to the jus gentium, but

invalid according to Roman law
;
the consequence of

which was, that the children took the position not of

the father, but of the mother. 3

Subsequently to Caracalla s enactment, the circle of

1 C. 1. 2, de incest, nupt. C. 1. 18, ad leg. Jul de adulter.

2
Strictly speaking, persons who lived in such a union not recognised as

marriage by the State would, according to the Julian law (GAius, II. Ill,

144, 280), be liable to the punishment of the unmarried, i.e. they would

have to be regarded as incapable of acquiring anything in the way of a

bequest. It is, however, very doubtful whether this was really the case.

3
ULPIAN, III. 8.
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those unions which the law did not recognise as true

marriages with full rights, was drawn much smaller.

There still remained prohibited firstty, marriages be

tween a freeman and a slave, or between a freewoman
and a slave

;
for slaves generally (inasmuch as accord

ing to the Roman view they had no personality) were

incapable of entering into a real matrimonial relation

ship, either among themselves or with free persons.
1 A

union of this kind was, with respect to the parties,

merely a contubernium, i.e. a relationship existing as a

fact, but valid only according to natural law. Secondly,

senators, their sons and daughters, and the descend

ants of their sons, could not conclude a valid marriage
either with &quot; honourless

&quot;

or with freed persons. These

marriages, which had been already forbidden by the

Julian and Papian law, were declared null and void

first under Marcus Aurelius and Commodus. Only that

portion of the law which had reference to daughters
of a senatorial family is of importance for our in

quiry. The object of the prohibition, as one sees at

the first glance, and as is expressly added, was to secure

the dignity of senatorial families
;
so that Eoman law

takes account only of the rank-relations of the women
restricted thereby. This led to the astonishing but

perfectly logical anomaly, that the daughter of a

senator who married a free-born person of lower posi

tion, and thereby certainly concluded a legal marriage,
lost her rank as femina clarissima ;

2

whereas, had she

wedded a freedman, she would have retained her rank,

because the law altogether ignored this marriage of

hers, and therefore assigned to it no effect whatever.

Supposing, however, that she had prostituted herself

as a common harlot, and thereby already lost her rank,

1

Ulp. V. 5. PAUL. Reel. Sent. II. 19, 6.

2 D. I., t. 9, 1. 8 (Ulpian). To this the expression of Hippolytus refers,

TVIV fctvTuv dfcietv
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then she could enter into a valid marriage with a freed-

man. 1 And hence the further enactment, that if the

father of a daughter who had married a freedman

should be expelled from the Senate, she did not thereby
become the legally recognised wife of her husband ;

for, adds Papinian very significantly, the rank belong

ing to the children cannot be taken away on account

of their father s crime.
2 That the union of a senator s

daughter with a freedman is a transgression of the law,

that she has on her side made herself guilty of a crime,

does not enter into the meaning of the legislator. And
in truth she has not transgressed the law

;
it does not

lie within her power to transgress it, for in fact it is

not prohibitive, but declaratory ;
it merely enacts that

such a union has not the validity and force of legal

marriage ; supposing that she ever enters into such a

relationship, in the eyes of the law she is accounted as

unmarried. 3 Her sons were spurii. But even this was

no real disadvantage to them
; they could still obtain

offices, they could, for example, be Decuriones. On the

whole, it is plain that women of rank who married

freedmen were judged from the standpoint of Roman
law by the analogy of concubinage, which was formally
allowed and sanctioned by the Julian and Papian law,

as a union of men with women of a lower grade with

out legal consequences, but otherwise partook entirely

of the character of a marriage.
The Christian Church found itself from the outset,

without taking account of this action of Callistus, in

direct, although for some time longer quiet and secret,

opposition to the Roman law of marriage. Cases not

1 D. 23, t. 2, 1. 47.

2 D. 23, t. 2, 1. 34, sec. 3.

3
True, that (D. 24, t. 1, 1. 3) gifts which parties in such a union wished

to make to one another were declared null and void, ne melior sit con-

ditio eorum, qui deliquerunt. But the deliquenmt is clearly not to be

taken in a strict sense.
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unfrequently occurred in which she was compelled to

make it the duty of her children not merely to abstain

from making any use of what the law allowed, as in

the case of divorce, but even to oppose the will and

purpose of the law. We will mention only a couple
of instances. If a free-born man who had a freedwoman

as his wife became a senator, then according to the

Papian law his marriage was to be dissolved and his

wife divorced, a law which lasted until the sixth cen

tury, when Justinian abolished it as a crying hardship.

Suppose a Christian came into this position, what else

could the Church declare but that here the divine law
took precedence of the earthly, that the man was bound
in conscience to retain his wife? Further, until the

reign of the Emperor Marcus Aurelius, a father whose

children, although married, were still in his potestas,

could annul his child s marriage, even against the

latter s will. Under Marcus Aurelius there was merely
added as a condition that he must have grave reason

for dissolving the marriage of his son or daughter; but

the question as to.the gravity of the cause was decided

by himself; and the law had nothing further to say
than to advise that one should try and induce the father

not to make too hard a use of his paternal power.
Here again, therefore, there was an irreconcilable con

flict between the utterly heathen rights of the patria

potestas (which had never been recognised by Chris

tianity to this extent) and the indissolubility of the

marriage-tie enjoined by the Christian religion. The

Church was here obliged, in opposition to the law, to

make the duty of the wife superior to that of the

daughter.
1

1 D. 34, t. 30, 1. 1. Here it no doubt says : Et certo jure uthnur, ne

bcne concordantia matrimonia jure patrite potestatis turbentur ; but quod
tamen sic erit adliibendum, ut patri persuadeatur, ne acerbi patriam potes-

tatem exerceat.



158 HIPPOLYTUS AND CALLISTUS.

In the cases cited by Hippolytus, Callistus by no

means came into the position of being obliged to go so

far. What he did was merely this, that he granted
ecclesiastical sanction to unions between believers, in

cases in which the Roman law did not recognise the

binding force of a legal marriage, but treated them

after the analogy of concubinage, and indeed regarded
them as mere contubernia ; so that he raised them to

true indissoluble marriages. How this ecclesiastical

sanction was given to the marriage, we know from a

contemporary. The man and his intended wife de

clared before the Bishop, Presbyters, and Deacons that

they wished to marry, and asked for the services of

the Church to that end
; thereupon the marriage was

concluded by the Bishop or Presbyter uniting the be

trothed, was confirmed by offering of the Holy Sacri

fice, and sealed by pronouncing of the blessing.
1 That

was the z^o?, the established rule of the Church
;
and

hence, as we have seen above, Hippolytus represents

Callistus as opposing marriage according to the law (of

the Church) to the want of a valid marriage according

to heathen law.

A look into the circumstances of Rome and of the

Roman population at that time shows us, moreover,

how strong the special grounds were which the Bishop
of Rome still had for making himself and his faithful

independent of the known conditions of the Roman
law of marriage. When Callistus ascended the chair

of S. Peter, Rome, in the thirty-eight years which

followed the death of the Emperor Marcus Aurelius, in

the reigns of Commodus, Severus, and Caracalla, had

become the scene of horrors and crimes which surpassed
even the times of Caligula and Nero. The Syrian

Elagabalus, by new discoveries in debauchery, by set-

1 Quod ecclesia conciliat, confirmat oblatio, obsignat benedictio. TER-

TULL. Ad Uxorem, II. 8
;
Cf. De Monogam. 1. 10.
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ting a public example of everything that befouls and

degrades human nature, was busily destroying every

remaining fragment of modesty and morality, and

Rome was now in a higher degree than ever the sink

into which everything corrupt and corruptible flowed.
1

The object of the Papian law, to maintain the rank and

honour of the senatorial families intact, must have had

little value in the eyes of the Christians of that time
;

for this simple reason, because it was precisely in these

families that family pride was most closely united with

zeal for the maintenance of heathen rites and the sup

pression of the evermore and more threatening Christian

faith
;
and these, therefore, held on to idolatry with the

most dogged perseverance, even after all around had

become Christian. And in what condition were the

senate and patrician families at that time ? As early as

the time of Marcus Aurelius, Yetrasinus was able to say
to the Emperor, that he saw many men Prsetors who
had fought with him (as gladiators) in the arena.

2 Then
Commodus caused freedmen to be admitted into the

senate and among the patricians.
3 Then followed the

wholesale executions of the followers of Albinus, carried

out by Severus, and these fell chiefly on the senators

and high officials on one occasion two-and-forty.
4

His son Caracalla appeared to have made it his special
business to demolish the senate, so great was the

number of those who were executed as supporters of

his murdered brother Geta, and also afterwards; or else

were deprived of their property by various means.5

The thus attenuated senate was then filled up by
Elagabalus by the simple process of admitting new

1 TACITUS expression, Annal. XIV. 20. [Quod usquam corrumpi et

corrumpere queat.~\
2 JUL. CAPITOL. Vita M. Anton. 12.
3 Vita Commod. 6.

4
Dio, 1. 75, c. 8, p. 1262, ed. Reimar. SPARTIANI Vita Sever, c. 12.

6 SPARTIANI Vita Caracallx, c. 4. Dio, 1. 77, p. 1290 seqq. ed. Reimar.
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senators merely for money, without reference to age,

property, or family.
1 One must therefore say that, in

the condition into which the later Emperors vied with

one another in bringing the senate, the Papian law,

with its jealousy as to the honour of ancient and

wealthy families, had already become an anachronism

when Callistus declared that he would grant ecclesias

tical sanction to the marriages of women of senatorial

rank with those beneath them.

It is, however, surprising that Hippolytus names

only two classes of persons to whom Callistus allowed

marriage with ladies of rank, but never once mentions

the third, against which the Papian law and the senatus-

consultum under Marcus Aurelius were primarily

directed, namely, the freedmen. He names the free-

born citizens of inferior rank (eureXet?) and the slaves.

The former of these are distinguished in later Roman

legislation from the higher ranks merely in this,
2

that in punishments they were liable to condemna

tion to the mines, and sometimes also to cudgelling,

whereas those of higher rank were sentenced to banish

ment to an island.
3 But marriages between the two

were by no means forbidden
; only of course a claris-

sima lost her rank and title by marrying a man of lower

position. How, therefore, Hippolytus could find fault

because Callistus allowed marriages which even accord

ing to Roman law had perfect legal validity, it is diffi

cult to conceive. That a Christian woman, in order to

marry a less wealthy fellow -
Christian, willingly re

nounced a title and certain honourable distinctions,

not even in Hippolytus eyes could be penal ;
and one

really does not know on what grounds he would have
1 In Senatum legit sine discrimine setatis, census, generis, pecunisB merito.

LAMPRID. c. 6.

2
They are there called tenues, tenuiores, humiliores, in opposition to the

honestiores. D. 49, t. 29.
3 D. 48, t. 38. Cf. D. 50, t. 2, 1. 2.
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been able to refuse, if a Christian woman of his own

congregation had asked him to marry her to a freeborn

man of lower rank. Again, he cannot be supposed to

have entertained the view that the Church ought not

to recognise and bless a marriage until it had already
been concluded in legal form, and had been entered in

the public census-register. For the Romans had no

necessary form of consent in general use, no process
which was considered essential to the affirmation of

the consensus or of the matrimonial intention
;
even the

apportioning of a dowry, however usual, was not neces

sary.
1

Justinian, who still in the year 528 expressly
declared that the mere intent to marry, and not the

apportioning of a dowry, concluded a marriage, was

the first to decree in his Novels that the marriages of

senators and illustrious persons must be concluded by
the drawing up of marriage-settlements ;

2 but to all

others he allowed the ancient liberty. Hence, more

over, there was no census-register in which one would

be obliged to have the newly
- concluded marriages

entered. As, however, this has been frequently dis

puted, and is moreover of importance for determining
the relation of the ecclesiastical to the civil law of

marriage, the matter is worth briefly proving some

what more exactly.

The Romans had public Acta, which appeared daily ;

and along with the events of the day, contained also

proceedings in the law-courts, laws, and even domestic

affairs, especially notices of births and marriages.
These notices, however, were quite special ; they pro
ceeded for the most part only from the more dis

tinguished families, and had no official character. It is

certainly stated that Marcus Aurelius caused a com-

1 So also as early as in the ordinance of Theodosius and Valentinian of

the year 428. C. 5, 4, 1. 22.
2 Nov. 74, c. 4, sec 1.

L
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pulsory registration of births
1
to be established for such

notices, and from a passage in Julius Capitolinus it has

been concluded that this institution already existed at

the beginning of the third century.
2 But the silence of

the Roman law-books, in places where one necessarily

expects an official or judicial use of this State-register,

leads rather to the conclusion that the institution of

Marcus Aurelius soon fell into disuse again. The

jurist Modestinus fifty years later mentions private

entries of such things as legal proof of age ;
he knows

nothing of the much more certain proof by means of

public lists of births a manifest sign that they did

not exist. Of marriage-registers and lists of deaths

there is absolutely not a trace to be found
;
cases of

this kind, having reference to distinguished families,

were mentioned in the Ada, which took the place of

newspapers, merely as items of news. The passage
which modern 3

scholars have quoted refers partly to

these, partly to the special insertion of a name or of

a fact in other public documents.

According to the statement of one lawyer,
4
a freed-

man who aimed at marrying his
&quot;

patroness
&quot;

could be

condemned to the mines or the public works, according
to the position of the latter. Yet the law could only
interfere if the &quot;

patroness
&quot;

was of higher rank.*

According to this, the marriage of a senator s daughter
with a freedman, whether her own or another s, would

have been in any case legally invalid while the

marriage of another woman of higher rank with a

,
D. 27, t. 1, 1. 2. The Scholiast explains thus: 1; orotv

ot TTMTtpss ce.TToypx^cJyroe.i KXT OIVTOU rov xotipov, xoiff ov eytvvv}0Yi roe, rtxvot,

2 CAPITOLINI Gordiani tres, c. 4.

3
Especially LE CLERC, Des journaux chez les Remains, pp. 186-198,

200-206
;
and BUREAU DE LA MALLE, in the Memoire sur lapopulation libre

de ritalie (Memoires de Tinstitut royal de France, vol. x. pp. 480, 481).
4
FAULT, Sent. II. t. 19.

5 D. 23, t. 2, 1. 13.
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libertinus, could involve the punishment of the latter

only when he was her own slave manumitted by her

self, but otherwise was legally valid. That this latter

point was the case, the Novels of the Emperor Leo and

Anthemius say expressly : no previous law, it is there

stated,
1 forbade marriages with freedmen, and so up to

this period they are to be regarded as perfectly valid.

Hence marriages of freedmen with their
&quot;patronesses&quot;

came to be not so very rare.
2

Besides, it was very

easy to circumvent a prohibition of this kind
;

a

mistress had merely to make over her slave to another

person, on condition of his being manumitted, and then

she was not his
&quot;patroness.&quot;

But whether Callistus

also allowed the blessing of the Church to marriages
of high-born ladies with freedmen, we do not know,
for Hippolytus does not mention this case

;
it is cer

tainly probable, for the obvious reason that the Pope
did not refuse the approbation of the Church to

marriages with slaves. Now this in itself is at once

very important, as the first onset which the Church

made with a view to breaking down the brazen walls

set up between slaves and freemen
;
and seeing that it

is precisely on this account that Hippolytus directs the

sharpest arrow of his censure against him, and that on

this point contradictory views existed among Christians

themselves, it lies within the scope of our discussion to

contemplate the question more closely, and show on

which side truth and right were in this matter.

There are then at the outset two questions which
demand an answer.

1. What was the attitude which the Church at that

time assumed towards slavery, especially in Rome ?

3 Constit. novelise, ed. Hsenel, p. 341.
2 For instance, Claudius Hernias, in an epitaph, praises his wife zspatro-

nam optimum, item conjugem fidelissimam. ORELLI, Inscr. no. 3024
; also

3029 and 4633
;
and MURATORI, Inscr. p. 1558, no. 9.
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2. What was the position of unmarried Christian

women of higher rank ?

1. The overthrow of slavery, as it existed in the

Roman Empire, was one of the greatest problems set

before the Christian Church by the providence of God

for solution, a problem which was to be accomplished
not so much by conscious and intentional efforts on the

part of individual Christians or the Bishops, as by
the silent, natural influence of Christian principles

forcing their way into heathen society. It may well

have been that the reach of these principles in refer

ence to slavery was always clear to individual Church-

teachers and Bishops. They perhaps did not take

into consideration, whether an entire cessation of the

system of bondage which appeared to have rooted

itself so deeply in all existing arrangements was at all

possible, or in what fashion social relations were to

be formed after the abolition of an institution univer

sally considered to be indispensable. But thus much
at any rate was clear to all, that things could not

remain as they were, and that the Christian Church

was called to raise these millions gradually out of the

degradation into which Roman paganism had plunged
them.

Under the Emperors many of the severities of the

old law of slavery were diminished by legislation ;
and

public protection though certainly within very narrow

limits had taken the place of the old defencelessness

of slaves, and the unrestrained power of masters over

the life and death of their slaves. But this gain on the

part of the latter was far more than outweighed by the

aggravation of their condition, which was the inevi

table consequence of the enormous increase in the

wantonness, debauchery, and savage licentiousness of

their masters. The more vicious the freemen were, the
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more were the slaves ill-treated and abused; every
where they had to be at hand as the unresisting

instruments of lust
;
on them, through them, by their

aid, was wreaked whatever sensuality, cruelty, anger,

revenge, or avarice suggested to their master.

Hence the mere continuance of the existence of

slavery was the inexhaustible source of an incalculable

moral ruin. For it is only in this way that the corrup
tion in the Roman Empire could have increased to such

enormous power and universality, that in the bosom of

civil society there was a class of beings with human

forms, human needs and passions, but exempt from

all human rights and all moral obligations ; who,
instead of conscience and law, knew only the will of

their masters. Both classes of society laboured as if

rivals in mutual demoralization. The rulers lived in

the school of those vices which a despotic power over

other men, and unlimited freedom to abuse this power,
ever produces and fosters. Even that portion of the

free population which could not afford to keep slaves,

shared in the curse of this institution
;
for agriculture

and manufactures were for the most part left in the

hands of slaves, so that idleness, effeminate indolence,

coarse love of enjoyment, and emptiness of existence,

with their natural sequence of vices, was the lot of

these masses. But the slaves themselves, on whom it

was continually impressed that they were not persons,
but mere things, that in general their sole raison d etre

was to minister to the profit and pleasure, and humour
the caprice of their masters, had the faults peculiar to

the oppressed. Lying, deceit, and theft are mentioned

as the commonest vices among slaves. That a man
had as many enemies as he had slaves, was almost a

proverb. But Roman legislation itself by one single

statement has declared the effect of slavery upon the

slave more forcibly than the most detailed descrip-
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tion could do. For a distinction was made between
&quot; novices

&quot;

and slaves in service.
1 When a slave had

been a year in service, he was no longer a
&quot;novice,&quot;

but a veterator, a slave in service, and of much less

value than one who was not yet in service
;
so that

slave-dealers would fraudulently pass off a slave that had

been in service for a &quot;

novice,&quot; in order to get a better

price for him
;

2

for, says Ulpian, it is taken for granted
that a

&quot; novice
&quot;

is more simple, tractable, and service

able, while the other can scarcely be reformed or made
fit for the service of his new master.

3

Thus, according
to Roman calculation, a year of slavery sufficed for the

utter corruption of a man. Such was the fruit of those

principles which were still in force even in the time of

the Emperors : a slave has no rights ;

4

slavery in the

eyes of the law is equivalent to death
;

5

everything is

lawful against a slave
;

6
a master cannot be bound by

any contract with a slave
;

7
there can be no obligation

of any kind towards a slave
;

8

marriage in the case of

a slave is a purely physical relation, a mere fiction,

the reality of which lies only in the tolerance of the

master; hence adultery is impossible in regard to

slaves, and the laws about blood-relationship have no

reference to them. 9

Thereupon there arose a society in the Roman

Empire, in whose bosom freemen and slaves were to

be equals the Church. This equality of religious and

ecclesiastical rights the Church could give at once,
and she did so

;
the rest must be the work of time.

The amelioration of the slaves must be commenced
with their moral and religious education

;
she taught

them, as Origen
10

says, to acquire freedom of soul
1
Novitii and Veteratores. 2 D. 39, t. 4, 1. 16, sec 3.

3 D. 21, t. 1, 1. 7.
4
Servile caput nullumjus habet. D. 4, t. 5, 1. 3.

5 D. 35, t. 1, 1. 59. 6
SENECA, De Clem. I. 18.

7 C. 2, t. 4, 1. 13. 8 D. 50, t. 17, 1. 21.
9
Dig. 38, t. 10, 1. 10. 10 Adv. Celsum, III. 54, p. 483, ed. De la Rue.
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through the faith, and thus to attain to external free

dom. Ecclesiastical offices were conferred upon slaves;

a class of persons arose whose ascetic mode of life in

volved their dispensing with the services of slaves.

By the third century, the Church, through its innate

powers, had achieved such results that a Christian

slave was certainly, on the average, nobler, better, and

more capable of fulfilling the higher duties of the estate

of marriage than a Roman senator or patrician, as the

history of that period exhibits them to us. Hence it

lay quite in the province and interests of the Church

not merely to allow marriages between slaves and free-

born, but in many cases even to favour them. She was

called to take the place of a mother to a class of beings

who in the heathen state had not even a step-father.

In Rome, the number of male slaves exceeded that of

female about five-fold
;
so that most slaves found it at

the outset impossible to enter into contubernium or a

lasting marriage-relation with a female of their own

condition, even when their master permitted them to

do so, and did not, like Cato,
1

prefer to forbid their

marrying, and instead of it sell them the lawless grati

fication of their sexual impulses for money. Moreover,

according to Tertullian s remark,
2 masters who were

sticklers for civil purity of blood did not permit their

slaves to marry outside their own body. Thus a con

dition of things had arisen which of itself would have

sufficed in a short time to bring the Roman Empire to

the dissolution of all social order and to inevitable ruin,

had not the healing power of the Church intervened.

On the one hand, the preference for celibacy was so

widely spread among freemen, especially among those

of higher rank, that even the vexatious enactments of

the Papian law were powerless against it. Manifold

artifices and fictions were invented for circumventing
1
PLUTARCH, Cato Maj. c. 21.

2 Ad Uxorem, II. 8.
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them, so great appeared to be the advantages of child

lessness,
1
so oppressive the burden of a wife and sons.

On the other hand, the tyranny of the law and of

social arrangements had done everything to make an

orderly marriage-relation either impossible or intoler

able for that numerous portion of the population which

was not free.

The quiet efforts of the Church to prepare the way
at any rate for tearing down the wall of separation
between freemen and slaves were, however, assisted in

the time of the Emperors by many symptoms in the

heathen world pointing in the same direction. For

sometimes freemen, and even those of rank, descended

to the level of slaves : this took place when they too

fought as gladiators in the arena, and mixed with the

slaves who fought there. And then, again, attempts
became ever more frequent to raise slaves from their

degradation to the higher position of the freemen by
means of marriage. The legislation opposed these

attempts only partially. The Claudian senatus con-

sultum enacted in the year 52, that a free woman who
entered into contubernium with another man s slave

against the will of his master, should become the pro

perty of the master, together with all her possessions.
2

Accordingly, in all cases in which the consent of the

master was obtained, or the lady was rich enough to

buy the slave of him, these unions remained free
;
and

an ordinance of Hadrian s provided that even the chil

dren of such a marriage, following the position of the

mother, should be free, in spite of the slavery of the

father.
3 On the other hand, the law made no attempt

whatever to hinder unions, which beyond doubt were

1 In civitate nostra plus gratise orlitas confert, quam eripit. SENECA, ad

Marciam, c. 19. Plerisque etiam singulos filios orbitatis prxmia graves

faciunt. PLINII Epist. IV. 15. [TACIT. Annal III. 25, 28.]
2 TACIT. Annal XII. 53

; PAUL, S. R. II. 21
; GAIUS, I. 91, 160

;
ULP.

XI. 11.
3
GAIUS, I. 81.
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equally frequent, between free women and one of their

own slaves. Of course these marriages were not legally

valid, and of course the women who acted in this way
fell into discredit, because they were generally (and in

most cases with justice) supposed to have been in

fluenced by unworthy motives; but still how often

this took place in the time of Callistus is shown by
Tertullian.

1 If the woman wished to make her mar

riage with her slave valid in the eyes of the law also,

she had only to manumit him, and forthwith her con-

tubernium became a legal marriage of itself, without

further formality. It is true that a freedman who

aspired to marriage with his
&quot;

patroness
&quot;

was threat

ened with punishment ;
but this was certainly not

inflicted in cases where the only effect of the manu
mission was to turn an already existing contubernium

into a legal marriage, or where the manumission took

place simply with a view to the contemplated union.

Accordingly, when in later times a law of Constantine

forbade marriages between freedmen and slaves, it was

the plea of the Julia who gave occasion to the Emperor
Anthemius to issue his Novels? that she had married

not her slave, but her freedman, i.e. she had manu
mitted the slave whom she wished to marry for this

purpose beforehand. And on this occasion the Emperor
showed (what was stated above) that a law against the

marriage of u
patronesses&quot; with their freedmen did not

exist previously.

When, then, Callistus allowed ladies of rank and

fortune to marry with one of their slaves, this was ac

complished in one of two ways. Either the slave was

first manumitted, and then, according to Roman law,

notwithstanding the disapprobation expressed here and

there, this became a genuine and complete marriage,

1 Ad Uxorem, II. 8.

2 Novelise Constit. imperat. ed. Hsenel, Bonn. 1844, p. 342.
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except in the case of senators daughters, and on such

marriages beyond a doubt the Church even before this

used to set her seal of blessing ;
or else the slave re

mained for the time in his position, and then in the

eyes of the State this was a mere contubernium, which,

however, the Roman Church, in her own sphere and in

the eyes of the faithful, now raised to the dignity of a

Christian marriage.
From the manner in which Hippolytus brings his

charge, we must suppose that Callistus was the first,

at any rate among Roman Bishops, who made it a rule

to guarantee the blessing of the Church to these mar

riages between free women and slaves. This was not

mere chance or caprice on his part, but was the result

of the position of the Church. In the times of severe

persecution under Marcus Aurelius and Severus, every

thing which might direct the attention of the heathen

Government to the close organization of the Church,
and to her character as an association strongly provo
cative of the political jealousy of the rulers, had to be

avoided or concealed. And nothing was more calcu

lated to awaken this jealousy than for the Roman

jurists and administrators to learn that the Christians

had their own law of marriage, their peculiar form of

concluding marriages. Not until after Caracalla, when
a time of lasting quiet and comparative security arose

for the Christians, did the Church dare to introduce

her principles of marriage publicly into life
;
and it

was not otherwise than providentially that a man now
ascended the chair of S. Peter who himself had drained

the bitter cup of slavery to the dregs, who could say
of himself

&quot;

Knowing oppression myself, I know how to help the oppressed.&quot;

2. But it was not merely the condition of the slaves,

it was also that of the free-born Christian women of
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whom the Bishop of Rome took account in his regula
tions. That among the men of higher rank the number
of Christians at that time was still very small, is a

well-known fact. Among the senators and State

officials there were scarcely any believers
;
and if here

and there there was one, he was an elderly rather than

a young man. Far greater was the number of believing
women among the upper classes. The consequence

was, that a Christian maiden of good family could

scarcely ever hope to find a Christian husband of her

own station. A Christian woman had either to remain

unmarried, or to take a pagan husband, or to unite

with one who, though a Christian, belonged to the

lower classes or was a slave. The overseers of the

Church could not advise a Christian to ally herself

with a heathen
;
rather they were compelled to dis

approve of such a marriage most emphatically, for it

was scarcely possible for a Christian wife in this case

to keep herself pure from the taint of idolatry, and fulfil

her religious duties undisturbed. To begin with, the

entrance into marriage was commonly accompanied by
pagan rites and ceremonies, in which no member of

the Church could take part without being guilty of an

act of apostasy.
1 In his second book, addressed to his

wife, Tertullian graphically describes the disagreements,

suspicions, and vexations which must embitter the life

of a Christian woman married to a pagan husband, and
fill her soul with sorrow and anxiety. Moreover, such

marriages were very detrimental to the Christian com

munity itself, because through their Christian wives

the heathen could easily gain knowledge of the Chris

tians place of worship, their hours of meeting, the

members of the community, and other things, a

knowledge of which they sometimes made terrible use

1 Ideo non nubemus ethnicis, ne DOS ad idolatriam usque deducant, a qua

apud illos nuptise incipiunt. TERTULL. De Corona 13, p. 451, ed. Oehler.
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afterwards in times of persecution.
1

Accordingly, Ter-

tullian would have all such marriages regarded as un-

chastity, and those persons who were &quot;unequally yoked

together with unbelievers
&quot;

(2 Cor. vi. 14) expelled
from the communion of the brethren

;
and Cyprian

saw in such marriages of Christian women one of the

causes of the Decian persecution.
2

Tertullian accord

ingly makes it a reproach against the Christian women
of his time, that while heathen women so frequently
united themselves with men of lower position or with

slaves, merely to gratify their passions or live with

greater licence, they, on the contrary, refused to

marry a poor believer.
3 We see that, in the question

of unequal marriages, Tertullian at any rate would

have declared for Callistus, and against Hippolytus.

But, says Hippolytus, some of these women have

afterwards, in order to avoid being reckoned as mothers

of slaves or beggars, had resort to criminal practices.

One need not wonder that this was the case, but that

Hippolytus should lay the blame of it on Callistus.

Suppose, then, that the Bishop of Rome had refused

the sanction of the Church to these unions, what would

have been the result? Would these women who were

capable of such crimes have lived a continent life in

unstained virginity, merely for want of the Church s

blessing ? Assuredly not
; they would then have con

tracted the same unions as free, unrestrained, and of

course secret contubernia, perhaps even with heathen

slaves
;
and then they would have had double reason

for availing themselves of the same wicked means of

concealing the consequences.

1 Hoc est igtiur delictum, quod gentiles nostra noverunt, quod sub conscientia

injustorum sumus, etc. Ad Uxorem 5, p. 689, ed. Oehler.

2 TERTULL. ad Uxorem, II. 3. CYPRIAN, De Lapsis, p. 123, ed. Brem. In

his estimation, jungere cum infidelibus vinculum matrimonii is prostituere

gentilibus membra Christi.

3
Ibid. c. 8, p. 695.
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We must not forget that Rome is the scene of action,

that the time is the period of Caracalla and Elagabalus,
that Rome of which Juvenal could say

1

&quot; Et jacet aurato vix ulla puerpera lecto,&quot;

where Seneca could esteem it as a special virtue in

his mother Helvia, that she had not, like others, pre
vented the hopes of maternity.

2
In that time of peace

the number of Christians had rapidly increased, and

the Church of the great capital of the world, the Cloaca

of the nations, which already numbered there so many
thousands of members, could not hope that the pre

vailing corruption would not press in through her

boundaries, that her children would all remain un

scathed by the pestilential atmosphere of vice. In a

city in which women had to be forbidden by a special
law from fighting like the gladiators in the arena

;
in

which a memorial with the names of three thousand

guilty persons was presented to the Emperor Severus

with regard to his law against adultery ;
in which the

favourite of this Emperor, Plautianus, secretly caused

a hundred persons of good family, and among them
even such as were already fathers, to be made eunuchs,
that they might attend his daughter on her marriage
with Caracalla,

3
in such a city there must have been

Christian women also, who through numberless chan

nels, and in very various ways, came in contact with

the corruption which surrounded them, and fell victims

to it. Hippolytus himself mentions Marcia, the con

cubine of the Emperor Commodus, who was a zealous

Christian,
4 and to whose influence the Christians chiefly

owed the peace which they enjoyed under Commodus.

1 Sat. VI. 593. Still earlier OVID, Nux, 23 : Raraque in lioc %vo est, qux,

vel.it esse parens.
2 Cons, ad Helviam, c. 16 : Nee intra viscera tua conceptas spes liberorum

elisisti.

3 Dio CASS. LXXV. p. 1267, Reimar.
4 He calls her the (pf^Meo; 7rot,Kha,x,y Ko^oSov, p. 287. In the Apostolical
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In all probability she was in the communion of the

Church, and was admitted to the sacraments
;
other

wise she would hardly have asked Bishop Victor for a

list of the confessors banished to Sardinia, and have

brought about their release. Therefore Victor no

doubt regarded her relation to Commodus as one of

marriage as an incequale conjugium, as concubinage was

afterwards called in Eoman law.
1 And indeed Com

modus had divorced the Empress Crispina for adultery
as early as the year 183, and had afterwards caused

her to be executed
;
and although on account of her

low birth he could not formally marry Marcia, yet he

treated her quite as his wife, so much so that he ap

pears to have had no other wife besides her, and to have

given her all the honours of an Empress, only that fire

was not carried before her.
2 In the end, however, in

order to save her own life and that of many others

from the frenzied tyrant, she also was compelled to

take part in the conspiracy which determined his

assassination. Here we have a telling instance of the

complications in which the Church was involved with

regard to prevalent customs.

Callistus, therefore, might simply reply thus to the

accusations of his adversary : If the thing is right and

just in itself, it may not be discarded on account of

the abuses connected with it in individual cases. Just

as no man could make it a charge against a Bishop,
that women whom he had admitted to baptism had

become renegades again from fear or through being
led astray, so can no blame fall upon me, because my
purpose of giving a moral status by means of the

Constitutions, VIII. 32, p. 418, we read : IIofAAotxjj r/z/oj dTriarov

fAovu o-^oAa^oyo-flt, npoolisxtaQu tl Is ztxl wpo$ aAAoyj &amp;lt;7Ay#/W;, eiflro/

Accordingly the Roman Church had good ground for allowing Marcia the

right of communion : that she was unchaste in her life is not laid to her

charge on any side.

1 C. 5, t. 27, 1. 3.
2

HERODIAN, p. 486, ed. Frcf. 1590.
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Christian marriage-tie to women exposed to tempta

tions, to crime, and to paganism, has here and there,

owing to the fault of these women, been frustrated and

turned to evil. On the contrary, I might, nay, was

bound to presume that Christian women, whom we
had at any rate supposed to have courage to confess

their faith before the heathen world, would also have

possessed moral strength and self-denial enough to

confess themselves as wives and mothers before this

world, and openly avow their marriage with a fellow-

Christian of humble birth.

VII. SEVENTH CHARGE : COUNTENANCING SECOND

BAPTISM.

Finally, Hippolytus lays this also to the charge of

Callistus, and still more to that of the Church in

communion with him, that under him second baptisms
first began to be granted. In the case of the other

accusations which he makes against his adversary, he

represents him as the immediate actor or teacher
;

here, however, and in the censure respecting the or

dination of persons twice married, he merely states

that it took place under Callistus, i.e. in his time, in

Churches which acknowledged him, and with his tacit

consent. It is manifest that he here alludes to the

re-baptizing of converted heretics
;
but it is also mani

fest that this repetition of baptism took place not in

Rome, but elsewhere. In Rome itself this of course

could only have taken place by order of the Pope, or

by his express permission, if not by his own hand.

And seeing that Stephen thirty years later appeals so

decidedly to the tradition of his Church, and declares

this re-baptizing of heretics to be an innovation
; seeing

also that Cyprian and his party never deny or call in

question the constant tradition of the Roman Church,
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no uncertainty whatever can exist as to the fact that

this practice did not prevail in the Roman Church

under Callistus any more than at any other time.

It is true that, immediately after mentioning this

&quot;audacity&quot;
of baptizing a second time, an audacity

never heard of till now, Hippolytus says :

&quot; These

things this most wonderful Callistus has introduced,

and his school still continue to maintain his customs

and his tradition
;

&quot;

still this refers merely to those

ordinances which Callistus himself made.

Thus there are two interesting historical facts which

Hippolytus here discloses to us : first, that he himself,

and those who were on his side and were in com
munion with him, recognised the validity of baptism

performed by heretics
; secondly, that the practice of

re-baptizing persons who had been baptized by heretics

began first at this time (in the years 218-222) to be

introduced as an innovation in certain parts of the

Church. Hereby we obtain a more exact date also for

the African Synod of seventy Bishops, at which Agrip-

pinus of Carthage got the re-baptizing of converted

heretics passed.
1

It was not held so early as 197, as

Morcelli thought; nor yet in 215, as Walch would have

it; but in the years immediately following, yet before

222. And when S. Augustine says that the ancient

apostolic discipline was falsified first under Agrip-

pinus;
2 when Yincentius declares that he was the

first among all mankind to introduce re-baptism,

against the rule of the universal Church, against the

view of all other Bishops, against the custom and

ordinances of their forefathers,
3 we thus obtain a con

firmation of this charge. It is true that Tertullian

before this, in his book On Baptism, written when he

was still a Catholic, and therefore before 218, and

1 CYPRIANI Ep. 71. 2 De Baptismo, II. 7.

3 Commonitor. c. 9, p. 114, ed. Kliipfel.
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earlier in a Greek treatise, had denied that heretics

have power to confer valid baptism;
1 but here, to be

exact, he means only those who did not baptize in the

Church s way, who had a different God and Christ, i.e.

in particular certain Gnostic sects. At the same time

he puts forth general principles, from which the worth-

lessness of every kind of baptism performed outside

the communion of the Church might be deduced
;
and

it may well have been his influence and his treatise

which helped to bring about the decision of the Synod
under Agrippinus, although at the time of the Synod
he was already a Montanist.

In the East it was apparently the Synod at Synnada
in Phrygia, mentioned by the Alexandrian Dionysius,

which, at the same time that Agrippinus held his

Council, first decided to re-baptize heretics
;
and Ter-

tullian no doubt wrote his treatise on this question in

Greek, in order that it might be taken into considera

tion by the Orientals then disputing and debating on
the point. FIRMILIAN does not mention this Synod ;

it must have been held before his time, and the fame
of it had no doubt already died away in his neighbour
hood. But when he declares that even before the

Council of Iconium heretical baptism was treated in

those provinces as null and void, this was doubtless

the very practice which the Synod at Synnada had

established. The Synod of Iconium, which ordered

the repetition of baptism performed by heretics for the

provinces of Galatia, Cappadocia, Cilicia, and the im

mediate neighbourhood, must have been held some
what later than the African one, for Firmilian, who
did not die till 269, took part in it as a Bishop. It

1 De BapL 15. Ideoque nee baptismus unus, quia non idem
; quern cum

rite non habent, sine dubio non habent. [But Tertull-ian does not state

that it was the Church s custom to re-baptize. He rather implies that

it was not, saying that the question of heretical baptism requires recon

sideration.]

M
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may therefore have been held about 231, as Ceillier

also supposes, not long after the Synod at Synnada,
mentioned by Dionysius.

The late DK. YON DREY, in his investigations re

specting The Apostolical Constitutions and Canons (p. 261),

has taken up again the position already advanced by

LAUNOY,
1
that the most ancient tradition of the Church

is favourable to the theory and practice of Cyprian.

Accordingly he reckons the forty-sixth and forty-

seventh Canons among those which stood next to the

veritable Apostolical Canons, and even maintains :

&quot; This (that there is no baptism outside the Church)
was the opinion from the beginning ;

and hence we
find the principle of the Canons before us, along with

the reasons alleged, repeated in order by all ancient

ecclesiastical writers.
&quot;

This is a manifest exaggeration.

Of known names in the first three centuries, Drey can

mention only Clement of Alexandria besides those

involved in the dispute ;
and the expression of this

Father, that heretical baptism is not the proper and

true water,
2

is too indefinite to tell with certainty for

one side or the other. The Apostolical Canons and the

Constitutions are here to be accounted only as one

voice, and are based apparently upon the decisions of

the Synods of Synnada and Iconium. 3 DIONYSIUS of

Alexandria no doubt held the baptism of several here

tical sects to be invalid, but not of all
;
and Jerome s

statement respecting his view must be taken with

limitations, for we know from Basil that he allowed

1
III. Epistol. p. 581.

2 To fltx-TTTtafAx TO etlperixoy ovx olxriou x,xl yvyviov v &ap
Strom. I. sec. 19, p. 375. [Clement does not say that this

&quot;foreign bap
tism &quot; was renewed.]
.

3
[Bishop Hefele agrees with Dr. Dbllinger against Drey, that the 46th and

47th Apostolical Canons cannot be considered very ancient.
&quot; This opinion

had before been enunciated by Peter de Marca, who argued justly, that if

this Canon had been in existence at the period of the discussion upon bap-
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the baptism of the Papuzians or Montanists to count

as valid, although this was afterwards rejected by the

first Synod at Constantinople. S. ATHANASIUS only

once calls the validity of Arian baptism in question.

CYRIL speaks quite generally, but appears to have had

in his mind only the heretics existing at that time in

the Church of Jerusalem, especially the Manicheans.

OPTATUS would make a great difference on this point
between heretics and schismatics

;
and BASIL finally

wavered on the question at any rate would not go so

far as his predecessor Firmilian
;
declared the baptism

of those sects which held erroneous doctrines about

God as null and void
;
but was of opinion that the bap

tism of many heretics as the Enkratites might, with

a view to the advantage of the Church, be treated as

valid.
1 Such is the state of the case with the autho

rities quoted by Drey, and he might no doubt have

added others, as ASTERIUS of Amasea and AMBROSE
himself. But we see that the view which he desig

nates as that of the Apostles and of the Church, that

outside the Church there was neither baptism nor any
other sacrament, was at no time generally diffused or

prevalent in the Church. If we except Cyprian and

Firmilian, none ofthe Fathers appealed to this principle ;

most of them have pronounced and acted against it.

The Synods of Nicsea and Constantinople (325 and 381)
made a distinction between heresies

;
and as, through

the wide diffusion of Arianism, the question became a

practical and a burning one, and innumerable persons

tism administered by heretics, that is, about the year 255, S, Cyprian and
Firmilian would not have failed to quote it.&quot; Note on the 46th Apostolical

Canon, History of the Christian Councils, vol. i. p. 477, English transla

tion, 2d ed. Hefele also agrees that this charge against Callistus respect

ing re-baptism almost undoubtedly refers to Bishop Agrippinus and his

Synod at Carthage, and that this Synod is therefore to be placed between
218 and 222. Ibid. p. 87.]

1 BASILII Ep. cart, ad AmpJiilodt., Opp. ed. Paris 1839, III. 390.
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would have had to be re-baptized had men acted on

Drey s principle, they recognised in the whole East also

the necessity of allowing Arian baptism to stand.

SUMMARY.

Now that we have looked more closely into the

grounds for the charges which Hippolytus makes, partly

against Callistus personally, partly against the Churches

in communion with him, let us ask ourselves, What,
after all, actually remains as well-grounded complaint
in this ecclesiastical philippic ?

We have the description of another Bishop of a great

metropolis, who (just like Callistus) was accused simul

taneously of heretical doctrine, of worldly and corrupt

conduct, and of intentional disturbance of Church-

discipline. This was Paul, Bishop of Antioch, who
lived forty-five years later than Callistus. The makers

of the charge are the assembled Bishops of the East,

and their letter is addressed to Dionysius, Bishop of

Rome, and Maximus, Bishop of Alexandria. It is in

structive to compare these two descriptions with one

another. In the one case all is concrete, palpable,

clear matter of fact
;
the whole conduct of Paul, the

condition of the Church of Antioch under his tyranny
and ill-treatment, is made perfectly intelligible. In the

other, on the contrary, in the description which Hip

polytus draws of the administration of the Bishop of

Rome, the greater part swims before us in misty
sketches : instead of definite facts we have sometimes

only sharp words
;
and the clearest thing in the dia

tribe is the effort of the writer to let the reader suspect

the very worst possible, without saying what is posi

tively untrue. In Antioch we see a man who, through his

ill-gotten wealth, through the favour of Queen Zenobia

and the influence of his temporal office, oppresses the
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Church ofwhich he is Bishop, and tyrannizes over clergy
and people, so that no one dares to oppose him

;
he

takes good-looking women about with him, has songs
in his praise sung in the Church, surrounds himself

with a body-guard, etc. etc. Only after contemplating
this picture does it occur to us that Hippolytus, on.

the contrary, can produce really nothing against the

personal character of Callistus. Had he known any
offence of his, any stain on the life of Callistus since

his promotion, it is quite clear that lie would not have

spared him the mention of it. But nothing of the kind

occurs. His complaints are confined to this, that

through bad Church-discipline and unseemly conces

sions, Callistus had been the first to lighten the yoke
of Christ for men, and allowed them to gratify their

passions. But that he set them an example, that he

indulged in ra TT/)O? ra? rjSovd? the pleasures of sense

the description does not contain a single hint. While

the Oriental Bishops charge Paulus with all particu

larity and detail of facts (which must have been

notorious), that through avarice, robbery, pride, mi-

chastity, and intemperance, he had been guilty of

almost every deadly sin, Hippolytus cannot lay a

single personal sin to the charge of his opponent. We
see, further, that the Church of Antioch only bore with

the administration of their unworthy Bishop because it

had been robbed of its freedom and suffered violence ;

so that even the great Synod of Oriental Bishops was

unable to dispossess him, and was obliged to appeal
to the arm of the heathen Emperor. But in the

case of Callistus all this was quite different. He
had no other support than the fidelity of his clergy

and his congregation ;
and Hippolytus himself is

obliged to admit that, in spite of the unauthorized

innovations of which he is said to have been guilty,

even well-meaning persons, because they saw in his
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communion the Catholic Church, went over to his

side.
1

Had Callistus, as Hippolytus represents, been a

hypocrite and an eye-server of the Bishop, and that,

too, of a selfish and avaricious Bishop, it would be quite

inconceivable that, after the death of this Bishop, a free

election that is, the goodwill of the people, the favour

and respect of the Presbytery would have raised him

to the episcopal see. What means could he have put
in motion ? Bribery ? He was poor, and the number

of those to be bribed would in any case have been far

too great. The influence of powerful supporters ?

Those in power were at that time heathen, and, had

there been anything of that kind, Hippolytus would not have

been silent about it. The votes were given neither by few

nor in secret, but by many and openly. But never

theless Hippolytus has so described Callistus
;
and Hip

polytus was a pious, and therefore no doubt also a

truth-loving man. Yes, he has told what was reported

to him
;
and when party spirit works together witli

personal bitterness, as here, then credulity, even in

the case of pious men, will very soon master love of

truth.
2

Ttvs; vofti^ovres sy TTjoarTs/i/, he manifestly distinguishes these from the

who joined themselves to the school of the party of Callistus, p. 291.

2
[Dr. Salmon s remark may be quoted as very much in point here :

&quot;Men incapable of asserting anything they do not believe to be true,

still differ widely from each other as to the amount of evidence which

will induce them to make an assertion, and themselves believe it firmly.

Hippolytus strikes me as one of those arbitrary and self-confident men who

have unbounded faith in their own theories, and the confidence of those

assertions is quite disproportionate to the evidence they can produce for

them.&quot; Hermathena, 1873, p. 109.]



CHAPTER IY.

CONTROVERSY BETWEEN HIPPOLYTUS AND CALLISTUS

RESPECTING THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY.

I. SABELLIANISM.

THE heresy afterwards called SABELLIAN or PATRI-

PASSIAN, arose at the end of the second century in

Asia Minor, was from thence transplanted to Rome,
and there, at the beginning of the third century, gradu

ally developed through the discussions and controversies

which it excited among the Christians in Rome. The

originator of the doctrine was NOETUS of Smyrna,
whose active life must be placed probably in the last

years of the second century.
1 A disciple of Noetus,

EPIGONUS, brought his doctrines (still in the time of

Victor, as it appears) to Rome. But seeing that Ter-

tullian, who had good information, says that PRAXEAS

was the first to bring this doctrine from Asia to Rome
;

and another witness,
2

equally contemporaneous and

living in Rome, agrees on this point with the African,

1 After the definite statement of Hippolytus, the date given by Epi-

phanius must of course be given up as altogether incorrect viz. that Noetus

had come forward as a teacher about 130 years before (Hseres. 57, 1) ;
as

he wrote in the year 375, this would take us back only to 245.
2 The author of the Libellus adversus hasreses, in Tertullian s treatise De

Prsescriptione. That he lived in Rome, I conclude from the fact that, be

sides well-known persons mentioned by all writers on heresy, he mentions

only such as first appeared in Rome as Cerdo, Tatian, Blastus, and one

mentioned by no one else, Victorinus, who was also a Patripassian. [It

has been supposed by some that for Victorinus we should read Victor
;

others propose Zephyrinus.]
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in that he too designates Praxeas the introducer of the

doctrine, Praxeas must either have been working in

Rome before Epigonus or contemporaneously with him
;

and Hippolytus has omitted to mention him, possibly

because before his own arrival Epigonus had again left

Rome and gone to Carthage ;

l

moreover, had there re

canted. This recantation and the departure of Praxeas

had no perceptible effect at Rome. CLEOMENES, the

disciple of Epigonus, stood, in the time of Bishop

Zephyrinus (202-218), at the head of the Patripassian

party. Of him Hippolytus says, that he also violated

Church-discipline in his mode of life i.e., no doubt,
that he had sanctioned Pagan licence, or at any rate

such as the more strict Christians disapproved.
SABELLIUS joined himself to Cleomenes, and became

his successor as head of the sect in Rome. Hippolytus
states respecting him that for some time he wavered

(probably in the last days of Zephyrinus) ;
that he had

taken the representations which Hippolytus made to

him on account of his views in no unfriendly spirit, but

had nevertheless ended in deciding for the doctrine of

Cleomenes. For this Cailistus is declared to have been

to blame, for Hippolytus delights in representing him
as the originator of all mischief. It would have been

possible for him to have led Sabellius back to the path
of the true faith, had he but made common cause with

1 Tertullian says that this occurred before his own secession to Montanism,
and therefore before the year 201. [Hagemann would account for the

silence of Hippolytus respecting Praxeas by identifying him with Cailistus,

supposing Praxeas to be a nickname. Robertson mentions this strange

theory without disapprobation. History of the Christian Church, I. 121,

2d ed. A more reasonable explanation of Hippolytus silence is that

Praxeas had very little success in Rome, or that the erroneous character of

his teaching was not detected while he remained there. (NEWMAN, The

Arians of the Fourth Century, p. 120, 3d ed.) This last hypothesis, how

ever, seems to be contradicted by Tertullian (adv. Praxeam, i.), where he

appears unwillingly to admit that the Bishop of Rome had actually ex

tracted a recantation from Praxeas.]
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Hippolytus, upheld his form of doctrine to Sabellius as

the perfectly adequate expression of the Church s truth,

and confirmed it with the weight of his authority. He
is here speaking of the time when Callistus was not

more than a Deacon or Priest in the Church of Rome
;

and certainly herein lies remarkable testimony, in

voluntarily given by an embittered adversary, to the

intellectual importance of the man, in the statement

that his authority was so great, his word in matters of

dogma so weighty, that it would have been possible for

him to have converted the leader of a long-standing

heresy. But Callistus is said to have estranged Sabel

lius from the truth, by pretending to cherish a view

not very far removed from the doctrine of Cleomenes.

This means that from the course of events we are to

understand as follows : Callistus agreed with Cleo

menes in finding fault with the teaching of Hippolytus,

although for different reasons. But Hippolytus, who
knew but one alternative, either my doctrine or that

of Noetus, after his usual fashion, makes use of an

expression which the reader can make to mean more

or less as he likes. Callistus is declared to have said

to Sabellius that he agrees with Cleomenes, whether

in respect to the whole doctrine of the Trinity, or only
in the single point of rejecting the views of Hippolytus,
the reader is left to conjecture. Meanwhile it is quite

manifest, from the course of events and from the de

scription of Callistus doctrine, as Hippolytus himself

gives it, that the first cannot have been the meaning
of Callistus.

The few notices found here constitute all the posi

tive knowledge \ve have respecting the personality of

Sabellius, and the usual statements must now be cor

rected. He was a Libyan of Pentapolis. Now, seeing

that the first mention of the Sabellian controversies

known hitherto falls within the year 257, and that it
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was Dionysius of Antioch who was called upon by

deputies and letters from both parties in Cyrenaica to

declare himself on the question, some have assigned
the appearance of Sabellius himself to this late date.

1

There is, however, no reason for so doing. Neither

Dionysius nor Eusebius, who quotes the passage of his

letter, mentions Sabellius himself; even Athanasius 2

only says that certain Bishops in the Pentapolis held

Sabellian opinions at the time of Dionysius. This,

therefore, was a movement which in all probability
did not arise until after the death of Sabellius.

We can now see, further, that Hippolytus was the

only source from which even in antiquity men s know

ledge of the doctrine of Noetus was derived : for

Theodoret 8

copied his account, with but slight altera

tion of expression, from the tenth book of the Philoso-

pliumena, and it has long since been remarked that

Epiphanius derived his from the little treatise of Hip

polytus against Noetus. Theodoret, however, through

having only the synopsis in the tenth book before him,
has allowed himself to be misled by the ambiguity of

expression
4 which is found there into the erroneous

statement that Epigonus was the author of this heresy,

and Noetus only a later reviver of it. Hence even S.

1

KURTZ, Handbuch der KircJiengeschiclite, 1853, I. 281, combines the new

discoveries from Hippolytus with the account hitherto given, and says :

&quot;

Thirty years later (than his appearance in Rome) we find him as a Pres

byter at Ptolemais, again with an independent system,&quot; etc. Now it would

certainly be very astonishing if a Roman heretic, excommunicated about

218, appeared thirty (or really forty) years later as a Presbyter in a distant

part of Africa, and still holding fast to his errors. The whole, however, is

an invention on the part of Herr Kurtz. That Sabellius was a Presbyter

at Ptolemais is stated by no ancient author
;
and so resort must be had to

the author or copier of so many gross blunders, Gregory Abulfaradsch.

The statement of Zonaras in the twelfth century, that Sabellius was

Bishop of Ptolemais, is utterly worthless.
2 De sententia Dionysii, Opp. ed. Bened. I. 246.

3
Hxret.fab. III. 3, Opp. ed. Noesselt, IV. 342.

aiptffty i| E;r/yoi/ov T/z/df si; Khsof&evYiv Xapvjffotffxv, p. 329.
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Augustine could tell nothing more definite about Noetus

and the Noetians, not even whether the doctrine of

Sabellius differed from that of Noetus, and if so, how
;

and merely remarks that the names of Praxeans and

Sabellians were common enough, but it was not often

that any one knew anything of Noetians.
1

That Hippolytus considered the teaching of Sabellius

as essentially identical with that of Noetus, is clear.

Had he known any considerable difference between

the two, he would certainly have completed his enumera

tion of all the heresies known to him by a more exact

account of the peculiarities of Sabellius teaching, all

the more so because he had a perfectly accurate know

ledge of his views through personal intercourse and

manifold investigations. Instead of which he expressly
describes the theory of Noetus, Cleomenes, and Sabel

lius as similar. Callistus, he says, strengthened the

heresy of Cleomenes
;

he endeavoured to win both

parties to himself by crafty words, he spoke to the

orthodox now in the sense of the true doctrine, and

then in that of Sabellius, and Sabellius himself was

through him confirmed in the dogma of Cleomenes.

Now, this certainly sounds somewhat astonishing:

Callistus expounds the dogma of Sabellius to the

orthodox, and praises the teaching of Cleomenes to

Sabellius. Yet the idea manifestly is, that Sabellius,

Cleomenes, and Noetus in essential points held similar

doctrine. Further on (290) we read again that Cal

listus, after having excommunicated Sabellius as a

teacher of false doctrine, fell sometimes into the error

of Sabellius, sometimes into that of Theodotus ;
and

finally, in the synopsis we have the same statement

repeated, merely with the variation that Noetus is

named instead of Sabellius.

There existed then in Rome a special school or sect

1 De Hseres. 41.
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of Patripassians, which had a succession of teachers,
1

and which doubtless maintained itself there long after

this time, for Epiphanius says that Sabellians were

spread in tolerably large numbers in Mesopotamia and

in Rome. 2 The system of the school was as follows :

The one supreme God is originally, or in so far as He
is called Father, invisible, passionless, immortal, un-

create
;
but on the other side, as Son, by His own

wr
ill and free self-limitation, He became man was born

of the Virgin, suffered and died, and accordingly is

called Son only for a certain time, and only in reference

to that which He experienced upon earth. The Son,

or Christ, is therefore the Father veiled in the flesh,

and we must certainly say that it was the Father

Himself who became man and suffered.

Hippolytus, Theodoret, and Epiphanius call this the

teaching of Noetus. Respecting that of Sabellius, the

oldest and most important witness, the Roman Diony-
sius (who had known either Sabellius himself or his

associates and disciples in Rome), affirms that he blas

phemously declared the Son Himself to be the Father,

and vice versa ;
3 and the contemporaneous Novatian,

that he said Christ was the Father.
4 That was Noetus

idea; and as more exact statements respecting the

Sabellian system are found first in the Fathers of the

fourth century, especially in Athanasius, it is now no

longer possible to define exactly what Sabellius him

self, or other later Monarchists, contributed to the

further development of this view.

The most important point in which Sabellianism (as

it is always described in later times) differs from the

teaching of Noetus, or from the notice which Hippoly-
1 Aipsaiv sa; vvy tvl TWC, B;otB&%ofj ^iapslyxaciv, says Hippolytus, p. 329

;

and, p. 283, he calls them rov; voyravs NO/TTOV ^ix^o^ovs KXI Tq

2
E-E-f TO, {ttpyi TV, Pup*!;, Hxres. 62, p. 513, ed. Paris.

3 In ROUTH, Reliquiie sacrx. III. 180. 4 De Trinit. c. 12.
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tus gives of it, is the placing of the Holy Spirit, and

therewith the more definite setting forth of a Trinity,
not in the divine essence, but in God s relations to

the world and to mankind. It is a Supreme Being,

manifesting Itself in time, not in three Persons, but

merely in certain prosopa or forms, which in Itself,

silent and at rest, comes forth from this rest and silence

in successive characters as the Monad developed into

the Trinity, and reveals Itself and works as Son and

Holy Spirit. With Sabellius the Monad is also the

Father. This is not a form distinct from the absolute

Unity, separate in revelation or in activity,
1 but God

in one Person, to Whom the Logos and the Holy Spirit

are related merety as a man s thought and wisdom are

related to his spirit.
2 In that the Logos, i.e. the Father,

considered according to His intellectual activity, or the

speaking Monad, appeared as man upon the earth, He
became the Son

; but, as a beam emitted from the sun

1 That this was not the theory of Sabellius, as Schleiermacher and Baur

suppose, is seen from the passage ATHANAS. c. Arian. IV. 25 :

C

Kotrqp 6

OLVTO; (tkv sari Trha.TVVircx.i Be el; vioi&amp;gt; KOCI Trvtvpa. Also GREGOR. NYSS. contra

Ar. et Sabell., in the great collection of Majo vin., II. p. 1 :

&quot; The Sabellians

would abolish the Hypostasis of the Son, a,vroj Bs roy Troirepsc. tux ovroe, Avails

ovopaaiv ygpet/povr* oiopfyot, vioTrdropa. Trpoaxyopevovaiy.
&quot; AMMONIUS con

firms this (eaten, ad Joli. ed. Corder. p. 14) : ov yoip VIOTTstrop tot v q \x,y,KYirsia,

$oast, xa,dx pvQtvuv 6 A//3vf SIKS. Again, in the passage c. Arian, 4, 25,

Opp. 1, 626, Athanasius understands Sabellius to mean that the Father was

nothing else than the Monad : E/ roivvy q [tovd; ^&quot;hctrvv^^iacc^ ytyovt rpix^j

&quot;/]

Bs [toyoi; tarty 6 vrotrvip, rpi&; BJ -/rxrvip via;, oiyiov wsvftce,, x.r. h. Then he

says :

&quot;

If the Monad were held to be anything else than the Father, then

one could not speak of an extension of the Monad
;
but one must say that

the Monad is the efficient cause of the Three Father, Son, and Spirit ;
so

that we should have to distinguish four, first the Monad, then the Father,
etc.&quot; Had Sabellius really distinguished the Father from the Monad, one

must suppose that he had essentially modified the teaching of Noetus. As,

however, this is not the case, we can recognise in what is called Sabellianism

only a more carefully thought-out exposition of the Noetian theory. [This

passage, in which S. Athanasius is commonly supposed, as by Dr. Dollinger,

to attribute these opinions to Sabellius, is referred by others to Mar-

cellus of Ancyra.]
2 Thus in the treatise c. Sabellii Gregales in ATHANASII Opp. II. 37 seqq.
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(the Father), at the appointed time He returned to the

same again, so that the Sonship is for the Divinity only
a transient moment, entered upon for the appointed
end of the redemption, and again extinguished after

that purpose was accomplished. Accordingly, ancient

writers say that when, according to Sabellius, the

Father becomes the Son, He ceases to be the Father
;

and when He again becomes the Father, He has ceased

to be the Son.
1

Hence, then, also their constant decla

ration, that with the Sabellians it was the Father Him
self who became man, and was subject to suffering.

2

Noetus, moreover, had taught that so long as the

Father was not yet born, He was rightly called Father;
but that when it pleased Him to submit to birth, then

He became His own Son.
3

As, however, the faithful,

in order to the perfecting of their salvation and heal

ing, had still need of those further gifts which Scripture
and the Church call the gifts of the Holy Spirit, yet
a third Theophany was added to that of the Son, viz.

that of the Holy Spirit, which likewise is something

transitory, and in which the expansion of the Monad
into the Triad is completed.

When, then, the Sabellians, in spite of the name of

Patripassians, which they commonly bore in the West,
nevertheless maintained that they did not mean to

affirm that it was the Father who suffered, this could

only mean, either that God (in so far as He suffered in

and through the Man Jesus) wills to be called not the

Father, but the Son
; or, that no real Incarnation, no

personal, indissoluble union of the Godhead with the

Manhood, took place in Christ. God, or the Father,

merely manifested Himself, and worked in and through

Christ, and therefore the suffering touched only the

Man. In a word, only by denying the Incarnation,

1 EUGENII Leg. ad S. A than, in MONTFAUCON, Coll nov. II. 2.

2 ATHANAS. De Synodis 7, Opp. I. 740. 3
Philosophumena, p. 283.
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as Paul of Samosata or Photinus did, could the Sabel-

lians rebut the charge of Patripassianism.
1

II. THE TRINITARIAN DOCTRINE OF HIPPOLYTUS.

Hippotytus proclaims himself the most uncompromis

ing opponent of the Noetians and of Sabellius. Re

peatedly and complacently he calls attention to the

fact that it was he who in Rome again and again spoke

against them, and compelled them, even against their

will (although it must be owned only for a transitory

moment), to acknowledge the truth. But his own

theology gave offence to the Roman Christians in the

opposite direction, and drew on him the charge of

Ditheism. We proceed, therefore, to a description of

his doctrine, for which the work before us, as well as

the treatise against Noetus, may serve as an original

authority. For the dogmatic agreement between the

two is so remarkable, that it affords a new proof that

Hippolytus is the author of the Philosoplmmena.

God, the one and only God, was originally alone,

and had nothing contemporaneous with Himself. All

existed (potentially) in Him, and He Himself was all.

From the first He contained the Logos in Himself, as

His still unsounding Voice, His not yet spoken Word,
and together with Him the (yet unexpressed) idea of

the universe which dwelt in Him. 2 This Logos, the

1

[Paul of Samosata in his views was to a certain extent the opposite
of Sabellius. The latter practically identified the Father and the Son

;
Paul

drew far too broad a distinction between them. &quot; He began, like Sabellius,

by not distinguishing the Divine Persons, regarding the Logos as an im

personal attribute of God. In Jesus he saw only a man penetrated by the

Logos, who, though miraculously born of a virgin, was yet only a man,
and not the God-man Thus, while on one side Paul approached
Sabellianism, on the other he inclined towards the Subordinatianists of

Alexandria/
1

HEFELE, Conciliengesch. I. ii. sec. 9.]

TOU ^oiUTos7\o f
/ia^,6v. Philosopli. p. 334.
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Intelligence, the Wisdom of God, without which He
never was, went out from Him according to the counsels

of God, i.e. when He willed and as He willed,
1
in the

times determined beforehand by Him, as His First-

begotten. God begat Him as Prince and Lord of the

creation that was to be, as His Fellow-Counsellor and

Workmaster. In going forth from Him that begat

Him, He had also already the ideas conceived in the

Substance of the Father as His voice within Himself,
and by means of it, and in fulfilment of the command
of His Father, He now created the world in its unity.

2

The Logos is therefore a Power proceeding from the

whole, but the whole is the Father.
8 He the Logos

is the Intelligence of the Father, and therefore His

Substance
;

4 whereas the world was created out of

nothing. Thus another God stood by the side of the

first, not as if there were two Gods, but as a light

from the Light, water from the Fountain, the beam
from the Sun. He was the perfect, only

-
begotten

Logos of the Father, but not yet perfect Son
;
He be

came that first when He became man. Nevertheless,

God already called Him the Son, because He was to

be born.

In the second Hypostasis, therefore, the Logos,

Hippolytus distinguishes three stages of development
or periods. In the first He is still impersonal, still in

1
&quot;Ors yfe hYiysv, xaQas yidshviffiis. C. Noet. c. 10, p. 59, ed. Routh.

2
&amp;lt;ba&amp;lt;j

f
/iv sx,st \y koivru r/xg h ra Troc.rptx.u svyoYidslaoe,; foiotf, odsv xshsvovTOi;

&quot;TTotTpoz ylitsaQxt xoffftov TO xstTce. sy Aoyog a^TfAg?ro xpiazuu Gtu. WORDSWORTH
here translates :

&quot; The Father bade that the world should be created in its

single species.
1 What that is intended to mean is not very clear. Hippolytus

simply says in Platonic language : The Logos created the world according

to the ideas conceived already in the Substance of the Father (before He

came forth from the Father), and therefore according to a plurality, yet

still as unity, or as a whole bound together and compounded into unity.

C. Noet, c. 11, p. 62.

3 A/o x,oil 0oV, ovfftcc ifTrdpftay oy. PhilosopJi. p. 336.
* Qvri y&p oiffxpx,? xctl KX^ soivroy 6 A.oyo; rA/0 viv vlo;^ xxirot rthsio;

Aoyo; &v uovnysvy];. C. Noet. C. 15, p. 69.
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indistinguishable union with God, as the Divine Intel

ligence, potentially as the future personal Logos, and

inherently as the holder of the Divine ideas, i.e. of the

patterns, after which the universe was to be created.

Second moment : God now becomes Father, by an act

of His Will operating upon His Being. That is to say,

at a time willed by Himself He calls His own Intelli

gence, in the fulness of His inherent powers i.e. of the

ideal universe contained within Him to a separate

hypostatic existence, places Him as another (ere/so?)

over against Himself; yet in such wise that the Logos
is related to the Father only as a part which has

acquired an existence of its own, or as the single Force,

the creative Power to the undiminished whole, as

the beam to the Sun, from which it proceeded. The

Logos having thus become hypostatic, in order to the

manifestation of God in creation, then the third

moment commences with the Incarnation, and it is

here that He first completes Himself as the true and

perfect Son
;
so that it is also through the Incarnation

that the idea of the Divine Fatherhood is first com

pletely realized.

Hippolytus has repeatedly been charged with ascrib

ing no personality to the Holy Spirit;
1 and indeed,

those who have already derived this impression from

his earlier known writings, will believe that they find a

remarkable confirmation of this in the newly-discovered
work ;

for here, in the statement of doctrine in the

tenth book, the Holy Spirit is altogether ignored. We
read merely of the Logos, the Creation, and the Incar

nation. Nevertheless, in the treatise against Noetus,

Hippolytus distinguishes the Holy Spirit as a separate
Divine hypostasis very clearly; thus in the words
&quot;

By means of the incarnate Logos we recognise the

Father, we believe in the Son, and we adore the Holy
1

E.g. MEIER, in his Lehre von der Trinitcit, Hamb. 1844, I. 88.
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Ghost.&quot;
* The Father, he says again, has put all things

under Christ, excepting Himself and the Holy Spirit ;

thus there are three. The passing over all mention of

the Holy Ghost in the dogmatic sketch at the close of

the work loses all its strangeness as soon as one con

siders that this is an exhortation addressed to the

heathen of that time,
2 who must receive only the

exoteric part of the Christian doctrine. The doctrine

of the Logos was considered to belong to this part, on

account of its connection with Hellenic, and especially

with Platonic, philosophical theories. The doctrine of

the Holy Spirit, on the other hand, of His office in the

Church and His gifts, is something so specifically

Christian, intelligible only to those who are already

believers, that it was necessarily treated as esoteric,

and reserved for those discourses which were intended

for the narrower circle of hearers. Accordingly, Hip-

polytus gave utterance on this subject in his treatise

against Noetus, which was intended for Christians

only, but not in this exhortation, this Xo^o? TT/DO?

&quot;E\\r)vas ; just as even in his account of the end and

object of the Incarnation, he mentions only teaching,

giving of commandments, and setting an example, but

is silent about the esoterically Christian doctrine of the

Atonement.

But, granting that Hippolytus is free from reproach
on this side, on the other hand it is impossible not to

admit that his doctrine of the Trinity in general, and

of the Logos in particular, seems to be strongly tainted

with the influences of Greek speculation, and that

defective thought with him seriously affects the

integrity and logical validity of the dogma. To those

1
C. 12, p. 64; cf. c. 8, p. 59.

2 The statement begins with (p. 333) an address to the Greeks,

Chaldeans, Egyptians, and the whole race of mankind. Instead of fAu.6w*t,

1. 54, we ought no doubt to read
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in particular who at that time stood on the basis of

the Church s simple faith and confession, and who had

not passed through the school of heathen philosophy,
this conception of the mystery, this distortion of it by
the admixture of Platonic ideas, must have presented
much that was strange, and even offensive and objec
tionable.

First, the Logos, as a Person distinct from the

Father, existed, according to Hippolytus, undoubtedly
before the beginning of time \TrpoaKovios), but not from

all eternity (ai&o?) ;
the former, because He came out

from the bosom of the Divine nature before the crea

tion, with which time first began ; not the latter,

because once He had no hypostatic existence, because

although in substance He existed from all eternity
in God, yet only as the impersonal Intelligence of

God.

Secondly, the relation of the Logos to the Father is

that of strict subordination
;

the Father commands,
the Son hears and fulfils

;
the Father is the whole of

the Godhead, to which the Son is related merely as a

Force.

Thirdly, the Trinitarian relation is not original in the

Divine nature, not founded in the very Being of God,
but one that comes into existence through successive

acts of the Divine Will. That, according to the theory
of Hippolytus, the procession or individualization of the

Holy Spirit also as a Person, must be conceived as

something not original, but coming to pass later, for a

definite end and object, Hippolytus himself has, it is

true, nowhere said exactly ;
but from his doctrine of

the generation of the Logos, there can be no doubt of

it. That God set one of His attributes, His Intelligence

and Wisdom, as a Person, as a Second beside Himself,
has its explanation simply in the Divine Will. Hip

polytus does not even hesitate to say that, as God had
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bestowed (personal) Divinity on the Logos, He could

equally well, had He so willed it,
have made man to be

God. 1

Fourthly, Hippolytus no doubt sets forth strongly

that the Logos is God, and of the being of the Father,

whereas the world was made out of nothing ;
but the

representation so foreign to primitive Christian tradi

tion that the Logos is the eVStaflero? rov TravTOS \oyt,o-fjLo^

and therefore the KOO-^O^ vorjro^ the centre of the ideas

of the universe, or the universe conceived ideally, con

joined with the other representation, according to

which intelligence and wisdom in God are made to be

the potential elements of the hypostasis of the Son,

which must first be developed by a process of coming
into being, and find its completion in the Incarnation,

all these particulars make the undeniable merit of

Hippolytus, in holding fast the substantial equality of

the Father and the Son, appear in a very dubious

light.

It is unmistakable that Hippolytus, directly or in

directly, has borrowed the notions, and to some extent

also the mode of expression, of PHILO. With him also

the Divine Logos is first of all the impersonal Divine

Intelligence, the thinking power in God, but at the same

time also the ideal archetype of the universe, the /coa-po?

vorjTos ;
wherefore he calls it also the seat and compass

of the Divine ideas.
2

Moreover, with Philo also the

Logos is at once the Divine wisdom, and this again
the world of ideas, after which the actual world was

1
E&amp;lt; yap eov Wthfiat 7ror/j&amp;lt;7&amp;lt;54/,

l^vi/xro t^sis rov hoyov TO

Philosoph. p. 336.

2 De mundi opif. ed. Mangey, I. 4. He also calls it the archetypal

seal (cUpxkrvTTQi; aQpayii), the idea of ideas. Ibid. pp. 4, 5. With the words

of Hippolytus, that God begat the Logos as the s^idOsro; rov KOIVTG$

os, compare the following passage from Philo : ov^sv &u erspov

rov VOYITOV flitxi xoafAov, &amp;gt;j

Qsov Aoyov $5&amp;gt;j x,off/x,07roiovvros ov^e

TOX;? srepov ri tarlv q 6 rov a-pxirixrovog &quot;hoyiapo;, y^n ryv ocla6^r /iV

TJJ
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formed. Now, immediately before the creation of the

world, this Logos became personal, God begat Him as

His first-born Son, i.e. He separated His wisdom from

His other attributes and powers, and made it an

hypostasis.
1

In Hippolytus, Philo s doctrine of the Logos appears
in some points no doubt in a better form. He sets

forth more distinctly that the Logos is of the being of

God Himself; but the anomalies of the doctrine are

not thereby removed, and in some respects are still

more prominent in him than in Philo. It sounds

strangely enough that Hippolytus should designate
the primeval solitude of the Divine nature as never

theless a company, in which God exists, because He
had with Him His attributes, Intelligence, Wisdom,
Power,

2
Will

;
but it sounds not less paradoxical that

the Logos, after having already before the Incarnation

become a Person through the Divine Will, yet only

through being born of the Virgin and of the Holy

Spirit, becomes the Son,
3
or (as he expresses it) brings

a Son into being for God (the Father). Things like

these, put forth in a community such as the Roman

was, could not fail to give very great offence.

The Church at that time was wont to be very
tolerant of the attempts made by Christians of philo

sophic culture to explain the mystery of the Trinity by
the help of Platonic or Platoriising speculations, or to

De confus. ling. I. 414 : Tovrov [Aty yap irpiafivTocrov vlou 6 TMV

wctrqp, oy iTipaQt vparoyoiiov uvoftaat. And also Allegor. II. i. 82 :

/CCJ&amp;lt; rOl&amp;gt; Qtoty oix,pOW X.OC.I VpUTiffTYlV tTtp,V OCTTO TUy SlXVTOV
~&amp;lt;)Vvd/U,t&)!&amp;gt;, If

t roi; &amp;lt;p/Ao0oi)j -^/v^otg. Hence he also calls his Logos rov

pov TUV ykvwiv dl.yQciTuv (De migr. Abr. I. 437), and God TSJV roy

Aoyov TDjysjv.
2 Contra Noet. c. 10, p. 61 : Avrog &amp;lt;^

p&amp;gt;wo$
uv TS-O^VS %v, OVTS yap afAoyo?,

OVTZ ctffo^oc, oi/r otivvanQ;^ ovrt ce.fiyuhsvTOs rt v, Trctyra* % %v ev ctvru^ otvros

B Y)V TO -TTOCV.

3 L.c. C. 4, p. 52 : Ovru; ftvyr /jptov oiKOVOftia; tx WSVfteCTOg ayiov %y OVTO$

6 A.oyog x&amp;gt;ai ir&pQivov svoc viov &
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accommodate it to categories borrowed from them.

If only the true Divinity of Christ, His Personality, and

His becoming man were not called in question, people
were not very strict about constructions of that kind.

But the doctrine of Hippolytus partly went already

beyond the limits of what might still be tolerated,

partly was set forth by him (as we see from his own

narrative) in dictatorial fashion as truth absolutely
valid and necessary to be believed, all contradiction of

it being stigmatized as heresy and blasphemy. And

yet it was precisely his system which bore in it the

germs of heresies that were developed later.

The doctrine that God called the Logos into personal
existence by a decree, by an act of His Will, became

later on a main prop of Arianism, a welcome weapon
in their hands. Of course the Trinitarian self-deter

mination of God must not be represented as a merely
natural and necessary process. In God, in Whom is

found nothing passive, no mere material substratum,
Who is all movement and pure energy, we can con

ceive of no activity, not even when directed towards

Himself, in which the Will also does not share. The
Eternal Generation of the Son is at once necessary,

grounded in the Divine Nature itself; and therefore

without beginning, and also at the same time an act of

volition (voluniarid), i.e. the Divine Will is one of the

factors in the act of begetting. Not without volition

does the Divine Essence become the Father and beget
the Son

;
but this volition is not a single decree of

God, not something which must be first thought or

determined, and then carried into effect
;
but it is the

first, essential, eternal movement of the Divine Will

operating on itself, and the condition of all external,

i.e. of all creative acts.

When, however, Hippolytus represents the bringing
forth of the Logos as a free action of the Divine Will,
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this is certainly something very different. Here we are

told that God (who is conceived, so to speak, as a ready-

made Personality), after having been for a long time

alone, at last sent the Logos, which He had hitherto

borne within Himself as one of His attributes, viz.

His Intelligence, forth from Himself, endowed with a

hypostatic existence, as another Being distinct from

Himself. This, therefore, is not a necessary (because
founded in the very being of God), not an eternal

event, although prior to all time, but an accidental

one, inasmuch as God might have left the Logos in

His original impersonal condition. Thus it would have

been possible for the Son not to have come to any real

hypostatic existence, or (in other words) for God to

have remained without a Son,

Hence it was that the Arians and Catholics con

tended so fiercely, the former for, the latter against the

proposition, that the Father brought forth the Son by
an act of His own free-will.

1 The Arians considered

that they had won everything if this was conceded
;

therefore, said they, it was with full freedom of Will

that God, after taking counsel with Himself whether

he should call the Son into existence, brought Him
forth. This Counsel and Will preceded the creation of

the Son
;
so that He is not from all eternity, but has

come into being ;
there was a time when He was not

;

He is not God as the Father is. As Epiphanius

narrates, it was one of their dialectical artifices to place

before the Catholics this alternative : God produced
His Son either of free-will or not of free-will

;
if you

i Thus ARIUS : ^^xn KXI
/3oy&amp;gt;&amp;gt;? votary, ap. Theodoret, Hist. Eccl. i.

4. And again EUSEBIUS OF CJSSAREA: KOCTO, yyupyv xal Trpoottpsfriv

fiov^Yidzl; o 0eo$ ex- rqs TOV Trxrpos /3oyAjf xal ^vvafttug, Demonst. iv. 3.

According to ASTERIUS, the main subject of the letter which EUSEBIUS OF

NICOMEDIA, the leader of the Arians, sent to Paulinus, was \-K\ ryv

rov TTfltTjOOf &vtvsyx&amp;gt;tiv rov vioiJ ryv ykvvriatv, xxl
/&v) 7rocdo$ ocTfo^yivotf TOV

Marcelliana, ed. Rettberg, p. 21.
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say, &quot;not of free-will,&quot; then you subject the Godhead

to compulsion; if you say, &quot;of free-will,&quot; then you
must allow that the Will was there before the Logos.

1

Ambrose and Epiphanius answered, that neither expres
sion was admissible, for the matter concerned neither

a decision of the Divine Will nor a compulsion of God,
but an act of the Divine Nature, which, as such, falls

under the idea neither of compulsion nor of freedom.
2

It is Athanasius who lifts his voice most frequently

against this favourite proposition of the Arians,

because, as he says, by their appeal to the Will and

Counsel of God they seduced many. The meaning of

their tenet, that the Son came into being through the

Will of the Father, was virtually the same as that of

those who said that there was a time when the Son

was not;
3 and he therefore calls upon them merely to

utter this latter proposition openly, which they hesi

tated to do, and therefore concealed it under the phrase
of the Son s being brought forth by the Divine Will.

From what saint, he asks further, have you learnt the

expression
&quot; out of the Will

&quot;

?
4

Accordingly, he too

solves the Arian dilemma by declaring that the Genera

tion of the Son as an act of the Divine Nature goes far

beyond an act of the Will.
5

Cyril of Alexandria also

makes a distinction, which is here very much in point,

between the concomitant and the antecedent Will of

the Father; the former, but not the latter, is concerned

in the Generation of the Son. 6

The Council of Nicsea directed one of its anathemas

against the Arian proposition, that before the nativity

the Son was not,
7 and thereby touched the doctrine of

1 Ancorat. n. 51.
2
AMBROSIUS, Defide, iv. 9. Opp. ed. Bened. II. 540.

3 rHy TTOTS oTi OVK %v. Orcit. III. contra Arianos, Opp. I. 608.
4 De decret. Nic. Syn., Opp. I. 223. 5 Or. III. p. 611.
6

trvv^poftog IgXtyov;, but not Kpoyiyovftfoq. De Trinit. II. p. 56.
7

irplv yivviriQwett ovx, fiv.
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Hippolytus, just so far as he would have been obliged
to favour the Arian proposition. Or rather he would

have insisted on the difference between an impersonal
existence of the Logos, still indistinguishably con

tained in the bosom of the Divine Substance, and His

later attainment of Personality, i.e. he would have

distinguished between the potential and actual exist

ence of the Son.

Although Hippolytus was such a decided and ardent

opponent of Sabellianism, his doctrine has, neverthe

less, certain points of contact with it, especially in the

form which Marcellus of Ancyra gave it later on. No
doubt it is only partially and in an improper sense that

the system of Marcellus can be called Sabellian. He
denied the hypostatic pre-existence of the Son

;
his

Logos is not generated, but existed from the begin

ning impersonally in God; but by an expansion of

the hitherto undivided Monad, went from God into

creative activity, or indeed as this activity (as ^0709

eVe/^o?), or as creative Omnipotence coupled with

Wisdom
; still, however, without thereby becoming a

distinct Person. This same Logos, by a second going
out or self-expansion of the operative Divine power,
assumed man s nature

;
i.e. He seized upon humanity,

united Himself with it, and henceforth dwelt in it, but

still without even yet forming a distinct hypostasis.
Rather the Logos was the whole fulness of the God
head working upon man : only the God-man Christ is

personal, and only He is called the Son of God. Hence
the Sonship first began at the Incarnation

;
and when

all is fulfilled, the Logos withdraws from mankind and
returns to the Father.

1

This doctrine is of course very different from that of

Hippolytus, especially in the fact that in Marcellus one

1 See especially Euseb. Contra Marcellum, pp. 33-39, and De Eccks.

Theoloc/ia, pp. 63, 81, 100, 125, ed. Colon.
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never arrives at an actual hypostatizing of the Logos.
The Logos is, and remains, impersonal, and His going
out from the Father is merely an action of God lasting

for a certain time, and exhibited first in the work of

creation, and secondly in operation upon the Man
Jesus. In Hippolytus, on the other hand, the Logos
becomes personal first at the creation, and remains so

henceforth to all eternity ;
but He becomes perfect as

the Son of God first at the Incarnation
;
and here again

there is a point of contact between Hippolytus and

Marcellus. Moreover, Hippolytus assumes a relation

of strict subordination
;
the Logos has only obediently

to fulfil the commands of the Father
;
which is im

possible according to Marcellus, for God cannot be

obedient to Himself. The relation between the two

systems may be expressed thus : in both, God and His

Logos are the same until the Creation; a Son exists

not as yet, and the Logos is merely an impersonal

power in God, not distinguishable from Him
;
but from

the Creation onwards the two systems separate,

Hippolytus makes the Logos go out from God, and

become personal and perfect Himself in Christ as the

Son
;
whereas Marcellus makes merely the power and

activity which he calls Logos go out from God, i.e.

become active externally, finish its operation, and

finally return to God without surrendering a personality

which it never had. In his system, Sabellianism and

Hippolytusism are mixed.

In a Roman monument, to be more definitely noticed

hereafter, we have an echo of the contest which was

carried on in the bosom of the Roman Church at the

opening of the third century respecting the doctrine

of the Trinity. In it Hippolytus is designated as a

Valentinian, and as such condemned and deposed. No
doubt this statement is founded upon a charge that was

really made, and when Callistus deposed and excom-
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municated him, he may very well have used the ex

pression that his doctrine was in part Valentinian.
1

The Universal Father, said the Valentinians, the

Bythus, or Monad, was for innumerable ages alone

with his Ennoia or Siffe, buried in profound and silent

rest
;
when at last he determined to come forth from

this rest, and, breaking this silence, to manifest himself.

Thereupon he caused the spirit of intelligence, Nous or

MonogeneSj to proceed from him as a substantial image
of himself, while Sige or Ennoia, rendered fruitful by
the Father of all, bore Nous, who alone was able to

compass the glory of the Father.

This doctrine appears sufficiently similar to the

theologumenon of Hippolytus, according to which God
in like manner, after having been for a long time alone

1 The Bishops at Philippopolis in the year 347, in order to show that

the Westerns had no right to overthrow or retract the decisions of the

Orientals against Marcellus and others, say in their epistle or decree that

the Orientals had formerly confirmed the decisions of a Synod in Rome

against Novatian, Sabellius, and Vale.ntinus. Nam in urbe Roma sub

Novato, Sabellio, et Valentino nssreticis factum Concilium ab Orientalibus

confirmation est ; et iterum in Oriente sub Paulo Samosatis quod statutum est,

ab omnibus est signatum. Ap. S. HILAR. ex .oper. hist. frag. III. ii. 662, ed.

Yeron. That sub here is only a clumsy misrendering on the part of the

Latin translator, and means &quot;

against,&quot; is clear. With regard to Novatian

(always called Novatus by the Orientals), as early as the year 341 the

Bishops at Antioch, in an exactly similar manner, appealed to the fact that

their Church had never objected when this man was excommunicated.

SOCRAT. H. E. ii. 15. With regard to the question whether Sabellius and

Valentinus were also mentioned, the editor of Hilary says : An in eadem

civitate (Roma) specialibus synodis pariter damnati sint Sabellius et Valen

tinus, nullo alio veterum monumento certo scimus. Some light is now thrown

upon the matter, inasmuch as we know that Sabellius laboured in Rome,
and there was excommunicated by Callistus. The name Valentinus appears

to be the result of a confusion
; according to this statement, his condemna

tion by a Synod must Ijave taken place before the middle of the second

century, which is not probable. But from the authority quoted above we

learn that Hippolytus was excommunicated for Valentinian doctrine. May
not this have led to the union of the name of Valentinus with that of

Sabellius ? It is probable enough that Callistus held a Synod at which both

Sabellius and Hippolytus were condemned, and that this decision was con

firmed by the Orientals.
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with Himself, determined to send forth from Himself

His hitherto silent Nous, and caused this to become a

Person, whereupon the production of a world of spirits

and material creatures followed. At a later age in the

Church, the theory that it required a determination and

act of will on the part of the Father to call the Logos
into personal existence, was still called the peculiar
tenet of Yalentinus, as (for instance) is frequently done

by Athanasius.1

III. THE CONTEST BETWEEN HIPPOLYTUS AND THE

SABELLIANS.

Let us now follow the historical course of the con

test as we find it in the certainly somewhat confused

narrative of Hippolytus. Besides the Theodotians,

who still existed as a body at that time in Rome, there

were two other parties under Zephyrinus, who contended

with one another respecting the Trinity the school of

Cleomenes and Sabellius on the one side, of Hippolytus
and his followers on the other. Hippolytus boasted

that it was he who had emphatically and frequently

refuted the Noetians, so that they had often acknow

ledged the truth under the pressure of his arguments ;

but then (it must be confessed) had returned to their

own doctrine, or, as he expressed it, had wallowed in

their old filth again. At the same time he accuses

Bishop Zephyrinus of having, outof covetousness, allowed

various persons to attend the instruction of Cleomenes,

and of having gradually approximated to his doctrine
;

1 So Or. contra Arian. III., Opp. I. 613, where he argues against those

who make the Logos to be generated by the Will of the Father
;
and adds :

K hoiaa.aQuaciv tTSpov &quot;hoyov,
accl roe, OvoihsvTivov

^&quot;hoiaoivrzg^ xpivrov trtfioy

Qvo
t

u,a.aa,T&)ffotv. And p. 614 : Kavrat, Ktvovai) x,otl rviv Ouot.hiVTivov tvvoioiv xotl

&kt\wiv Trpofiot-hhovToe.i, ivx (twov ^ictar^auai rov vlou KTTO TQV veerfOf x.oe.1 /&vj

fi -Trayjv ffiiov XVTOV TOU Trotrpos &9&1 &quot;hoyov oiKhoi xrifffAoc. And he exclaims

yet again to them : &quot;H u.akftuu, Ovahfyrivov ovv vfAiv sly si;
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and that to this the influence and help of Callistus had

greatly contributed. The charge, that Zephyrinus
favoured the Noetians out of avarice, may be under

stood to mean that he was unwilling to rob the common
chest of the sums which these persons brought to it,

and of the contributions which they from time to time

made, by excommunicating them. Thus, in Rome, the

sum of 200 sesterces, which he had lately given, was

returned to Marcion when he was expelled for ever.
1

The amount of historic truth probably reduces itself to

this : that in the time of Zephyrinus the small Noetian

school had not yet developed into a sect, and that

most of those who were this way inclined still wavered

hesitatingly, as could hardly be otherwise at a time

when no decisions of the Church respecting the doc

trine of the Trinity were extant, and as Hippolytus
himself affirms. Zephyrinus might therefore hold it

advisable not at once to visit those who attended the

lectures of Cleomenes, or in way allowed their views to

be influenced by his, with ecclesiastical censures, such

as excommunication. And we may also ask whether
Cleomenes had already formulated the new doctrine so

definitely as Sabellius afterwards did, whether he did

not veil it under orthodox-sounding expressions ?

It was Callistus who (according to the statement of

Hippolytus) induced Zephyrinus &quot;to be ever promoting
dissension among the brethren,&quot; viz. respecting the

doctrine of the Father and the Son, a charge which,

however, the narrator himself refutes
;
for we see from

his account that the dissension was already there, with

out any help from Zephyrinus and Callistus
;
that the

two parties, whose leaders were Cleomenes and Sabellius

on the one side, and Hippolytus on the other, were

fighting vigorously and perseveringly with one

another. This Hippolytus himself, as has been said,
1 TERTULL. Prescript, c. 39 [adv. Marcion, IV. 4].
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sets forth
;
and the discontent, which he here clothes in

the charge of troubling the peace of the Church, has its

basis in the fact that Zephyrinus and Callistus did not

make his party and view unconditionally their own,

but, taking a middle course, said that both parties were

partly wrong and partly (in so far as they blamed the

other side) right. We have only to listen to what he

says himself. Zephyrinus, advised by Callistus, came

publicly before the congregation and made this con

fession : &quot;I know but one God Jesus Christ
;
and

besides Him I know no one that was born and has

suffered.&quot; That was the language of the Church of that

age, and it was thus that the martyrs confessed their

faith before the heathen judges. Thus spoke the Scil-

litanian martyrs
l

(about the year 203) ;
Pionius also,

and his companions in suffering at Smyrna.
2

Zephy
rinus means that He Who was born and has suffered is

no other than the God in Whom we believe
;
in other

words : &quot;I know not two Gods
;
one that remains for

ever invisible and afar off, and one that, drawing near

to men in the form of a man, was born and has suffered

among them.&quot; And, to prevent Cleomenes and his

party from explaining this in their own sense, Callistus

came forward and said that it was not the Father who
suffered and died, but the Son. This was a direct

contradiction to the doctrine of Cleomenes and his
&quot;

chorus,&quot; who expressly maintained that He Who was

1

RUINART, Acta MM. p. 88, ed. Amstelod.
2 L.c. pp. 143 seqq. Pionius, Theodora, and Sabina declare, in answer

to the question, Quern Deum colis ? Deum omnipotentem qui fecit ccelum,

etc., quern cognovimus per Verbum ejus Jesum Christum. Then to the ques

tion, Quern Deum colis? Asclepiades answers, Christum. The judge

replies, Quid ergo ? iste alter est 1 Asclepiades, Non ; sed ipse quern et ipsi

paulo ante confessi sunt. When they were again asked at the altar, and

again confessed that they believed in the God Who made the world, the

judges ask, Ilium dicis, qui crucifixus est? and Pionus answers, Ilium dico,

quern pro salute orbis Pater misit. So, again, SAPRICIUS declares (Acta S.

Nicephori, p. 241) that the true God, Who created all things the God of

the Christians is Christ.
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nailed to the Cross had not concealed from those who
could understand it that He was the Father Himself.

1

And when Hippolytus goes on to add that in this way
Callistus ever kept the strife awake among the people,

one ought much rather to think that only in this way
was it possible, without detriment to the teaching of

the Church, to arrive at an understanding. Without

intending it, Hippolytus himself bears witness to the

uprightness of Callistus conduct. He says that in

private conversation Callistus spoke to those who were

on the side of truth
(i.e. the doctrine of Hippolytus) as

if he was of the same opinion as they, and then again
instructed them in the doctrine of Sabellius.

2 This

was (when we place ourselves at the standpoint and in

1

&quot;Troiripoc,
%s slvott X.UI Tolg ^upovfftv ^ ct7rox.pi&amp;gt;-$/

ctvra. Philosophumena,

p. 284.

; rog f/,v o~hv)tiotv ~h*yu

yjTroiroc. trdhtv B otvrolg roe. 2/3sAA/oy opotag, ov xotl avrov

(Ivua.f4.tvog) xctropdovv. Besides the emendation already suggested,
we ought, instead of x.otP v$i*, to read x,u,r /&/ = in private, in opposi
tion to the Bishop s SqitoWqt, immediately following. The conjecture of

Dr. Wordsworth, xetr iliav, is the very reverse of happy ;
and the inter

pretation which he would put upon these words, sub specie similia sentiendi,

would certainly not easily occur to any one on reading them. But a more

important point is, that Dr. Wordsworth in his translation has allowed

himself a deliberate alteration of the passage, in order to make the conduct

of Callistus appear more hateful and treacherous than even Hippolytus
intended us to understand

;
for Dr. Wordsworth renders it,

&quot; And at another

time speaking with similar language (of duplicity) to those who held the

doctrine of Sabellius.&quot; According to this rendering, Callistus must have

conversed with the followers of Hippolytus only in the sense of their doc

trine, and with the Noetians again only in the very opposite sense
;
and

consequently it would be impossible to acquit him of the charge of duplicity.

But before one can bring out this meaning, one must first arbitrarily alter

the text, and make it say something altogether different from what stands

there. Dr. Wordsworth contents himself with approving in a note the

conjecture of Herr Bunsen, who wishes instead of Ku.hiv 5 avrolg to read

Kcihiv V etv rol$. But this makes no sense
;
at least we must have another

word added, e.g. Qpwovai after rd S/3e*A/oi/, and even then the sentence

would still not answer the requirements of Dr. Wordsworth. But it is

scarcely consistent to print the Greek text with its clear simple meaning,
and then in the translation to make the author say something altogether

different.
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the position of the two men) quite natural on both

sides, that Callistus should act in this way, and that

Hippolytus should take this view of his conduct. To

the latter, every objection raised against his system in

the interests of the Divine Unity savoured of Sabel-

lianism, just as the Arians also in a later age argued

against the defenders of the Nicene doctrine. Accord

ingly, if Callistus ever said to the followers of Hippoly

tus,
&quot; You are quite right in insisting that it is the Son

Who suffered, and not the Father
;
Father and Son,

although of the same nature, are still distinct
;

&quot;

this

meant that in this at least Hippolytus teaches in

accordance with the truth. But suppose that Callistus

said,
&quot; The Son or Logos is not one who came into

existence
;
He did not become Son first at the Creation,

still less at the Incarnation
;
what He is, He is from

the first from all eternity. The Father can never be

conceived except as having the Son in inseparable

union with and in Him
;

there was no need for a

determination of the Divine Will to precede in order to

give existence to the Logos,&quot; then Hippolytus and

his
&quot; chorus

&quot;

would cry,
&quot; Listen to the disciple of

Noetus, the follower of Sabellius ! Now it is clear that

the deceiver has tried to win us over and corrupt us by
his apparent agreement with our doctrine.&quot;

Meanwhile Hippolytus himself is obliged to confess

that Callistus had nearly the whole Roman community
on his side, but manifestly only because he remained

true to what had hitherto been the teaching of the

Church. &quot;

Every one,&quot;
he says,

&quot; favoured his

hypocrisy,&quot;
of course always excepting Cleomenes

and his followers on the one side, and the party of

Hippolytus on the other. &quot;I
alone,&quot; says Hippolytus,

&quot; who saw through his meaning, did not sanction his

views, but refuted him and opposed him.&quot; Hippolytus
v. Callistus such was the match, and a very unequal
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one. On the one side, the most learned man of his

age, beyond a doubt the most considerable person

intellectually in the Roman community, a defender

of the Christian faith against heathen philosophy, a

disciple of the celebrated (in Rome also well known)
Irenseus

;
on the other, a poor slave taken out of the

House of Correction. Which of these two was the

innovator ? Had Hippolytus insisted on nothing but

what had hitherto been taught in the Roman Church,

while Callistus tried to overthrow the traditional

doctrine, and introduce the novelties of Noetus, it

would be quite inconceivable that every one should

favour the opponent of the traditional doctrine, while

the defender of it was left to stand almost alone, and

this in an age and in a community in which people
held so firmly to what was handed down from antiquity.

It is true that Hippolytus lays all the blame on the

TravovpyLd, the deceit and hypocrisy of Callistus, which

he was the only one to see through. This hypocrisy
went such lengths, that, although he often entered into

discussions with all parties, he really never committed

himself to any error by which Hippolytus could convict

him
; for, as Hippolytus himself admits, it was only

his inner meaning and disposition, the vo^ara of the

man (285), and not his words or public lectures, which

were made to furnish Hippolytus with material for his

attacks or suspicions. Which simply means this :

&quot;

Callistus, it is true, has not said anything such as to

enable me to point him out to Christians as a Patri-

passian and denier of the Personality of the Logos ;

but seeing that in certain points he has said that

Sabellius was right (in opposition to me), he must, in

his innermost convictions, have been a Patripassian
and Noetian.&quot;

Callistus no doubt went farther than this. He not

only thought the doctrine of Hippolytus dangerous ;
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before the congregation (S^oo-ia, 289) he publicly

charged him and his followers with being Ditheists.

What he said in justification of this certainly very
serious accusation can scarcely (seeing that we know
what the doctrine of Hippolytus was) be doubtful.
&quot; You show

us,&quot;
he would have said,

&quot; a Logos who
once did not exist : you think you can state the

moment when God bethought Himself that He would

no longer be alone, but that He would place another

side by side with Himself as a companion, by making
one of His attributes, viz. His reason, into a Person.

God then is the Sovereign, and the other His Son,

whom He has made to be what He is simply according
to His own will and pleasure ;

for the Son might have

been left by Him in His original impersonal, and there

fore unconscious, existence, and must obey Him in all

things. With you, therefore, the existence of the Son

is such a mere accident, depending solely on the choice

and caprice of the Father, that you even go so far as

to say that, had He pleased, God might have made

any individual man (or mankind) to be God instead of

His Logos.
1 What is this Logos and Son, according to

your idea, but a second God alongside of the first, a

God brought into existence, like the Oeol yevvrjrol of Plato? 2

Or how do you mean, with such a doctrine as that, to

save the Unity of God ? Perhaps by saying that the

one commands and the other obeys ? or that you
understand the Logos to be the ideal world originally
shut up in the bosom of the Father ?

3
Is very much

gained for the Unity of God by saying that between
God and the Logos there is a community of power ?

4

You hope, possibly, to secure the Divine Unity by main

taining that the Logos, as coming out of the Nature of

1 Philos. p. 336.
2
PLATO, Pol. VIII. p. 546 B. Timxus, 40 D. Timasus Locrus, 96 c.

3 JLvhotQerov rov TTOIVTOS Myiapov, p. 334. 4 Contra Noet. p. 59.
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the Father, has the Nature of God. 1 But ask any

philosophical idolater whether mere community of

nature is sufficient to make several Gods into one.

You know, of course, what the Greeks say of Athene,
the goddess who sprang out of the breast or head of the

Father. They call her now the Intelligence that per
vades the universe,

2

just as you call the Logos the Idea

(\OJLO-/JLO^) of the universe. They say that Zeus, who
could find no one equal to himself in dignity through
whom she might be produced, begat her himself, and

therefore she alone is the true daughter of the Father.

The Father is indeed the great Artificer and King ;
she

is born from his head, from which nothing more lovely

could be born than Athene. She is inseparable from

him : she remains with the Father, as if she were

grown together with him : in him she breathes, and is

his assessor and the sharer of his counsels. She sits at

his right hand : herself higher than an angel, she com
municates to the angels the commands which she has

first received from the Father.
3 Would not one sup

pose that you had borrowed your description of the

Logos from this speech of JELius ARISTIDES, which

appeared some fifty years ago, merely changing the

female into the male ? This Athene is certainly of

like nature with Zeus, coming out of his substance
;

but for all that, are they not two different divinities ?

She, too, is simply a deity brought into existence, who
once was not, but had only a possible, a potential

existence in the head of the great god ;
until he, taking

counsel with himself, determined to allow her to go
out from him as his reason or wisdom, now become

a person, and place her side by side with himself.&quot;

1 A/o xxl 00f, ovcipxffiot VTCUV
0fot&amp;gt;,

Philos. p. 336.

2
&amp;lt;&powfft;

^idc KOWTUV ^irt x,ovaoi. AlHENAGOR. Legat. C. 19.

fttv yoe,p \sii /xzifais, % yl ruu oiyy&av oJAAo/j aAAac

TOV Trotrpos TrotpxT^oif^ftoe.vQVffot.
ARISTID. ed. Dindorf, I. 15.
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Assuredly it is no wonder that the large majority of

the Roman clergy and laity held with Callistus rather

than with Hippolytus. On the death of Zephyrinus
it was again manifest that it was Callistus and not

Hippolytus in whom the people recognised their faith

and the clergy their doctrine; for he, and not Hippoly

tus, who otherwise certainly had claim to be so, was

elected Bishop. Zephyrinus had hitherto allowed

Sabellius to remain in his communion, probably because

he too regarded Sabellius as one who was hesitating,

and might still be won over; whether he also tolerated

the others who held similar views, is not clear. The

new Bishop at once excommunicated him, because his

doctrine was damnable
;

and Hippolytus gives two

reasons which induced Callistus to do this : first, fear

of himself, Hippolytus ; second, fear that, if he did not

do it,
he would be accused in other Churches of being

a heretic.

From this we see that Hippolytus was still in com
munion with the Church

;
that the schism did not at

once begin on the election of Callistus by the counter-

election of Hippolytus, but not till somewhat later.

But Hippolytus here again mentions that Callistus

publicly charged him and his followers of like views

with being Ditheists.
1

This must have occasioned the breach, the circum

stances of which Hippolytus does not give us, but

which the rest of his narrative and his mode of expres
sion set forth in the clearest way. Persons whom

1 A/ TO liiifAOffief kpt-ly ovettii^ovr* elwslv 3&amp;gt;i0&oi sarrs. Wordsworth trans

lates : Because he had before calumniated me in public, and said, &quot;You

are a Ditheist.&quot; Where is there any
u before

&quot;

in the Greek ? Hippolytus

speaks of what now took place, as the second part of the sentence, which

mentions the exit of Sabellius in exactly the same construction, sufficiently

shows. Moreover, 3/&o/ tart is not, as Wordsworth appears to think, the

colloquial plural. When Callistus said,
&quot; Ye are Ditheists,&quot; he cannot have

meant Hippolytus only, but thereby designated a number of persons, a

party, as such.
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Callistus had declared publicly before the congregation
to be Ditheists, could be allowed by him to remain in

the Church only if they retracted their doctrine
;
and

this in the case of Hippolytus was not to be thought of.

Accordingly, it seems more probable that it was Cal

listus who excommunicated him and his followers, and

that thereupon Hippolytus was elected Bishop by his

party. That the great majority of Churches continued

to recognise Callistus is indubitable, and it seems to

the present writer that Hippolytus says as much himself.

For immediately after mentioning that Callistus wished

to secure himself in the eyes of other Churches from

the discredit or charge of heterodoxy, he again notices

the cunning adroitness of the man, and says that in

time the crafty charlatan brought over many to his

side. This cannot refer to the Christians in Rome, for

Hippolytus had already mentioned that in Rome every
one sided with Callistus, while he alone opposed him,
so that he had 110 need there gradually to win over

&quot;many ;&quot;

but it means the external Churches, of whom
he was speaking a little while before. Without doubt

Hippolytus on his side left no stone unturned to induce

these Churches to recognise him: he described Callistus

to them as an heretical Noetian
;
and as his reputation

at that time was already widely spread in the Church,
he thus found himself in a better position than Callistus,

who w^as certainly less well known outside Rome. On
the other hand, Callistus of course had the majority of

the clergy and people to bear testimony for him, and,

moreover, was in possession. However, just as after

wards in the case of the Novatian schism many Churches

refrained from recognising either side until they had

obtained more accurate information, and until the

suspicion against Cornelius was cleared up, so no doubt

was the case here also
;

after a while (eVl %/o(W) the

majority decided for Callistus, and of course Hippolytus
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attributed this to the deceit and knavish cunning of

his rival.

Hippolytus further contends that Sabellius, after his

excommunication, frequently charged Callistus with

having departed from his former belief. This is very

credible, and lies in the nature of the position in which

Callistus found himself between two opposite and

erroneous views respecting the Trinity. During the

lifetime of Zephyrinus he had specially contended

against those who, as his successor, the Roman

Dionysius, says, violated the most sublime and sacred

doctrine of the Church that of the Monarchia by

dividing it into three Powers, or separate Hypostases,
or Deities, and thereby destroying it

; whereby, as

Dionysius adds, they fell into an error diametrically

opposite to that of Sabellius.
1

Hippolytus and his

followers were the forerunners of these erroneous

teachers, censured by Dionysius forty years later
;

for

their theory respecting the Logos led to a
&quot;

dividing

(Siatpeais) of the Sacred Monad.&quot; Callistus had here a

common interest with Sabellius and the Noetians, viz.

the defence of the Divine Unity ;
he was obliged to

make use of expressions and put forward statements

which this party likewise employed, or at any rate

could interpret in their own sense
;
his texts were the

ones which they quoted also. But when he became

Bishop, and now recognised the necessity of combating
Sabellianism also, it was quite natural that the leader

of this party should charge him with having formerly

1 ATHANAS. De deer. Nic. syn. c. 26, p. 231, in ROUTH, III. 179. Hip

polytus and Callistus disputed only about the relation between the Father

and the Son
;
as yet nothing was said respecting the Holy Spirit, whose

position and Personality would follow necessarily from that of the Son : if

the Son was only a later-produced Being, called into existence by an act of

the Father s will, the same would hold of the Holy Ghost. If, on the

other hand, the eternal Personality of the Son was saved, the same would

result for the third Hypostasis of the Trinity.



HIPPOLYTUS CONTRADICTIONS RESPECTING CALLISTUS. 215

used very different language, in that he had emphati

cally preached the duty of defending the indivisible

Unity of the Divine Monad against a system which

severed the Logos from this Unity. What here

happened to Callistus has happened to the Church

itself, whenever it has had successively to combat

opposite errors. Thus the Monophysites declared that

formerly, in the contest with the Nestorians, the Church

had used entirely Monophysite language, etc. etc.

iv. HIPPOLYTUS CONTRADICTORY ACCOUNTS OF THE

DOCTRINE OF CALLISTUS.

Hippolytus did not rest content with general accusa

tions
;
he described the Trinitarian doctrine of Callistus

more exactly as a new heresy invented by him, a heresy

into which he had fallen, partly under the pressure of

the charges of Sabellius, partly because he found it

difficult to develop a doctrine different from that of

Hippolytus ;
for he nevertheless felt that the charge of

Ditheism, which he had once publicly made against

his opponents, must be supported by a corresponding
form of doctrine. But here at the very beginning we

must observe that, according to the testimony of

Hippolytus, the conduct of Callistus was in the main

determined with a view to the doctrine and judgment
of other Churches. If he excommunicated Sabellius

in order to avoid a reputation among foreign Churches

of favouring heresy, it is quite clear that he would not

have invented a doctrine which he must have known
would be rejected by the Churches collectively as

heretical. A man who is scrupulous about even

tolerating a false teacher, will certainly not be in the

least likely to risk being himself stamped as a heresi-

arch by adopting and teaching the same doctrine in

a slightly altered form. We will, however, consider
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more closely what Hippolytus says respecting the

doctrine of Callistus.

One is at the outset astonished at the unmistakeable

contradictions and inaccuracies with which Hippolytus
has interspersed his twofold, though in both cases very

short, description of Callistus form of doctrine.

Firstly^ Callistus is said to have taught that the

Father and the Son are not merely one God, but one

single Person
;

and immediately afterwards the re

porter himself mentions that,
&quot;

in order to avoid

blasphemy against the Father,&quot;
1

Callistus expressly
declared that the two were not one Person. There

fore the statement about the single Person is merely
a deduction, which Hippolytus wished to foist on his

adversary.

Secondly, Callistus, as his opponent reports, taught
that the visible, Le. the man Jesus, was the Son, and

that the Divine Pneuma dwelling in the man, or the

Son, was the Father. If we compare the short report
in the synopsis in the tenth book, the groundlessness
of this charge is evident. For here Callistus teaches

that the Son, or the Logos, is in His nature the one

God and Creator of the universe, and therefore in His

nature one with the Father. This Logos became

Oy y&p 6i&quot;hsi &quot;hyziv TOV TFOfttpct TrsTrouOsvou xoil tv shxt

txtywytiiv rr,v sis foy Trxripx (SKeurtyinfAiotv o dvoYiro; Jtctl cro;x/Aof, x.r.A. p.

289. utrrs is to be supplied before Jxcpyygfr. Dr. Wordsworth incorrectly

translates,
&quot; For he does not like to say that the Father suffered, and waft

one Person, because he shrinks from blasphemy against the Father
;

&quot;

instead of,
&quot; and that there is only one Person.&quot; Could Callistus possibly

have supposed that it was blasphemy to say that the Father is one Person ?

In a previous passage we read : TOV T^oyou U.UTOV slvoti vlov O.VTOV xai K

aAAo ^e viov, x..r.~h. These last words Dr. Wordsworth renders thus:
u and that the Father is not one, and the Son another (Person),&quot; a manifest

perversion of the sense. The substantive of AAo in each case is the

immediately preceding vvsvfta,. The Father and the Son are not two

Pneumata, but only one, is the doctrine of the Church
;
the Father and

the Son are only one single Person, is Sabellianism and heresy.
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flesh. Accordingly, the man who even in the God

head, regarded absolutely and without reference to the

Incarnation, distinguished the Father from the Son, at

any rate in name, who said that it was the Logos, or

Son, Who became man, he cannot at the same time

have maintained that the distinction between the

Father and the Son is that the Son is the visible man,
the Father the indwelling Deity. According to him,

the man is taken into the Sonship only by personal

union with the Logos ;
therefore what Callistus said,

and what Hippolytus in his irritation has misunder

stood and perverted, would be this : Christ, Who in

His manhood was visible on the earth, and one day
will be so again, is the Son, but the Logos is at the

same time essentially one with the Father, the Father

dwells in Him
;
and thus, by the closest essential union

with the Logos, the Father dwells also in Christ.

Thirdly, Does the assertion of Hippolytus, that

Callistus maintained that the Son or Logos is dis

tinguished from the Father only in name and not in

reality, rest upon definite statements of Callistus, or is

it merely a deduction drawn by Hippolytus himself?

It seems to me clear that the latter is the case.

Callistus no doubt said that there was no difference

of nature between the Two
;
he certainly stated this

with peculiar emphasis in opposition to Hippolytus,
whose doctrine seemed to him necessarily to presup

pose or to create a difference of this kind
;
but that

the Father and the Son were distinguished merely in

Name, he cannot have taught. For he says that the

Logos is the One God, the Creator of the universe; and

that this Logos is He Who is called the Son; that this

Logos became flesh. Consequently, the relation in

which God is the Logos or the Son is with him an

original one
;

not (as with Hippolytus) one subse

quently produced. While the Noetians called it a
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strange and unheard-of thing that the Logos should

be called the Son
;

l
while Hippolytus taught that God

had called His Logos Son only by anticipation, because

He was to be born as a man, the unincarnate Logos

being not yet truly and perfectly Son,
2

Callistus notices

the relation of the Father to the Son as one existing

already in the Divine nature
;

it was the Logos, or the

Son, Who became flesh. Hippolytus does not say
here that, according to Callistus, God was called the

Son in so far as He became man. But if God is

already Logos and Son before the Creation and Incar

nation, and independently of these externally mani

fested acts, then the name &quot; Son
&quot;

denotes a real

and original relation in the Godhead; &quot;Son&quot; can

not be a mere name given to God at pleasure along
with others, without expressing any actual fact

whatever.

Fourthly, The doctrine of Callistus is said to be a

compound of elements, taken half from that of Noetus

and Sabellius, half from that of Theodotus. But even

from the partial and highly-coloured account of Hip

polytus, one cannot recognise any Theodotian elements

in the teaching of Callistus. According to the state

ment of our informer, Theodotus of Byzantium taught
that Jesus was merely a man of extraordinary piety,

on whom the Pneuma, named Christ, descended at his

baptism in the Jordan, but without His thereby

becoming God. According to Hippolytus account,

Callistus taught the opposite of all this : with him

God the Logos became man in the Virgin s womb ;

a mere man Jesus never at any moment existed
;
and

God did not descend upon a full-grown man, but took

man s nature and made it Divine by uniting it with

Himself.
3

1 HIPPOL. Contra Noet. p. 67.
2 L.c. p. 69.

3 TOVTOV TOV Aoyov zvoc, sfaott Qeov dvoftdfyi xxi
&amp;lt;rt&amp;lt;reip*afffat

htyst, p. 330-
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After such proofs of incorrect conception and per
version of the truth under the influence of passion, we
must go to work critically and inquiringly, and sepa
rate the doctrine of Callistus respecting the Trinity
from the insinuations and deductions with which

Hippolytus has interpolated it.

Callistus, as is clear from the narrative of Hip
polytus, developed his theology only in opposition to

Sabellius (whom he had excommunicated) on the one

side, and to Hippolytus on the other; he wished to

avoid Sabellius confusion of the Father with the Son,
and Hippolytus ditheistic separation of the Logos
from God. Accordingly, his teaching respecting the

Godhead is as follows: There is One God or Divine

Spirit (ev 7rvev^a\ Who fills all things in heaven and

earth with His Presence. This Divine Pneuma is the

Father and the Son, Who are in nature the same
;

nevertheless these are not mere empty titles of the

same God, nor yet designations of His different modes
of revelation or forms of activity ;

had Callistus meant

this, he must have said with the Noetians, that God
was called Father and Son according to the difference

of time (/cara %povwv rpoTrrjv). Hippolytus strongly

charged the party of Cleomenes with this; had he

been able to state the same of Callistus, he would

certainly not have passed it over in silence.

When, therefore, Hippolytus further makes Callistus

say that the same Logos is Son and also Father,
1 we

must correct this statement, coloured as it is by the

narrator, by a reference to the synopsis :

&quot; God is

also the Son, but in nature One, for God is not an

other Pneuma different from the Logos, and the

Logos is not different from God;&quot;
2 and in the words

1 Tov Aoyov OLVTOV iivott viov, XVTOV xal TrctTSpx, p. 289.
2

TlvsvftO: y&p G 0oV ov-% snoots Ian Koipcx. Toy Aoyov q 6 Aoyof vxp& TCV

&amp;lt;~&amp;gt;&amp;lt;.iv, p. 330.
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immediately preceding, it is plainly stated that the

One God is Father, and at the same time Son or

Logos.
1 The expression, then, which was put into the

mouth of Callistus above, is much more likely to have

run as follows : The Logos or Son is not in the Divine

nature distinct from the Father; Both are One God.

It is remarkable here that Hippolytus once more

quotes propositions which after all merely state the

pure Catholic doctrine as the peculiar doctrine of

Callistus. Thus in the synopsis, after having here

also again attributed to his opponent the theory that

there is only one single Prosopon, a theory which,

according to Hippolytus own statement, Callistus re

jected, he continues : &quot;Of this Logos, Callistus says
that He is the One God and became flesh.&quot; No doubt

this is all directed antithetically against Hippolytus;
and therefore he quotes it as if it were something

peculiar to Callistus. The Bishop of Rome wished to

protest against two perilous features in the theology
of Hippolytus : firstly, the identification of the Father

with God to such an extent that the two conceptions

exactly coincided, and the Logos came to stand as a

later and accidentally-produced Being, merely near

and external to the Godhead, as a ere/jo?, as Hippolytus
said

; secondly, as a corollary of the first, the supposi
tion of a second inferior Divine Being, owing His

existence to an act of the Father s Will, and destined

only for obedience. Hence it is that Callistus so

emphatically insists that &quot; God is not another Pneuma
beside the Logos;&quot; hence it is that he adds, &quot;for I

will not speak of two Gods, but One.&quot; He was quite

right in condemning the tendency of Hippolytus

1 That &quot; Son &quot; and &quot;

Logos
&quot;

are synonymous in Callistus, is shown from

this very passage by the connection between viog and Aoy? ;
after saying

that the Father and the Son are One God, in nature One, he adds : for
God is not a different Pneuma from the Logos. Therefore Logos= Son.
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teaching; he saw that in placing the Logos beside

God, in making the Logos be produced out of God

(Who had long since been existing complete and per
fect in Himself) as a Being called into personal exist

ence by an act of the Divine Will, Hippolytus ren

dered Ditheism or (if the Holy Spirit were included)

Tritheism inevitable. Accordingly, Callistus declared,

what the later Fathers of the Church also acknow

ledged, that the Father as such is not God, for other

wise of necessity there would be no longer any room

in the Godhead for the Logos ;
the idea of the God

head being already filled by the Father alone, and the

Father being the whole or totality of the Godhead (TO

Se Trav Trarrjp), the Logos could only appear as a second

God side by side with the first.
1

What Callistus further insists upon, and always in

direct opposition to the views of Hippolytus, is the

inseparable union and unity of the Father and the

Son. Here he appeals to the words of Christ (S. John

xiv. 11),
&quot; Believest thou not that I am in the Father,

and the Father in me ?
&quot; The Father dwells in the

Son
; being in Him, He took flesh, and by uniting it

with Himself made it Divine.
2 This representation of

the mutual indwelling (-Tre/H^w/t^w) of the Divine

Persons, which the Fathers since the Arian times

have carefully developed, is very much to be noted in

Callistus
; properly considered, it alone is sufficient to

show that he kept clear of all Sabellian confusion.

&quot;The Father, Who is or dwells in the Son; &quot;--is it

1 Contra Noet. c. 11, p. 62. On the other hand GREGORY OF NYSSA says

(Lib. de comm. notion. I. p. 915): Oy yoip xuQo TVIV STSDOTYITOC, (His distinct

Personality) aaQt vetTYip irpog vloi/, KXTU. TOVTO soV 6 Kovrqp ovra yo ovx

a,v Qso$ o vlos el yp eirei irotrvip 6 KotTyip, &quot;bix TOVTO x.a.1 0soV 6 Kotrvip- STTSI

ftv) vrxTvip o t//oV, oy 0oV o viog, x.r.A. He might also have said, in that

case the Son would be either not God, or a second God beside the first.

2 O yp w XVTU (ylu} ysvopevos KotTVip, TrpoffhotfioftevQ; Tqv ffxp^ot tdzo-

kvuaag eotVTto, p. 289.
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conceivable even that Sabellius or Noetus should

express themselves thus ? Only those could do so

who distinguished the Father and the Son as two

Persons or subjects, and did not consider them to be

merely successive and various ways in which God has

revealed Himself.
1

When, therefore, Callistus said that the Father,

dwelling or existing in the Son, took man s nature, he

presupposed the Incarnation of the Son per se ; but at

the same time wished to indicate the union of the

Father with the Son as so intimate, that the Father

became man at the same time with or in the Son, and

therefore suffered also with the Son, on account of this

impossibility of separation. Praxeas used the same

expression with regard to the suffering,
2 but with him

it has a different meaning ;
for with him God is the

Son only in relation to the body or human substance.

Therefore, in his case,
a the Father suffered with the

Son&quot; means merely that the suffering, which in the

first instance affected only the human body, reached

the Godhead also, which formed the soul of this body.
Callistus says, on the other hand : the Logos became

flesh
;

3
but the Father dwells in the Logos, and all

that the Logos or the Son does and suffers, the Father

does and suffers also
;

therefore the Father in and

through the Son took part in the Incarnation and the

Passion.

Without doubt it was precisely upon the Incarna

tion and Passion that Hippolytus had laid stress, in

order to make it palpably necessary that, although
the Logos was of the Substance of God, yet He must

1 Thus CYRIL OF ALEXANDRIA also remarks, that the words of Christ,

S. John xiv. 10, on the one side express the identity of the Godhead, and

the oneness of nature in the Father and the Son
;
on the other side : S; TO

irspoy \v sripu tlvt&i, fty ev Tt oi&amp;gt; iv dptQpw VOYI&YI. Thesaur. de Trin., Opp.V. 109.
2
Compassus est Pater Filio. TERTULL. Adv. Prax. c. 29.

3 Tovrov rw Koyov . . . ataot,px,uo6u,i T\kyu, p. 330.
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be conceived as being subordinate to the Father or

God, a Being nearer or nearest to God. For this

reason it was thought that Callistus placed both, even

in reference to the olicovo^ia, in such close connection
;

and he was thus brought to the view which the later

Fathers (on the strength of this same passage, S. John

xiv. 10) afterwards developed still further, that each

Person imparts His properties to the other two Persons,

and that the three Persons are so united as to do all

things in common. 1

Two remarks force themselves upon us here in con

sidering this memorable contest in the Church of Rome.

Hippolytus, as we have seen, charged the Churches in

communion with Callistus with having introduced the

practice of rebaptizing (i.e. heretics who went over to

them). The African Church was the one specially

intended. In the lively and uninterrupted intercourse

between the Roman and African Churches, it is im

possible that the latter had not taken careful notice of

the continual disputes and divisions in the former,

especially as these had reference to the most sacred

dogma of the Christian faith. Owing to the appear
ance of Praxeas, who had tendered his recantation to

the Church of Carthage, the Africans were already

acquainted with these disputed points ; and they were

now compelled to declare for the one side or the other.

That along with the communion of Callistus they also

1 So especially JOHN OF DAMASCUS, III. 4 : %ctl oCro; kartv 6 rpoTro; TY,$

djri^oatug, x.a.Ttpa,g Qvctug oLvrihibovaYis TY\ erepcc roi i ^iot, B/ot T^V TVJ$

v zroffTa.fftus TotUTOTYirot, xotl rqv si; cih~hv\ha, OLVT-MV ^rspi^pYifftv. And in the

following chapter he says that the Persons are united in their nature

and natural idiomata : x,cc,l ru pv) biiaTotaQai /^^ txtpotTctv rvj; iraTpDcyg

i/Koaroiffsas. GREGORY OF NYSSA expresses the union and entire community
of activity still more strongly : ovrt ydp ^p ov&t

!&amp;gt;i(x,ipi~noe,i tiXh^huv roe.

VpOaaTTCl T^S 0CTJTOf, OVTS TOKU, 0V ftovh^ OVZ tTTlTYllwflCtTt, OVX,
tVtpytloe,, 6V

7r/x,Q&amp;lt;i,
ovosvi TUV TOiovrav, oiofTrep 6tap{iroii fwi ruv dv6pu7rav. De comm. not.,

Opp. ed. Paris 1638, II. p. 85. [See the Report of the Reunion Conference
at Bonn, 1875, pp. 11-15, 68, 69, and passim ; Pickering, 1876.]
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accepted the doctrine with which he opposed Hip-

polytus, is clear. Are we, then, to believe that the

African Churches changed their doctrine respecting
the Trinity between one day and another, like a

coat ?

Again, if in the Church, which by its superior

grandeur, antiquity, and dignity formed the centre of

the whole Christian world, to which all directed their

eyes, with which all held communion and intercourse,
1

if in this Church a heresy denying the Divine

Personality of Christ had been favoured under

Zephyrinus, and become triumphant under Callistus,

how are we to explain the fact that, although the dis

sension remained confined to Rome, yet outside Rome

also, at any rate in the majority of Churches, Callistus

and not Hippolytus was recognised ? that in all lists of

the Bishops of Rome, Greek as well as Latin, Callistus

only is named, although he held fast to his doctrine

till his death ? Hippolytus says expressly that the

didascalia of Callistus, his form of doctrine, was pub
lished throughout the world, i.e. the whole Church far

and wide had^ become acquainted with the dissension

between him and Callistus
;

2 and that other Bishops
and Churches neither could nor would remain neutral

spectators, every one who has any idea of the primi
tive Church and its disposition knows. All who came
to Rome from other Churches during the schism would

be compelled at once to decide to which congregation

they would belong, whether they would receive the

holy communion with the party of Hippolytus, or in

one of the churches of Callistus. When Novatian s

schism afterwards broke out in Rome, it forthwith

blazed forth in the most different parts of the Church
in Gaul, and again in the East

;
and not until the year

254 did Dionysius of Alexandria announce to Stephen,

,
Adv. hssr. III. 3, 2.

2
P. 292.
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Bishop of Rome, that the Churches in the East, hitherto

divided by Novatianism, were once more in unity and

peace. If, then, thirty years earlier, when Hippolytus

separated from Callistus, the great majority of Bishops
and Churches remained on the side of Callistus, because

they held him to be orthodox, and recognised their

own doctrine in his, then all is easily explained.
The schism lasted only till the time of Pontianus, that

is to say, for about fifteen or sixteen years, and as

Hippolytus himself to all appearance abandoned his

separate position before his death, the schism died

out without leaving a trace behind. Hippolytus

teaching respecting the Trinity contained nothing
calculated to render it specially popular : it bore too

much the character of a mere composition of dis

cordant elements, and of a transitional stage that must

lead to a further development, to find many who would

care to plant it as the standard of a particular sect,

although at that time many, as to some extent Origen
and perhaps also Tertullian, might feel themselves

more akin to him than to Callistus.

But
if,

on the other hand, we were obliged (with Dr.

Wordsworth) to suppose that Callistus was really a

teacher of Sabellianism, while Hippolytus was regarded

by contemporary Bishops and Christians as a defender

of the Church s orthodoxy, then certainly everything
becomes inexplicable. The matter causes great excite

ment in the whole Church, as Hippolytus says ;
Alci-

biades, a Syrian, on hearing the fame of it, comes from

Assamea to Rome
;
but after all nothing is done. No

Synod is held
;
no serious attempt is made to bring the

Bishop of Rome to a better mind, or to depose him.

The &quot;

school&quot; of Callistus maintains itself even after his

death, and continues to hold fast his doctrine (irapd^oa^)

and once more we meet no trace of other Churches

ceasing to hold communion with its members.
p
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And more than this. Some thirty years after the

death of Callistus, NOVATIAN s book on the Trinity

appears. Its author lived in Rome, writes there ;

mentions, moreover, the Sabellian heresy with dis

approval in no measured terms, and controverts it in

passing. But he describes it only briefly, by stating

that it made Jesus Christ to be the Father
;
and he

never gives the faintest indication that this false

doctrine, or one closely akin to it, had been so power
ful only a short time before in Rome, had been

favoured by the Bishop, taught publicly by others, and

had won the acceptance of the majority in the Roman
Church : his arguments are directed towards a totally

different quarter, viz. against those who made Christ a

mere man. On the above supposition this would be

all the more incomprehensible, inasmuch as Novatian

really exhibits an unmistakable relationship to Hip-

polytus form of teaching. With him also the Father

is the one God
;
the Son has His divinity as a gift, a

present, from the Father
;
He was once in the Father,

and when it pleased the Father the Son went out from

Him; the time of His production depended on His

Father s Will
; by His obedient subjection to this Will

He exhibits the unity of God; and the power of the

Godhead, sent out from the Father alone, and conferred

upon the Son, gradually returns to the Father.
1 Thus

with Novatian also the unity of God was rather

postulated than really maintained, and one can under

stand how the Macedonians in Constantinople delighted

in making use of this work. 2

Let us now consider that between the time in which

the supposed heretical
&quot;

school
&quot;

of Callistus was still

1 NOVAT. De regula fidei, ed. Jackson, Lond. 1728, c. 22, p. 176
;

c. 31,

pp. 238, 240.
2
HIERONYMI, ApoL contra Rufin., Op. IV. 416.
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existing in Rome, and the appearance of this book,
there lay at the very outside twenty years, and it will

be transparent that the heresy which denied the

Divine Personality cannot possibly have been dominant

in Rome only a short time before. Novatian, in whose

time the remembrance of that contest was certainly

fresh and lively, would have devoted more pains and

attention to a heresy which had been vanquished only
a few years before, and, of course, only after recent

contests and efforts; he would have mentioned per
sons and events

;
whereas he directs the point of his

polemics altogether in the opposite direction.

V. A SIXTH CENTURY ACCOUNT OF THE DISPUTE BETWEEN

HIPPOLYTUS AND CALLISTUS.

Let us now consider somewhat more closely that old

report which has been already mentioned: hitherto un

noticed and uncomprehended, it has light thrown upon
it for the first time by the narrative of Hippolytus. It

was in the time of those disturbances and commotions

which invaded the Roman Church at the beginning of

the sixth century, when a strong party set up a rival

to Pope Symmachus in the person of Laurentius, and

the Arian king of the Goths, Theodoric, seized the

opportunity of interfering in the internal affairs of the

Roman Church, and making the Popes dependent on

himself, it was at this time that a member of the

Roman clergy, whom Constant, on account of his

barbarous style, considers to be of Gothic origin, forged

certain documents to support the proposition that the

Pope cannot be judged by any earthly power, and at

the same time do something for the position of Presby
ters of Rome. The perpetrator of these forgeries incor

porated one or two earlier events or legends in his

work
; thus, in the mythical Synod of Sinuessa, the
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legend, which had been in earlier times circulated by
the Donatists, that in the persecution of Diocletian,

Marcellinus, Bishop of Rome, had sacrificed to idols
;

l

and again, in the Acts of a supposed Synod at Rome
under Pope Sylvester, he has inserted a note referring

to the dispute between Callistus and Hippolytus ;
for

at his time a recollection of this still lived on somewhere

in Rome, but so disfigured and fragmentary that neither

the time at which the events occurred, nor the persons
who took part in them, were any longer recognisable.

Who Callistus (whom he makes to be condemned by

Sylvester) was, he evidently did not know
;
but the

accusation made against him he gives correctly Sabel-

lianism. That he in one place says that Callistus

admitted only one Person in the Trinity, and in another

that he had divided the Trinity, is only one of the signs

of clumsiness and ignorance which recur throughout
the whole document. 2 In the case of Hippolytus, also,

1
[See Dr. DOLLINGER S Fables respecting the Popes, p. 79, Rivingtons,

1871, where the contents and origin of this very ancient ecclesiastical

legend are critically examined.]
2 The passage runs thus : Cognitum loquor, et probo Calistum et

Victorinum, qui arbitrio suo fecerunt creaturam, et Jovianum, qui in sua

extollentia dicebat Pascha non venire die suo nee mense, sed X. Kalendas

Maias custodire. (Here, without doubt, the right reading is that given

by Constant in the note : Calistum et Hippolytum, qui arbitrio suo fecerunt

creaturam, et Victorinum, qui, etc. This is required, moreover, by the

introductory Titulus canonum, which runs : De condemnatione Calisti,

Victorini, Hippolyti) Ego enim, sicut lex memorat, in vestro judicio com-

mendo sermonem; ut introducantur hi tres quidem; primo arbitrio (f. arbitror)

Calistum damnari ; corroboretur examen. Qui se Calistus ita docuit Sabel-

lianum, ut arbitrio suo sumat unam personam esse Trinitatis, non enim co-

sequante Patre et Filio et Spirito sancto. Victorinum itaque prxcipue prsesul

regionis antistes (Constant thinks prsecip ue damnandum), qui in sua ferocitate

quidquid vellet affirmabat hominibus, et cyclos paschse pronunciabat fallaces ;

ut hoc quod constituit X. Kalendas Maji custodiri, vestro sermone, sicut

veritas habet, cassetur, et nostro judicio condemnetur, et Jiliorum nostrorum

Augustorum prxcurrat auctoritus condemnandum Victorinum episcopum. Et
introierunt omnes, ut suo sermone damnarentur judicio. Damnavit autem

Hippolytum diaconum Valentinianistam, et Calistum, qui in sua extollentia

separabat Trinitatem, et Victorinum episcopum, qui ignorans lunx rationem,

sub arbitrio (arbitrii) sui tenacitate disrumpebat veritatem. Et prsesentia
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he did not know that he was a Presbyter, and accord

ingly mentions him as a Deacon
; why he makes him

to be accused and condemned as a Valentinian, has

been already discussed.

But who is Victorinus, who is condemned along with

Callistus and Hippolytus, yet not on account of his

teaching respecting the Trinity, but on account of an

interference with the Easter-cycle ? Constant, to whom
the other two names are quite strange,

1 thinks that in

Victorinus he recognises Yictorius of Aquitaine, who
in 457 constructed an Easter-cycle which was afterwards

much disputed. One must freely admit that the clumsy

caprice of the author of these fictions renders it alto

gether credible that he has brought a man of the 5th

century into conjunction with two personages of the

second century. Probable, however, it is not, when
one considers that at the time when this document was

composed Yictorius had been dead at the most forty

years, and that therefore there must certainly have

been persons still living in Rome who had known him
;

further, that the opposition to his cycle did not arise

till a good deal later, Victor of Capua first wrote

against it in 550. Moreover, in this document, Victor

inus appears, not as the author of a cycle of his own,
but as the impugner of the cycle of others. It appears
to me, therefore, much more natural to suppose that

this Victorinus is the one mentioned by the author of

the Libellus of heresies, and by no one else.
2 He must

episcoporum supradictorum, et presbyterorum aliorumque graduum damnavit

Hippolytum, Victorinum, et Calistum, et dedit eis anathema, et damnavit eos

extra urbes suas.

1
Ignota ecclesiasticis in monumentis nomina, are his words, Appendix,

p. 42. Baronius had long ago remarked (a. 324, n. 126) : Quisnam autem

hie fuerit, qui damnatus in hoc Rom. concilio est, Victorinus, ignoratur ;

sicut Hippolytus et Callistus hseretici.

2 P. 168, ed. Routh: Praxeas quidam hseresim introduxit, quam Victorinus

corroborare curavit, etc. [As already noticed, some would read Victor,
others Zephyrinus, for Victorinus. But see p. 306.]
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have been a contemporary of Hippolytus and Callistus,

and have lived in Rome. I have already remarked

that the Libellus, when it has anything peculiar, betrays
its Roman origin ;

and the connection into which it

brings Yictorinus with Praxeas also argues Rome as

the locality. He may have been connected with

Cleomenes and Sabellius, and one of the Trpoo-Tdrat of

the Noetian sect mentioned by Hippolytus : he seems

to have maintained Patripassianism in a most coarse

form, even to the extent of saying that the Father

now sits at His own right hand. But in this place he

is introduced merely as an impugner of the Easter-

cycle, who maintained that Easter must be kept on the

22d of April. If my conjecture, that this Yictorinus

lived in Rome at the beginning of the third century, is

correct, then beyond a doubt the cycle of Hippolytus
is the one meant

;
for even if this cycle was not, as

Isidore maintains, the very first that was constructed

in the Church, it was at any rate at that time the only
one in Rome and in the West, and was used as a basis

still later even by Eusebius of Csesarea. This, then,

was the cycle which Yictorinus attacked; but what he

wished about the 22d of April (supposing that the text

is right) is less clear. Did he wish that the Feast

should not be a moveable one, but always be celebrated

on the 22d day of the month of April ? Or did he

wish that, as the 21st of April was the extreme limit

for Easter Sunday in the sixteen-years cycle of Hip

polytus, Easter should be allowed to fall still later. In

any case one may safely suppose that the dispute
between him and Hippolytus was not respecting the

Easter question alone, but also respecting the Trinity
as well, although that is not here mentioned.

From the spurious so-called Constitutum Sylvestri the

subject passed into the later lists of the Popes, but

in a form scarcely recognisable. Arius and Photinus
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took the place of Hippolytus and Victorinus, although

Sylvester could not know anything of the future

heresy of Photinus. Callistus, however, or Calixtus,
was retained.

1

VI. THE PROBABLE END OF THE SCHISM.

That the division in the Roman Church, to which
the dispute between Callistus and Hippolytus led,

lasted till the time of Pontianus
;
that both leaders,

Hippolytus and Pontianus, were banished to Sardinia

in 235, and that there a reconciliation ensued through
the resignation of both and the consequent election of

Anteros in Rome, I have endeavoured thus far to

establish. The statement that the successor of Anteros,

Fabianus, caused the body of Pontianus to be brought
back from Sardinia and solemnly buried in the cemetery
of Callistus, is not indeed found in the chronographer
of 354, but in the second Catalogue of the Popes, which
reaches down to Felix iv., and was made in the sixth

century. It is doubtless but a weak authority, for in

other places it contains much that is fabulous, and its

authorities are often fictions or impure sources. This

statement, however, we may believe
;

2
for in the

deposition of martyrs as given by the chronographer
of 364, it is stated that Pontianus was deposited in the

cemetery of Callistus, as Hippolytus in the Tiburtina.

The body of Pontianus, therefore, was brought back

from Sardinia, and that this took place under Fabianus,

1 See the texts of the Catalogue of the Popes in SCHELSTRATE, Antiq.

EccL I. 446, 447. In the first we read : Damnavit Calixtum et Arrium et

Fotinum. In the Liber. Pontif. ed Vignoli, I. 81 : Et damnavit iterum

Arrium, Callistum et Photinum et Sabellium et sequaces eorum.
2 The date, however, deserves no credit (die depositionis ejus ab XL Kal.

Decembris*), for this is manifestly a confusion
;

it is the date given by the

chronographer of 354 and the Liber Pontiftcalis for the ordination of

Anteros.
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independently of evidence, is the most natural supposi
tion. Now we know for certain that in the middle of

the fourth century the depositio of the two, Pontianus

and Hippolytus, although their resting-places were in

totally different places, was celebrated on the same day,
the 13th of August; and in the oldest collection of

Roman liturgies that has come down to us, a Natale

Sanctorum Hippolyti et Pontiani, with the special prayers
for it in the Mass, is given on this very day.

1 Thus it

becomes at least highly probable that Hippolytus also

died in Sardinia, that his body was brought back to

Rome with that of Pontianus, and that the burial of

both took place on the same day, although in different

places. That he was not buried with Pontianus in the

cemetery of Callistus seems to have been because this

spot was specially set apart as the resting-place of

Bishops of Rome, as one sees from both the lists of

depositions given by the chronographer ;
and people

were unwilling to lend the appearance of a confirmation

to the claims made by Hippolytus in his lifetime, by
bringing him after his death into the company of lawful

Bishops.
Thus in the 3d and 4th centuries the 13th of August

was kept in memory of both men, and no doubt also

in thankful remembrance of the happy conclusion of

the schism. Soon after the beginning of the 5th cen

tury, however, this seems to have been changed. The

1
[It is to be noted that depositio, though sometimes used of entomb

ment, more commonly indicates the day of death, the day on which the

soul lays down the burden of the flesh. Thus it would be an obvious

synonym for natale, which commonly means the day of a saint s death.

Another instance of these two words being used as synonymous occurs

on March 21st, on which day the martyrology of Jerome has Depositio

Benedicti Abbatis, while that of Bede has Natale Benedicti Abbatis. It

appears that depositio is more usual of Bishops, natale nalalitium of martyrs ;

and that no festival of a Bishop or other canonized person appears in any
calendar before A.D. 400. SMITH and CHEETHAM, Diet, of Christ. Ant.

articles CALENDAR and DEPOSITION.]
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recollection of the true history of the two men had

been lost all the more easily, inasmuch as the special

prayers for the Mass on their festival spoke only quite

generally of martyrs, without any special charac

teristics. And so Pontianus disappeared altogether

from the liturgies, and Hippolytus, as we have seen,

was brought by the myth into connection with S.

Lawrence, who like him was buried in the Tiburtina.

Prudentius gives us the legend of Hippolytus in a state

of transition from history to inventive myth. His saint

is, so to speak, half the converted and reconciled

rigorist schismatic, half the mangled martyr of the

later S. Lawrence legend. A similar relation is

exhibited in the liturgical collection called the

Sacramentarium Leonianum. Between the prayers

belonging to the day kept in joint remembrance of

Pontianus and Hippolytus a preface of later origin

has been inserted, in which Pontianus is no longer

remembered, and Hippolytus is known only as the

Roman warrior converted by S. Lawrence. This

mixture of dissimilar elements, some earlier and some

later, need not surprise us; it is frequent in this collec

tion. According to all appearances this Sacramentarium

is, as the Ballerini
1 have remarked, the first larger

collection of this kind, put together by some ecclesiastic

in Rome towards the end of the 5th century. He

took, it appears, what he found ready to hand in the

different Roman churches, often mere fragments or

isolated portions, and thus sometimes put together

things that had no connection, or joined ancient and

recent in one. Thus on the 14th of September, in the

mass of SS. Cornelius and Cyprian, he has inserted a

preface of S. Euphemia ;
and an oratio referring to Pope

Simplicius has found its way into the Mass for the

festival of S. Sylvester.
1

Opera S. Leonis, II. prsef. p. x.
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The memory of Callistus has always been held in

high honour in the Roman Church. The cemetery of

which he had had the care,
1
the greatest and most

celebrated of the Roman precincts, henceforward bore

his name; and in the depositio of martyrs in the chrono-

grapher of 354, the oldest memorial of this kind in the

Roman Church, he already has a place, and moreover,

among the Bishops of Rome named here and in the

depositio of the Bishops, he is the earliest. This is the

more important, because, as Mommsen has remarked,
the list apparently bears an official character, and the

annotations begin with Callistus. His being placed

among the martyrs is on account of his former banish

ment to Sardinia. In the older missals, the Gregorian
in Muratori and the Lateran edited by Azevedo, he is

not as yet designated as a martyr, in the latter merely
as a confessor, according to the distinction which arose

afterwards.
2 The later martyrologies, it is true,

mention him as a martyr, and to some extent give

particulars of his martyrdom ;
but in this they draw

their materials from spurious and utterly worthless

Acts.

Hippolytus mentions further, that the &quot;school&quot;

which retained the tendencies and doctrines of Cal

listus received the name of Callistians, that is to say,

the Roman Church remaining in communion with its

1
[The earliest instance of the term cemetery is perhaps the passage in the

Philosophumena (ix. 7) in which Hippolytus tells us that Zephyrinus &quot;set&quot;

Callistus &quot;over the cemetery
&quot;

tig TO xoipyTvipiov xctriarYiatv, an expression
which shows that the term is already familiar among Christians. To pagans
it was strange (though perhaps not &quot;

hardly intelligible &quot;),
as the phrase rce.

Kcihwpivcx, xoipYiTvpia, occurring more than once in edicts respecting the

Christians, indicates. Diet, of Christ. Ant. article CEMETERY.]
2 Veins Missale Rom., Komse 1754, p. 280 : Beato Callisto Confessore

tuo et Pontifice suffragante. The MS. which is the original of this missal

is not earlier than the llth century ;
but it is remarkable that the false

Acts of Callistus, which were invented at a much earlier date, have exercised

no influence upon it.
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Bishop Callistus and his followers. It was from this

that the comparatively small handful of Hippolytians
had separated as forming the pure and spotless Church,
which knew well how to discern with whom one ought
to enter into communion, i.e. not with Callistians, nor

with such as had been guilty of mortal sins
;
whereas

those of the didascaleion, those of the school of Cal

listus, who u had the face to call themselves the

Catholic Church,&quot; offered communion to all alike, if

only they accepted the conditions of penance to be

undergone, and similar doctrine.

It need scarcely be said that the name Callistians

is found nowhere else
;

it was adopted only among the

party of Hippolytus, which survived only for about

fifteen years, and even in this period had no increase

worth mentioning. The case is just similar to the

name of Cornelians, which the Novatians afterwards

gave to the Catholics;
1 and the designation of Athan-

asians, by means of which the Arians thought to de

grade the confessors of the Nicene doctrine into a sect
;

or the appellation of Cyrillians, which was applied by
the Nestorians to the Catholics.

2

vn. HIPPOLYTUS RELATION TO ORIGEN.

That ORIGEN and HIPPOLYTUS were closely related is

what we might have expected. Origen, with his thirst

for knowledge and his burning zeal for religion, was not

the man to miss an opportunity of becoming person

ally acquainted with any of the few learned and in

tellectually eminent men which the Church of his day

possessed, or of gaining instruction from intercourse

with them. But, besides his master Clement, and per-

1
EULOGIUS, ap. Photium, cod. 280, p. 1622.

2 See the Acts of the Council of Ephesus, Condi coll. ed. Labbe, III.

p. 746.
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haps Julius Africanus, Hippolytus was the only person
who came into consideration as a learned theologian :

to converse with him, the disciple of S. Irenaeus,

must have been singularly attractive to the younger

Origen. The wish to have a close acquaintance with

the Roman Church brought him to Rome in the time

of Zephyrinus, somewhere about the year 217
;

the

desire of making the acquaintance of Hippolytus, whose

reputation was certainly already a wide one, may have

helped to bring him. The Alexandrian, although still

a young man of about thirty years of age, he was born

in 185, was already a celebrated teacher himself; no

less than seven of his pupils had suffered a martyr s

death in the persecution of Severus. Now, seeing that

in a homily in praise of our Lord, Hippolytus has

mentioned the fact that Origen was then present, we

may with good reason suppose that this took place at

that time in Rome. Similarity of pursuits must have

bound the two men still more closely together. Hip
polytus was the first Christian theologian who attempted
detailed explanations of books of the Old Testament.

Origen directed a large portion of his life to the

same object; and thus in the whole Church there

certainly was no other man with whom it would have

been of greater importance for Origen to remain in

continual intercourse than the Roman Presbyter.

Apparently it was from Hippolytus, or a disciple of his

from Rome, that Origen obtained the information re

specting the Elchasaites which he made public in a

homily delivered before his congregation.
In Rome, Origen must have been a witness of the

differences in which Hippolytus was already involved

with Zephyrinus and Callistus. The subsequent events

and the position taken by Hippolytus were certainly
not unknown to him, and did not fail to arouse his

sympathies. It seems to me all but certain that he
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sided with Hippolytus against Callistus. The following

points may be noted.

Firstly, Origen (at any rate at his earlier period)

shared the rigorist principles of Hippolytus respecting

penance and the forgiveness of sins
; indeed, he ex

presses himself in such a way that one easily recognises

in it a criticism on Callistus or his followers.
1 u There

are certain people who, I know not how, assume to

themselves what transcends the power of a Bishop,

possibly because they have no knowledge even of what

a Bishop should know
; they boast that they can for

give idolatry, can remit the sins of adultery and fornica

tion, as if even sins unto death could be absolved

through their prayer for such as commit such
things.&quot;

5

Secondly, Origen speaks with special dislike ofBishops

of the large town, who in their proud exaltation would

not allow even the best members of the Church to

speak freely with them.3 Now it is quite true that we

do not find exactly this charge among those which

Hippolytus heaps so liberally upon the head of Cal

listus
;
and it is quite likely that Origen may have had

his own Bishop Demetrius primarily in view. But

soon afterwards the Alexandrian speaks of Bishops
and Priests to whom &quot;the uppermost seats&quot; (irpwro-

tcaOeSplai) were entrusted, and who made over whole

Churches to unfit persons, who made improper men
rulers (ap^ovra^). This, then, comes very near to the

1 De orat. 28, ed. de la Rue, I. 256.
2 Later on, no doubt (in 248 or 249, when he wrote against Celsus, a work

which, according to Eusebius, belongs to this time) he says nothing of a

perpetual excommunication of grievous sinners, but testifies that it is the

universal custom of the Church to receive the fallen again after long

penance. Contra Cekum, 3. 51, Op. I. 481. Had he meanwhile changed his

opinion ? Or are we to suppose that, besides the sins described by him

as pardonable, which he does not define more exactly (roi/g VTT ota^ytiotL;

yj rivog otroVov i/ewxyj^j/ovj), there are still the most grievous idolatry,

adultery, etc. ever excluded from being pardonable?
Comm. in Matt., Op. III. 723.
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complaints against Callistus mentioned above. On the

death of Callistus, Origen was thirty-seven years old.

One cannot of course build anything certain on this

passage, for here again experiences which he had in

Egypt, or in the eastern provinces, may have passed
before his mind.

Thirdly, Origen s teaching respecting the Trinity

certainly comes much nearer to the truth than that

set forth by Hippolytus. With Origen the generation
of the Son is eternal and everlasting, and he took

great pains to lay due emphasis upon the personal pre-

existence of the Logos (no doubt in close connection

with his idea of a similarly eternal creation). But,

nevertheless, his system of subordination betrayed him

into saying things respecting the relation of the Son to

the Father which bring him very near to the errors of

Hippolytus, and which (after all softenings and apologies

made for them by defenders of the great man in ancient

and modern times
1

) still remain inadmissible. He

places the Son far below the Father, who is the one

Supreme God
;
he maintains that Christians rise even

above the Son up to the Father. With him the Son

is in fact not very God of the Substance of the Father;

He has only a dependent divinity, requiring perpetual

sustenance from the Fount-Head, the Father. The

Son, he says, would not remain God if He did not re

main in unbroken contemplation of the profundity of

the Father.
2 The Father, who with Origen, as with

Hippolytus, realizes in Himself the whole idea of the

Godhead, imparts a portion of His Nature, that, viz.

which is communicable
;
but retains the remainder,

the inmost and highest attributes of the Divine Nature,

for Himself. Through this communication, which is

at once an act of the Divine Will (though not an arbi

trary one), and also the hypostatizing of it, i.e. of the

1

[See note at the end of this chapter.]
2 In Joh. t. 2. 2, Op. IV. 51.
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personified Will of the Father, the Son has His origin,

and He again communicates what was given to Him
to other beings. Origen says &quot;gods;&quot;

he means the

numina of the stars and the angels set over various

nations. It is in this way, no doubt, that we can

explain how he distinguished four classes of men in

reference to their knowledge and veneration of the

Deity. The first is of those who had the Supreme God
of the universe as their God

;
the second is of those

who did not advance beyond the Son of God, His

Christ
;

the third, the star-worshippers ;
the fourth

composed of those who pray to things which are not

gods at all, i.e. the grossest idolaters.
1

Now it is true that all this appears again less

strongly expressed in many passages of this great and

gifted man, who in intellect, profundity, and penetrating

insight was far superior to Hippolytus. Origen would

allow no division of the Divine Substance
;
he would

certainly have answered the question, whether the Son

has all divine perfection, in the affirmative. It is by
a sort of doubling of the Divine Substance that he

explains the existence of the Son
;
but for this very

reason he also does not hesitate to speak of a Seurepo?

@eo9, a second God
; hence, again, the Father s self-

consciousness is different from and higher than that of

the Son, and he frequently makes use of the compari
son that the Father is as much above the Son as the

Son is above the world. And thus with him also the

Son is the instrument of the Father, the latter being
the Ruler, the former the subject fulfilling His com
mands. 2

Origen, therefore, certainly avoided that grievous

L.c. p. 52.
2 Polemical zeal against Sabellianism, which partly influenced Hippolytus,

has been adduced by way of excuse for Origen also, who is thought to have

been seduced thereby too far in the opposite direction. Thus argues the

anonymous apologist in Photius, cod. 117, p. 295, ed. Rothomag.



240 HIPPOLYTUS AND CALLISTUS.

error of Hippolytus, that the Father once existed

without the Son, the Son being produced afterwards

by an arbitrary act of the Divine Will
; but, neverthe

less, the practical common sense of a Callistus, had he

been better acquainted with his doctrine, would doubt

less not have shrunk from charging him also with

Ditheism, though of a more subtle and less patent
kind. The excommunicated Hippolytus might have

cried to Origen, as Abelard afterwards to Gilbert of

La Poree :

&quot; Tune tua res agitur, paries cum proximus ardet.&quot;

In the year 231 or 232, when Origen had been con

demned, deposed, and excommunicated by two Synods
at Alexandria, a Synod was also held against him at

Rome
;
therefore under Pontianus, at a time when the

schism ofHippolytus still continued. &quot;Rome assembled

her Senate against him,&quot; says Jerome in a passage in

his letter to Paula.
1 But when he adds that Origen

was condemned not on account of new doctrines or

heretical opinions, but because people found the splen
dour of his eloquence and learning intolerable, he is

certainly not correct
;
his doctrine also was certainly

in question. But one thing is surprising, that the case

of a Presbyter belonging to another Church should be

made the subject of discussion at a Roman Synod,

specially summoned for the purpose. According to

the usual practice, the simple adoption and ratification

by the Bishop of Rome of the sentence pronounced at

Alexandria would have sufficed; it must, therefore,

have been that Origen himself had appealed to Rome.
But a still more probable hypothesis is, that Origen in

some way or other had taken part in the disputes in

Rome, perhaps by siding with Hippolytus party against
Callistus and his successor, and that Pontianus had

1 Invectiv. in Hieronymi Op., ed. Martianay, IV. 430.



HIPPOLYTUS KELATION TO ORIGEN. 241

consequently in a special Synod pronounced a con

demnation of his doctrine as well as of his conduct.

This probability is increased by the fact that Origen
said nothing about this Roman condemnation at the

time
;
and not until the time of Pontianus successor,

Fabianus (236-249), that is, several years later, when
the Hippolytus schism was already at an end, did he

put out a defence of himself.
1

One more point may here be noticed. Firmilian of

Csesarea was the zealous pupil and devoted friend of

Origen ;
he invited him to stay with him in Cappa-

docia, and again spent a considerable time with him
in Palestine. The letter which he later on sent to

Cyprian in the controversy about the baptism of

heretics goes beyond all bounds, and is full of bitter

ness and animosity against Stephen and the Roman
Church.2

May not the attitude taken by this Church

in the matter of Origen have been one main cause

of this bitterness ?

The historically very important question, whether

among the Alexandrian Bishops Demetrius alone was
an opponent of Origen, or whether Heraclas also con

tended against him and his doctrine, has for a long
time been left undiscussed. It is accepted as ascer

tained that only Demetrius treated Origen as an enemy,
and drove him out of Alexandria, and this not so much
on account of his doctrine as on account of his foreign

ordination and the well-known strange act of his youth.
And yet there has been ready at hand evidence by no

means unimportant to show that under Heraclas the

controversy in Alexandria broke out afresh, and that

this Bishop also raised himself against his former

teacher and his doctrines.

1 EUSEBIUS, vi. 26. HIERONYMI, Epist. 65, ad Pammach. c. 4.

a MOSHEIM calls it Epistolaftills plena et prseter modum acerba. Comm. de

rtbus Christ, p. 539.

Q
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Theophilus, Bishop of Alexandria, had appealed
1
to

the fact that Heraclas expelled Origen from the Pres

bytery and from communion, and compelled him to

withdraw from Alexandria. This was stated in the

synodal letter of a Council of Egyptian Bishops ap

parently held under Theophilus ;

2
it is confirmed by

the anonymous biographer of S. Pachomius
;

3 and still

more important is the confirmation implied in the

statement of Eusebius, that Origen, shortly before the

persecution under Maximinus, in the second year after

the elevation of Heraclas, again migrated from Alex

andria to Co3sarea in Palestine.
4

But Eusebius and Jerome know nothing of a quarrel
between Origen and Heraclas

;
and was it likely that

the latter, who for thirty years had been the pupil of

the great theologian, he whom Origen himself had

chosen as coadjutor in the catechetical school, would

as Bishop come forward as the enemy of his honoured

master ?

The. silence of Eusebius, however, is not of the very

slightest moment : as a zealous disciple of Origen, he

1 This is shown by GENNADIUS, De vir. ill. c. 33.

2
Quoted by Justinian in his letter to Mennas. Harduin. III. 263. In

the same letter Peter of Alexandria is also quoted as mentioning the severe

attacks which his predecessors, Demetrius and Heraclas, had endured at

the hands of Origen, p. 258.

s Acta S.S. May 14, sec. 21, p. 20.

4 This statement is not found in the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius,

where he would have been obliged to say something respecting the causes

of this strange new wandering abroad, and this he preferred to leave un

said
;
but it no doubt occurred in his chronicle

;
and that it was there in

the Greek original also is shown by Syncellus, who has the same. See

Scriptor. vet. nova Coll. ed. Maius, viii. 392. Modern writers who have

written about Origen have taken no notice of it, apparently because they
considered it erroneous. REDEPENNING maintains (Origenes, I. p. 413) that

after his condemnation by Demetrius in 231 Origen never returned to

Egypt, but remained in Palestine till the outbreak of the persecution under

Maximinus. But is it not in itself probable that, after Demetrius was dead,

and his own pupil and friend had become Bishop, he would return thither

again ?
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suppresses everything calculated to bring into notice

the opposition in matters of doctrine which Origen pro

voked. Accordingly, he says nothing about the Synod
held by Demetrius or the sentence which it pronounced.
With regard to Jerome, he notices these circum

stances only once or twice, and that quite casually.

He does not mention Heraclas at all, excepting in his

book on ecclesiastical writers. But that Heraclas,

notwithstanding the ties by which he was bound to

Origen, drove him out of Alexandria, nay, more, that

he would not allow him (as will presently be shown)
to teach anywhere in Egypt, all this shows how
direct the antagonism was in which Origen had placed
himself with regard to the doctrine of the Church, and

with what earnestness his heterodoxy was opposed
even during his lifetime.

This has been almost universally denied. TILLE-

MONT 1

thought that the enemies of Origen might very

possibly have substituted the name of Heraclas for that

of Demetrius, because the former was a much more

important person in the Church than the latter. DE
LA RUE 2

appeals simply to the relation of Heraclas to

his teacher
;
this makes it quite incredible that he took

any steps against him. MOSHEIM, NEANDEK, and

REDEPENNING have not thought it worth while so much
as even to mention the question. SCHUITZER 3

considers

the statement about the synodal letter incredible, for

this simple reason (without seeking others), that it

involves an error in chronology, for Heraclas was still

Origen s assistant when Origen left Alexandria [no
doubt the first time, but we have to do with a second

departure of Origen from Alexandria] ;
but he never

theless adds :
&quot;

It is anyhow conceivable that Heraclas,

1
Memoires, III. 770.

2 In the note to the Origenianis by Huet, Opp. Orig. IV. P. II. p. 93.
3

Origenes iiber die Grundlehren der Glaubenswissenschaft, Einl. p. xlii.
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out of official zeal or on other grounds, may have

thought himself obliged to enforce the decisions of his

predecessor Demetrius and his Synod even against his

own friend.&quot; But Heraclas did not meddle with the

decisions of his predecessor ;
he allowed Origen again

to preach in Alexandria, and not until he again began
to put forth his anomalous doctrines in these sermons

also did he proceed against him. Further detail on

the subject has been preserved to us by Photius, who
was in possession of various original authorities in

ecclesiastical history which are now lost, and for the

history of Origen in particular had documents which

have come down to us either only in fragments or not

at all. His narrative runs thus :

In the lectures which Origen delivered in Alexandria

on Wednesdays and Fridays he used openly to intro

duce his heresy ;
for this Heraclas excommunicated

him, and expelled him from Alexandria. With the

intention of going to Syria, Origen came to Thmuis in

Egypt, where the Bishop Ammonius allowed him to

deliver a lecture in his church. Heraclas, hearing of

this, went himself to Thmuis, deposed Ammonius, and

made Philip (a younger man, but of repute among
Christians) Bishop in his place. Later on, however,

Heraclas, at the request of the congregation, restored

Ammonius to the episcopal dignity, and entrusted the

management of the see to the two Ammonius and

Philip. But as long as Ammonius lived, Philip never

seated himself upon the episcopal throne, and when
ever Ammonius addressed the congregation or cele

brated the Holy Eucharist, he always stood behind

him. Not until Ammonius died did he ascend the

episcopal throne
;
and he became one of those Bishops

who were distinguished for their excellence.
1

1 It is the ninth Erotema among the awayuycti xu,\ dvolti^tig, which

FONTANI has edited in his Novse eruditorum deliciaz, Florentise 1785, I. pp.
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This second expulsion of Origen falls, it appears, in

the year 234 or 235, previous to his seeking protection

from the Maximinian persecution with his friend Fir-

milian in Cappadocia. As Heraclas lived till 248,

Origen did not return again to Egypt. It is true that

Heraclas was succeeded by another of Origen s pupils,

Dionysius ;
but Origen could not promise himself any

greater tolerance from him than from his predecessor ;

and moreover, the Decian persecution followed soon

afterwards, and in 253 this remarkable man died, one

who, notwithstanding the dangerous ferment which he

1-80. But as the text there has been mutilated in parts, one most im

portant passage being omitted, I append it here from a MS. in the Royal

Library at Munich, cod. gr. 68 :

HOTS xxrypsfa bTriffxaTro; xxl KX?UV e^i^n xxvovtxr, svQvrvyrt, V TOV /8/ou

is [tsv avvo^oiSj xxl
i&amp;gt;7?o%ix(popcnv Trxrpuv rovro woAAx/f lyivtro,

xxl STTI rov xyiov Adxvxfftov ysyovs, xxl ITT* Mxpxs^.hov STriaxotrov

vpotg, xxl Mxxxpiov xxl kripav TroAA^z/ a; tipyrxt vetpatJth^aet Aosot/

; rov I ^tQti TTQIfikva, lytvtTO tTrl H.potx hoi raii&amp;gt; ctyiuToiTov Trarpia-p^otf

oi&amp;gt; ^loido^o; Aiovvvio;, slrce, Ma^^oj, xu.1 f^er ce,vrov Qsavoig,

K.a.1 (Atr ctvTOj o oiyiog IspofAoipTv; TLirpo$. tykviro ^s rotua&s yu kv rot7$

CCVTOV ayiarxTOV HpUKhct ev Ahefcoiv bpeicf, flpiyi jvts o x.cc.hovptvos

g, rqv ftiav (pai/spas i&yovptvog aipiatv, rsrpex^i xxl

TOVTOU TOIVVV Ug TTOtpXTTOlOl/VTCf. T^V VytOtlVOVaXV B/BiJtffxaA/fltJ/, XXI

rqv 6pdo^o%ov Triartv, tftupiaiy o xiirog ay105 H.potxhxs rqg lxx&quot;hin-

xxl tbiu%,t Tq$ A.&quot;hz%xv^pix$. o 5 XVTO; xxv;pvxTQ$ Qpiytvris, XTrsp^-

tl; rxg ^vpixg [rocsr^f Svptxs TTOAS/C, Font.] XXT /IVTYIOSU sis irfaiv ovo/ux-

yv Qpovqv, iTriaxQTCtit e^ovyxv 6pdo!)o,ov OVO/AXTI AfAfAUVtov, 05 xxl iirt-

ra xvr^ tlpiyivy Q
l
u,ihqaxi hoyou ^t^xxrtxov SVTYI XVTOV ixxh^aix. rovro

3e xxovffxg 6 KXKxg Hpxxhx; o lipYiftivo; l^K^v ti$ p,oi&amp;gt;Yiv,
xxl / xvro

rovro xxOfipqae rov Aftftuutov,
1 xxl xxTtffTYivsv XVT XVTOV STrivx-OT

TIVX vsarspov [Atyxv TroA/TSfr^v Iv rip xpiffTixviafAu. vartpov Be

VTTO rov Aa-oy rqs xvrqs Troheu; o TTXTTXS ttpxxhxg s!)i%XTO xv&ig

rov
&quot;

Appaviov, xxl Trxp&uxev xptyoripots TUTS Aftpavia xxl ru&amp;gt; &amp;lt;J&amp;gt;;A;V/r&) rviv

vyv. fterx Be TO xTrovrqvxt rov xyiov Hpxxhxv txslQsv o ftitt

f iXX0(ffeV \TT\ TOV dpOVOV, aAA S^YiyOVftiVOV TW A{4ft6)VtOV,

q yovv harovpyovvTOs, iffrxfttvo; ^txri^i oniou xvrov vxax$ rxg ijftipets rys

aq$ AftfAuvtoV xotftydivros B XVTOV [ore $s ixoifAqQw 6 Appavioz, Font.],

rorg ixxQivev tirl rov Qpovov 6 O/A/TT^of, xxl tyivsro run iKiaypuv sv

\_xxl Qxvftx^ofttvuv, Font.] i

^ The passage, xxl xxTSffrvifftv to rqv 7rrxQ7ryiv QftovnV) is omitted in

Fontani.
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left behind him in the Church, yet was one of her

noblest sons, a source of enlightenment to countless

numbers both in his own age and afterwards.

The statement that Origen delivered his lectures on

Wednesdays and Fridays is quite in accordance with

the ancient custom ofthe Alexandrian Church. Accord

ing to the testimony of Socrates,
1 on these two days

portions of Holy Scripture were read aloud, and then

expounded by the teachers (Si&do-KaXoi).

The institution of two Bishops in the Church of

Thmuis is the first instance of this kind in the primitive

Church, and therefore noteworthy. It is true that as

early as 212, Narcissus, Bishop of Jerusalem, had a

colleague and coadjutor in Alexander; but here the

circumstances were different. Alexander had to take

the place of Narcissus, who was 120 years old, and

could no longer perform his episcopal duties. Theo-

tecnus, Bishop of Csesarea, ordained Anatolius as his

successor
;
and it was only on this account that for a

short time they exercised the episcopal office together.

The first instance similar to the one before us seems

to be the one at Jerusalem, when Macarius at the

request of the people kept back Maximus, whom he

had already ordained as Bishop of Diopolis, as his

official coadjutor ;
but here also the chief object was

to secure a particular successor.
2 A complete analogy

to the case in Thmuis is found in the circumstances

which arose somewhat later in the African Church,
when several Donatist Bishops with their congregations
returned to the Church, and then exercised their office

in the same place in common with the Catholic Bishop:
the custom was that each should take the raised seat

or episcopal throne in turn, which Philip would not do

at Thmuis. 3

1 Eccles. Hist. V. c. 22. 2 EUSEB. vi. 11, vii. 32
; SOZOMEN, ii. 20.

3 Hence the proposal of the Catholic Bishops at the Conference at
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[NOTE. Among modern defences of Origen, that of

Dr. NEWMAN, in his Arians of the Fourth Century,

must ever take a front place. It occurs at the end

of his vindication of the &quot;

apparent liberality of the

Alexandrian school
&quot;

(chap. I. sec. iii.).
It is a pleasure

to help to make it still more widely known by quoting
it entire. It is with the feeling that one is making a

concession to literary and ecclesiastical etiquette that

one calls Origen s enemy, Jerome, a saint
;

it is the

fear of being guilty of a literary and ecclesiastical

impertinence that alone withholds one from giving that

title to Origen.
&quot;

Origen, in particular, that man of strong heart, who
has paid for the unbridled freedom of his speculations
on other subjects of theology by the multitude of

grievous and unfair charges which burden his name

with posterity, protests, by the forcible argument of a life

devoted to God s service, against his alleged connection

with the cold, disputatious spirit and the unprincipled,

domineering ambition, which are the historical badges
of the heretical party. Nay, it is a remarkable fact

that it was he who discerned the heresy
*
outside the

Church on its first rise, and actually gave the alarm,

Carthage : Poterit quippe unusquisque nostrum, honoris sibi socio copulatn,

vicissim sedere eminentius, sicut peregrino episcopo juxta considente collega.

Coll Carth. I. die, c. 16, Harduin, I. 1057.

1
&quot;The Word,&quot; says Origen, &quot;being the Image of the invisible God,

must Himself be invisible. Nay, I will maintain further, that as being the

Image He is eternal, as the God whose Image He is. For when was that

God, whom S. John calls Light, destitute of the Radiance of His incom

municable glory, so that a man may dare to ascribe a beginning of exist

ence to the Son ? . . . Let a man, who dares to say that the Son is not

from eternity, consider well that is all one with saying Divine Wisdom

had a beginning, or Reason, or Life.&quot; ATHAN. De Deer. Nic. sec. 27. Vide

also his vepl dp-^ay (if Rufinus may be trusted) for his denouncement of

the still more characteristic Arianisms of the % ore OVK yv and the s% ovx,

ovruv. (On Origen s disadvantages, vide LUMPER, Hist. X. p. 406, etc.)

[Contrast these statements both philosophically and theologically with

Hippolytus strange views respecting the Logos.]
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sixty years before Arms day. Here let it suffice to

set down in his vindication the following facts, which

may be left to the consideration of the reader : First,

that his habitual hatred of heresy and concern for

heretics were such as to lead him, even when an orphan
in a stranger s house, to withdraw from the praying
and teaching of one ofthem celebrated for his eloquence,
who was in favour with his patroness and other Chris

tians of Alexandria
;
that all through his long life he

was known throughout Christendom as the especial

opponent of false doctrine in its various shapes ;
and

that his pupils Gregory, Athenodorus, and Dionysius
were principal actors in the arraignment of Paulus,

the historical forerunner of Arius. Next, that his

speculations, extravagant as they often were, related to

points not yet determined by the Church, and consequently
were really what he frequently professed them to be,

inquiries. Further, that these speculations were for

the most part ventured in matters of inferior import

ance, certainly not upon the sacred doctrines which

Arius afterwards impugned, and in regard to which

even his enemy Jerome allows him to [be orthodox
;

that the opinions which brought him into disrepute in

his lifetime concerned the creation of the world, the

nature of the human soul, and the like
;
that his

opinions, or rather speculations, on these subjects were

imprudently made public by his friends
;
that his writ

ings were incorrectly transcribed even in his lifetime,

according to his own testimony ;
that after his death,

Arian interpolations appear to have been made in some

of his works now lost, upon which the subsequent
Catholic testimony of his heterodoxy is grounded ;

that, on the other hand, in his extant works the doc

trine of the Trinity is clearly avowed, and in particular

our Lord s Divinity energetically and variously en

forced
;
and lastly, that in matter of fact the Arian
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party does not seem to have claimed him, or appealed
to him in self-defence, till thirty years after the first

rise of the heresy, when the originators of it were

already dead, although they had shown their inclina

tion to shelter themselves behind celebrated names by
the stress they laid on their connection with the martyr
Lucian. 1 But if so much can be adduced in exculpa
tion of Origen from any grave charge of heterodoxy,
what accusation can be successfully maintained against
his less suspected fellow-labourers in the polemical
school? so that, in concluding this part of the subject,

we may with full satisfaction adopt the judgment of

Jerome : It may be that they erred in simplicity, or

that they wrote in another sense, or that their writings
were gradually corrupted by unskilful transcribers ;

or

certainly before Arius, like the sickness that de-

stroyeth in the noon-day, was born in Alexandria, they
made statements innocently and incautiously which

are open to the misinterpretation of the perverse/
For Dr. Newman s opinion of Jerome, see Historical

Sketches, III. p. 173 (The Church of the Fathers, 263).]

THE LATEST INVESTIGATIONS KESPECTING THE BOOK
AND ITS CONTENTS.

While this treatise was in the press, further discus

sions respecting the subject of it appeared in London

by WORDSWORTH, in a work specially devoted to the

subject, in Paris by LE NORMANT, in Germany by
GIESELER and BAUR. A critical view of the widely

differing opinions set forth in these writings will at

the same time afford an opportunity of taking up cer-

1 HUET. Origen. lib. i., lib. ii. 4, sec. 1
; BULL, Defens. F. N. ii. 9

;

WATERLAND S Works, in. p. 322
; BALTUS, Defense des Ss. Peres, ii. 20

;

TILLEMONT, Mem. iii. p. 259
; SOCRAT. Hist. iv. 26. ATHANASIUS notices

the change in the Arian polemics, from mere disputation to an appeal to

authority, in his De Sent. Dionys. sec. 1, written about A.D. 354.
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tain points which have not been made sufficiently

prominent in the preceding discussion, or require more
definite treatment.

M. LE NonMANT 1

maintains, in opposition to a pre

viously printed article by the Abbe TKEPPEL, who
declares himself for the opinion that Hippolytus is the

author, that this view is untenable, for a Bishop of

Portus could not have assumed the position in Rome
which the author attributes to himself. On the other

hand, everything fits in very well, if one supposes that

the Origen named in the manuscript was really the

author of the book, and the man who played in Rome
the part depicted by himself. I do not contradict this

view, because I am quite convinced that so distinguished
and impartial a scholar as M. Le Normant, for whom
I entertain feelings of sincere respect and friendship,
as soon as he subjects the question to a fresh investi

gation, and weighs the facts put forward in this treatise,

will give up the Origen hypothesis. He has rightly

seen that the occurrences in the Church of Rome
would be inexplicable if the chief personage were a

Bishop of Portus. But that Hippolytus was not Bishop
of Portus appears (to me, at least) capable of being

proved to demonstration; and as soon as this stum

bling-block is removed out of the way, everything falls

into place and is explained at once.

Herr BAUE, in two articles in the periodical edited

by himself and Zeller,
2 has endeavoured to give still

further grounds for the opinion previously started by

Fessler, that the Roman CAIUS is the author of the

Philosopliumena. His grounds are :

Firstly, the author of the Philosopliumena, according
to his own declaration, was also the author of the

treatise on the Universe. But, according to the state-

1 Le Correspondent, Paris 1853, torn. 31, pp. 509-550.
2
Jahrg. 1853, Heft 1 and 3.
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rnent of Photius, the author of the latter treatise

acknowledged that he was also the author of the

Labyrinth ; accordingly the Labyrinth is no other than

our Philosophumena, and that this work bore the title of

the Labyrinth cannot be doubted, because at the com

mencement of the tenth book the author speaks of a

labyrinth of heretics !

But seeing that Theodoret quotes from the Labyrinth

matter which is not to be found in the Philosophumena,

Herr Baur helps himself out of the difficulty by sup

posing two treatises, both bearing the title of Labyrinth,

and both composed by Caius. Theodoret, he says, calls

the treatise used by himself the Little Labyrinth ; and

so there must have been another, from which this one

was distinguished by the epithet o-jjuKpo^ a supposition

confirmed by the Philosophumena, in which the author

refers to a former similar treatise of his, viz. of course,

the Little Labyrinth.

Now, to begin with, it is extremely improbable that

the title Little Labyrinth would be the designation of a

smaller treatise in contradistinction to a larger one of

like contents and like title. The expression is to be

understood objectively, as Herr Baur himself allows,

of the heretics spoken of in the treatise
;
and it would

be altogether without point and senseless if the author

of two treatises on heresies were to call the more de

tailed one the Great Labyrinth, or simply the Labyrinth,

and the shorter one (previously written, be it observed)

the Little Labyrinth ; in which case the substantive in

the title would refer to the subject-matter^ and the

adjective to the size of the work. The title is per

fectly intelligible simply from what Theodoret states

as the contents of the treatise, which discussed the

Monarchians and their internal contradictions, espe

cially with regard to their capricious alterations and

interpolations in the text of Scripture. The author
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had shown that four of the Theodotian sect, viz.

Theodoras, Asclepiades, Hermophilus, and Apollonides,
had each of them produced a differently worded text

of Holy Scripture by their additions and garblings.
1

On account of this confusion he called the whole sect

a labyrinth ;
and because they formed only a small

handful, and were unable to extend themselves in any
direction, he called them the little labyrinth.
But further, it is impossible that the former treatise

mentioned in the Philosophumena can be the little

Labyrinth of Theodoret
;
for the former was directed

against heretics in general, and contained a list of all

the heresies known to the author
;
whereas the treatise

mentioned by Theodoret is about the Theodotians only.
2

Herr Baur says: &quot;All that we learn from the treatise

itself respecting the life of the author, which is so

closely interwoven with the history of the Church of

Rome, agrees, moreover, far better with a Presbyter

living in Rome, such as Caius was, than with Hip-

polytus, about whom even respecting his locality

nothing further is known.&quot; The argument is a circle
;

for that Caius was a Roman Presbyter is a conclusion

depending upon the very question whether he wrote

the two treatises, the one on the Universe and the

Labyrinth. Eusebius and Jerome know nothing of his

being a Roman Presbyter ;
no ancient writer calls him

such
;
he is mentioned in no Martyrology. Photius is

the first to make the assertion, but only in connection

1
THEODORET, Hxret. fab. 2, 5, p. 332, ed. Schulze.

2 Kotra ?y}g rovruv ttlpioiOf o
Gftixpot;

(rvvt /pa.tpYi Ax@vpiv@oSi I. C. 381. As
Theodoret had this treatise before him, and mentions it in connection with

no other heresy, there cannot well be a doubt that it was confined to a

criticism of this sect. [JACOBI in HERZOG thinks that, in spite of Dol-

linger s arguments, Baur s theory of the two Labyrinths
&quot; has a good deal

in its favour;&quot; but he does not tell us what, merely saying that the fact of

Hippolytus not giving this name to the two treatises is of no import.

Against Dollinger, Baur, Bunsen, and perhaps Routh and Caspari, he doubts

whether the treatise mentioned by Theodoret was by Hippolytus.]
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with the treatise on the Universe, with respect to

which he himself confesses that it is doubtful whether

Caius or some one else is the author of it. It appears
that the writer of the Labyrinth designated himself in

this book as Presbyter and Bishop of the heathen, and

at the same time gave Rome as his dwelling-place.

But inasmuch as he therein states that the treatise on

the Universe is also his, and Photius found on the

margin of his copy of this treatise the assertion that

Caius was the author of it, it was forthwith concluded

that Caius was a Roman Presbyter and Bishop of the

heathen. In reality, however, it was Hippolytus who
thus designated himself.

In his second article Herr Baur endeavours to show

that Theodoret already knew the Philosophumena under

the name of Origen, and whenever he quoted it always
mentioned Origen as his source

;
and that hence it

follows that Hippolytus could not be the author, for

Theodoret in certain passages mentions Origen and

Hippolytus together as authors who had written

against the same heresies.

Here, then, is the first and main question, Was
there anywhere in antiquity a work about heresies in

general which was known under the name of Origen,

and has Theodoret mentioned this work as one of his

sources ? To this we must answer, Firstly, no ancient

writer knows or mentions any such work under the

name of the great Alexandrian
; only treatises against

individual heretics (e.g. his Dialogue with the Yalen-

tinian Candidus) are mentioned. Secondly, Herr Baur

no doubt would have us believe it to be perfectly clear

that Theodoret cites such a work of Origen, for
&quot; he

says himself in the introduction that he has collected

the fables of the ancient heresies out of the ancient

teachers of the Church, Justin, Irenseus, Clement (the

author of the Stromata)) Origen, Eusebius (both him of
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Palestine and the Phoenician), Adamantinus, Rhodon,

Titus, Diodorus, Georgius, and others, who had armed

their tongues to repel lies. In the course of the work

itself no one is so constantly mentioned (commonly in

conjunction with several others of the writers just

mentioned) as Origen. In all these passages Theodoret

cannot refer merely to the occasional statements which

are found in the extant treatises of Origen on heresies,

but (seeing that he mentions Origen in conjunction with

those who have written special treatises on heresies) no other

than such a special treatise by Origen; and no such

treatise exists, unless we suppose that Theodoret

refers to our Philosophumena, already at that time

ascribed by many to Origen. This is a prodigious
error ! Of the eleven writers named by Theodoret as

his sources, only two are specially writers on heresies,

viz. Justin and Irenseus
; they alone have written on

heresies in general in special works. With regard to

Clement, Theodoret himself lets us know that he has

primarily in view the Stromata, a work in which there

is casual mention made of this or that heresy : no one

knows anything of Clement s having written a special

work on heresies generally. Eusebius of Csesarea can

just as little be credited with such a book; Theodoret

refers to his Ecclesiastical History and certain others of

his works. Eusebius of Emesa, according to Theo-

doret s own statement, wrote against Marcion and

Manes, Rhodon against Marcion and Apelles. Ada
mantinus is named on account of his Dialogue against
the Marcionites

;
Titus (of Bostra) on account of his

work against the Manichseans. Diodorus controverted

Photinus and Sabellius. In the whole of Christian

antiquity a work on heresies in general is ascribed to

none of these men. Accordingly Herr Baur ought to

have drawn exactly the opposite conclusion, because

Origen is named among authors who have left us only
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special treatises against particular heresies, or casual

statements respecting sects and false teachers in larger
works devoted to other subjects ;

he also is named
and made use of by Theodoret only on account of such

special tracts and casual passages. That the Philoso

phumena already at that time (about the year 440)
was ascribed by many to Origen, is so far from being
the truth that one ought much rather to say by nobody.

Herr Baur endeavours further to show that when
Theodoret mentions Origen in connection with a heresy,
this also has a place in the Philosophumena^ and comes

to the conclusion that everything quoted by Theodoret

out of this supposed treatise of Origen s agrees exactly
with the Philosoplmmena. But Theodoret says expressly
that Origen wrote against this or that erroneous teach

ing ;
whereas the author of the Philosophumena contents

himself with a description of the doctrine, and an indi

cation of the source in heathen philosophy from which

it is derived, as, for instance, in the case of Hermogenes.

Moreover, the agreement which Herr Baur maintains

to exist is really in most cases quite fictitious, as in

the case of Menander, of whom only the name is found

in our work, and it is merely said that Saturnilus

taught the same doctrine as Menander; and in the

case of Severus, in connection with which the few lines

in the Philosophumena respecting the Enkratites are

made to furnish the basis for the statement of Theo

doret that Origen refuted him. But how could it

escape Herr Baur, that precisely in the case of those

sects respecting which our work supplies more detailed

information not found in other writers on heresy,

Theodoret does not quote Origen ? This is the fact in

the case of the Naassens or Ophites, the Peratics,

Noetians, Sethians, and further of Justin and Monoi-

mus, whom Theodoret does not once mention. On
the whole, however, it is quite evident that he did not
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have the whole work before him, but only the Synopsis
or the tenth book, and this apparently anonymously ;

which is also the reason why he does not mention

Hippolytus along with those eleven writers at the com
mencement of his work. When he notices (3, 1) Hip

polytus among those who have written against the

Nicolaitans, he means by this not the few lines in our

work which have reference to them, but either a special

treatise, which Stephen Gobarus also had in view, or

(what is more probable) his treatise on the Apocalypse.
On the other hand, Herr Baur is perfectly correct

when he proceeds to show how groundless and arbitrary

is Herr Bunsen s argument for Hippolytus, and (as he

euphemistically expresses it) &quot;is astonished at the

audacity of this argument.&quot; But in consequence of

this the &quot;Hippolytus-hypothesis&quot; is not in the smallest

degree shaken
;
least of all has Herr Baur made it

doubtful by his endeavours to attribute the book to

Cains.

I turn now to Herr GIESELER, who has lately treated

of the same subject in an essay
1 On Hippolytus, the

first Monarchians, and the Churcli of Rome in the first

half of the third century. That Hippolytus wrote the

Philosophwnena he considers as demonstrated, but

maintains that the composition of the book falls in the

later and Novatian period of his life. Taking the

hymn of Prudentius as his authority, he makes Hip

polytus join the Novatian party in 251, and thereupon

go as the emissary of this party to the East : in Alex

andria, Dionysius gives him a letter exhorting the

Novatians to abandon the schism : after his return he

is condemned to death in the Valerian persecution,

returns once more to the Catholic Church, and then

dies in the year 258 as a Catholic martyr, 73 years
old.

1
Theologische Studien und Kritiken, Jahrg. 1853, Heft 4, pp. 759-787.
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This whole fable is built by Herr Gieseler upon very
rotten foundations. On the historical credibility of

the picture drawn by Prudentius, I have already said

all that is necessary [p. 51]. Herr Gieseler seems to

have found nothing to stagger him even in the mode
of execution : that a Roman Prefect, in a fit of pas
sionate caprice, should have an old man dragged to

death by wild horses merely on account of his name,
he accepts as credible

;
the Spanish poet, who put to

gether his story in Rome 150 years later, under the

influence of a picture and of the myth current in the

mouth of the people, is for him a decisive authority ;

and in addition to that, he appeals twice to the Roman

martyrology, viz. the later one drawn up by Baronius,
which places the martyrdom of Hippolytus in the year

258, under the Emperor Valerian. Here he has

merely omitted to notice that the Hippolytus of the

martyrology (on the 13th of August) is an altogether

different Hippolytus, viz. the Roman officer of the later

version of the story of S. Lawrence
;

for which reason

his nurse Concordia also, and the nineteen members of

his family who all suffered death with him, are men
tioned there immediately after him. Baronius himself,

to whom is due all that relates to the different Hip-

polytuses in the martyrology, has in this (as he states

in the notes
l

) proceeded on the assumption that Pru

dentius has amalgamated three different personages into

one. A glance at the older martyrologies and other

documents of the Roman Church would have sufficed

to show Herr Gieseler that in the story of Hippolytus,
Prudentius stands absolutely alone. Nowhere else is

there a trace of the converted Novatianist, or of his mar

tyrdom. Everywhere the only one known and named
is the mythical officer, the disciple of S. Lawrence,
who experienced that extraordinary mode of death.

1 P. 363, ed. Venet, 1597.
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Now just let us consider further, that for centuries the

Novatianists formed a strong and numerous community
in Rome, and that as late as 423 Pope Celestine took

away from, them several churches which they had in

Rome. 1 Therefore in Rome the strife between the

Novatianists and the Catholics was always burning;
and the example of a celebrated teacher of the Church,
who at the very beginning of the schism at first

zealously served the Novatianist cause, then solemnly

recanted, and exhorted those who had shared his views

to return to the unity of the Church, and finally sealed

all this with a glorious and extraordinary martyrdom,
this example must have been for the Catholics a

powerful and victorious weapon ;
and the memory ot

Hippolytus and his history must, by sheer force of mere

antagonism, have been kept always alive among them.

Nevertheless, what we find is universal, absolute silence!

Not one of those who wrote against the Novatianists

mentions him, neither Pacian nor Ambrose, who
nevertheless (as Jerome tells us) made use of the

exegetical writings of Hippolytus in composing his

own. 2 Nor do the Novatianists ever pride themselves

upon having so distinguished a teacher of the Church

among the first founders of their community; other

wise there would certainly be some trace of it in

Eulogius and elsewhere. And lastly, how are we to

explain the fact, that in Cyprian s letters, in which the

notabilities among the Novatianists are frequently

spoken of, Hippolytus name is never mentioned?

Truly, if Herr Gieseler, in holding fast to the No-

vatianism of Hippolytus, can digest all these facts also,

then one must wonder at the strength of his faith.

1 SOCRAT. 7, 10.

2
Nuper sanctus Amlrosius sic Hexameron illius (Origenis) compilavit, ut

magis Hippotyti sententias Basiliique sequereiur. Epist. 84, Opp. ed.

Vallarsi, i. 529.
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But besides all this, in order to make the hypothesis

tenable, positive testimony must be got out of the way,
above all, that of Photius, that Hippolytus was a

disciple of Irenseus. If, then, we place Hippolytus
intercourse with Irenaeus in the later years of the

Bishop of Lyons (say about the year 195), and if we

suppose that Hippolytus was then 27 years old, his

birth will fall about the year 168
;

and therefore in

235, the year of his death, according to the former

reckoning, he was 67. But according to Herr Gieseler,

he must have been torn to pieces by horses at the age

of 90
;
and as late as 84, out of burning zeal for the

cause of the schism, which he nevertheless afterwards

abandoned, must have made the long and wearisome

journey to the East and to Egypt. These are certainly

incredible items
;
and consequently Herr Gieseler will

not for a moment admit that Hippolytus was a disciple

of S. Irenseus (p. 763) : &quot;One cannot pay any atten

tion to the statement of Photius, for even earlier

teachers of the Church, even a Eusebius and a Jerome,
knew nothing about Hippolytus; and therefore

Photius cannot have taken this statement from an

older witness.&quot;

But first, the assertion that Eusebius and Jerome

knew nothing about Hippolytus must be limited to

this, that his position in Rome, and the circumstances

in which he was there involved, were unknown to them.

Secondly, there is no ground whatever for the assump
tion that Photius had no sources of information which

Eusebius and Jerome had not seen before him
;
rather

the opposite is certain. Thirdly, Hippolytus himself

has proclaimed himself a disciple of Irenseus, for in his

smaller treatise on heresies he remarks that he had

compiled the refutation out of the lectures of Irenseus

(o/uXoCi/To? Eipvjvafov)) and had made a synopsis of his

lectures. This cannot be understood, as Herr Gieseler
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appears to think, of the extant work of Irenaeus
;
in

which case one would have to do violence to the word

6/uXew/, and take it in one knows not what unheard-of

sense. Hippolytus, therefore, wrote down the sub

stance of the lectures which Irenaeus delivered upon

heretics, and then incorporated it in his treatise.

But whence does Herr Gieseler derive his infor

mation respecting Hippolytus journey to the East in

the interests of Novatianism ? He catches here at the

straw of a name
;

all the rest is derived from the great

treasure-house of possibilities. Hippolytus joined the

Novatianist party, and this sent emissaries to various

Churches
; now, as he possessed a Greek culture,

theological learning and reputation, he may very well

have been sent also, and that to the East. He is said

to have preached in Tyre before Origen, and from

thence probably to have gone to Alexandria, where

Dionysius gave him a letter destined to promote peace

in Rome.

This house of cards, built up of possibilities and con

jectures, which falls to the ground directly one applies

to it the testimony of Photius and of Hippolytus him

self respecting his relation to Irenseus, rests upon the

statement of Eusebius, that Dionysius sent to Rome an

7rta-ro\r) SiarcoviK^ the bearer of which was a man of the

name of Hippolytus. This expression means, accord

ing to Herr Gieseler,
&quot; an epistle in the interests of the

Church, and in particular of peace in the Church, i.e.

an exhortation to the Novatianists to desist from their

schism.&quot; This manifestly very arbitrary explanation

of BiaicovLKri is new
;
hitherto it has been supposed, and

certainly very naturally, that the epistle was so called

because it treated of the office and duties of a Deacon. 1

The sense which Herr Gieseler gives the word would in

no way mark any peculiarity of the epistle in question,
1 Rufinus translates it de ministeriis ; Valois, de officio diaconi.
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for all the numerous epistles of Dionysius mentioned

by Eusebius were of course written in the interests of

the Church, to contend against heresies, to compose
ecclesiastical dissensions, and the like. But how could

it ever have entered Dionysius head to entrust to a

zealous schismatic, who had come to the East for the

sole purpose of beating up recruits for his sect, a letter

which had for its object the exact opposite, viz. to put
an end to this sect altogether? Had he wished that

his epistle should not reach those for whom it was

intended, he could not have found a better bearer.

That the Hippolytus named by Eusebius as the con

veyer of an epistle from Dionysius was the celebrated

Father, cannot (in Herr Gieseler s opinion) well be

doubted, because Eusebius fourteen chapters earlier

&quot;speaks of the latter, and mentions no other Hip

polytus besides him.&quot; By the same logic one must

argue that the Telesphorus, to whom in like manner

Dionysius has addressed an epistle,
1 can be no other

than Telesphorus the Bishop of Rome, because Eusebius

has mentioned him in an earlier passage, and no other

person of that name occurs in his writings. Probably
Eusebius knew nothing further of this Hippolytus, but

merely found him mentioned in this epistle of Dionysius,

just as he mentions by name, without further designa

tion, many other otherwise unknown persons to whom

Dionysius addressed letters.

Up to this point Herr Gieseler has put forth this

tissue of conjectures and arbitrary combinations under

the more modest forms of expression,
&quot;

it
appears,&quot;

&quot;

it may be readily accepted,&quot; and the like
; now, how

ever, p. 778, he suddenly changes the hypothesis
into certainties, and continues his work of construction

thus :

&quot; The Catholic Romans no doubt preserved the

1 EUSEB. vii. 26.
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memory of the Presbyter Hippolytus (for he could not

be recognised by them as Bishop), who shortly before

his martyrdom returned from the Novatianist party to

the Church. But in the East, through his journey in

the interests of Novatianism, Hippolytushadbeenknown
as a Bishop who had come from Rome, and before his

later writings he himself called himself a Bishop.

Accordingly, when a long time afterwards people in

Rome inquired after Bishop Hippolytus, it is easily

intelligible that nothing was known about him there,

for no doubt it was soon forgotten that the Presbyter

Hippolytus, so greatty revered as a martyr, had for a

long time been a Novatianist Bishop. And hence it

came to pass that Eusebius and Jerome, who certainly
had set on foot investigations respecting Bishop Hip

polytus, could learn nothing about him.&quot;

Herr Gieseler here forgets one further piece of for-

getfulness, without which his hypothesis cannot stand,

the Orientals also must very soon have forgotten

that Hippolytus had come to them as a Novatianist,

and kindled or fed the flame of dissension and division

in their Church. For, according to Herr Gieseler s own

hypothesis, that is what he is supposed to have done.

One ought surely to think that a thing of that kind is

not easily forgotten. But the Romans also, notwith

standing that their recollection for such things was

continually sharpened by the presence of Novatianists

in Rome for more than two centuries, must very soon

have lost all remembrance of Hippolytus Novatianism;

for, with the exception of Prudentius, not a single per

son in the whole West knows anything of it. Finally,

Herr Gieseler goes on to tread in the footsteps of Herr

Bunsen, and supposes that our work has been inten

tionally garbled in the tenth book; that is to say, that
&quot; a good deal that referred to the author s connection

with the Novatianists has been omitted,&quot; etc.
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Let us now proceed to cast a critical eye upon the

manner in which Herr Gieseler disposes of the progress
and importance of the Trinitarian disputes in Rome,

According to him, at that time a definite Church
doctrine on the subject of the Trinity did not as yet
exist. There were, however, two views, according to

which the supporters and opposers of the Montanist

theory of prophetic gifts, Montanists and Antimon-

tanists, were divided
;
the one party considered the

Logos
&quot;

as an inferior Deity, emanating in Time into

activity from the Father/ the other denied a personal
distinction between the unrevealed and revealed Deity,
i.e. the Person of the Logos. In short, Sabellianism

prevailed among the Catholics.

Ab uno disce omnes, thinks Herr Gieseler. Praxeas,
it is well known, was a Sabellian

;
but Praxeas was

also Antimontanist
;

therefore at that time all Anti-

montanists, i.e. all members of the Catholic Church,
were Sabellian. We shall scarcely have to dispute
the conclusiveness of this argument; but we must

nevertheless allow ourselves a little note of interroga

tion, in the shape of a couple of considerations.

First, hitherto we have been accustomed to think

that it was precisely among a portion of the Montanists

that those were found who denied a distinction of

Persons in the Godhead
;
that is to say, that of the two

parties into which the Montanists were very early

divided respecting the doctrine of the Trinity, one, viz.

the JEschinists, held and taught Sabellianism.
1 And

this denial of a distinction of Persons must have become

more and more general among the Montanists
;

for

later Fathers, Jerome and Didymus, lay it to the charge
of the Montanists generally, that with them Father,

Son, and Spirit meant but one and the same, so much

1 Libellus adversus hsereticos, ed. Routh, p. 1G7. [They made Christ to

be Father and Son in one.]
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so that they had even altered the form of baptism ;
and

hence at the Council of Constantinople in 381 their

baptism was condemned as invalid.
1

Secondly, as proof that Praxeas merely
u
adopted

the Patripassian view common among the Anti-

monarchians,&quot; Herr Gieseler advances the following :

&quot;

It was easy for Praxeas, who was greatly venerated

as a Confessor, to quiet the Bishop and Presb}^tery in

Eome respecting the charges of the Montanist
party.&quot;

Almost every word here is incorrect. For first of all

Tertullian says expressly that Praxeas was called to

account for his doctrine before the ecclesiastical

authorities, not in Eome, but in Carthage.
2 And as

regards the easiness of the quieting, it has never yet
occurred to any one to produce the demanding of a

written recantation, and the taking a solemn promise
never again in future to teach a doctrine hitherto

maintained, as a proof that those who made the

demand were at bottom agreed with the person called

to account. What more, then, could the Bishops and

Presbytery have desired from Praxeas ? But that this

was really required and done, is palpable from the very
words of Tertullian, quoted by Herr Gieseler himself.

3

The well-known assertion of the Theodotians, that

1

HIERONYMI, Ep-lst. 41. DIDYM. De Trinitate, pp. 279, 382, 445. The

latter, who interested himself greatly in this subject, says expressly that

the Montanists rou otvrou vloTrecripoi: 6[/.ov x.ce.1 TrctpotxT^YiTov voovatv, and (p.

279) the Phrygians (Montanists) were rebaptized oia TO py st; TX; rptig

okytotg VTroara.a&ic fiaTrriQiv, aXAet yrtvTSveiv TOV xvrov slvxi
&quot;TTXTSpoc

xotl viov

Kdl oiyiov Kvtvpot,. THEODORET also remarks that a part of the Montanists

taught the same doctrine as Sabellius and Noetus. Hser. fab. 3. 2, Opp.
III. 343, Schulze.

2
Fructificaverant avenas Praxeanw hie quoque super seminatas, dormien-

tibus multis. Adv. Prax. c. i. Seeing that Tertullian, as every one allows,

wrote this at Carthage, it is quite evident that in what immediately follows

Carthage is meant. This is admitted by Neander also. Antignosticus, 2d

ed. p. 442.
3 Caverat Doctor de emendatione sua, el manet cltirograplium apud

psychicos. Adv. Prax. c. i.
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until the time of Zephyrinus their doctrine prevailed
in Rome, is considered by Herr Gieseler as in the main

perfectly true. Until the time of Victor, he says, the

Church (not merely the Church of Rome, therefore)

contented itself with general statements, with which

the view of the Theodotians was as compatible as the

other. But their view, as Hippolytus informs us, was,

that Jesus was (His miraculous birth excepted) an

ordinary man, who lived as other men, only with

unusual saintliness
; whereupon at His baptism in

Jordan, the Spirit (or Christ) descended on Him in the

form of a dove and illuminated Him. This doctrine,

then, could before the time of Zephyrinus, or at any
rate of Victor, be taught without contradiction in the

Church, and specially in Home ! How foolish and dis

honest, then, the appeal to the tradition and doctrine of

the Roman Church must have appeared to the heretics

against whom Irenaeus wrote, when he held these before

them as a decisive test ! Was Christ a mere illumi

nated man or was He God ? We are asked to believe

that during the whole of the second century this was

still an undecided question in the Church
; every one

could teach on the question what he pleased ;
the

heathen and catechumens, when they asked for a

definite explanation, would be quieted with the direc

tion that they might select the one view or the other,

according to their fancy, or perhaps that the truth

lay half-way between the two
;

if any persons liked to

die for confessing the Divinity of Christ, that was their

affair, the Church itself left the question undecided.

Such was the state of things at that time in Herr

Gieseler s Church! Certainly the Theodotians love

of truth appears to be rendered somewhat dubious by
the definite statement of Hippolytus, that Victor,

Bishop of Rome, whom they counted as one of them

selves, excommunicated their master Theodotus. Herr
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Gieseler, however, puts a note of interrogation, and

thinks that &quot;we must forego a certain decision respect

ing these different statements.&quot;

It was not, therefore, until the close of the second

century, according to Heir Gieseler s view, that in the

Church of Rome they got so far as that Christ was &quot; de

cidedly recognised as a Divine Person.&quot; It follows that

not until then could an Incarnation of God be spoken of,

which hitherto had been assigned to the class of things

indifferent, or even to the region of fiction. But now
arose the question: Who then became man? the Father,
or the Son, the Logos ? This point could not come up
until then, and here it was that, according to Herr

Gieseler, the Montanist dissensions showed the best.

For Herr Gieseler knows that all decided Anti-

montanists
(i.e.

on the whole, all Catholics) were

opposed to the doctrine of a Divine Generation, because

thereby sensuous ideas were imported into the Godhead,
and that in consequence they were all either Sabellian

or Patripassian in their views. Such people had also,

of course, as Antimontanists, &quot;astoundingly lax prin

ciples of Church discipline.&quot;

If any one asks for proofs of these wonderful things,
Herr Gieseler answers with &quot;

it seems to
me,&quot;

&quot; we shall

not go wrong if
we,&quot;

etc. (p. 768). And so we shall

not go wrong if we imagine that for a long time the

whole ancient Church (with the exception of the Mon-
tanists and their friends) denied the existence of a

plurality of Persons and the eternal Personality of

the Logos, while it maintained the Incarnation of

the Father. Callistus, whom Herr Gieseler of course

conceives as grossly Patripassian, found himself, there

fore, in a very numerous company. And if any one is

not fully contented with the Gieseler construction of

Roman affairs, and would like to ask for further facts

and proofs for this Patripassian deluge, which, with the
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exception of a few Montanist oases, is said to have

spread over the whole Church, and to have covered it

for a couple of decades, he must be set aside as diffi

cult to satisfy, and shortsighted.
But now comes a new and strange historical pheno

menon. The prevalence of Patripassianism in the Church
is nevertheless but of short duration

;
these Sabellian

floods soon to very great extent passed away ;
the

antagonism of the whole body of Antimontanists to

the idea of Divine Generation all at once disappeared ;

everywhere now it is taught that not the Father but

the Son became man. How that now came to pass,
under what influences and with what contests so

wonderful a change, such a leap from one doctrine to

its exact opposite, was brought about, to know this

would certainly be in the highest degree instructive and

important ;
but from Herr Gieseler all that we learn

about the matter is the following :

&quot; Meanwhile the general disposition tended more and

more against the Monarchians, to the view that the

Divine Person of Christ is distinct from the Father
;
and

the Monarchian view became more and more generally
to be regarded as

heresy.&quot;

This statement seems to recommend itself by its

simplicity; everything is happily explained into
&quot;

dispositions&quot; and &quot;views
;

&quot;

and just as it sometimes

happens to individuals suddenly to go over from one

opinion to its exact opposite, just as our views are only
too often dependent upon our disposition, so, if we place
ourselves at Herr Gieseler s standpoint, and merely
drive out thoroughly from our minds the obsolete and

crack-brained notion that there must have been, or

ever was, in the Church something stable and objective,

a doctrine firmly handed down, we shall find it easy
to see that such was the case in the Church. Already
in the third century, and earlier, the Church had her
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&quot;

dispositions,&quot; which naturally, like all dispositions,
tended now this way, now that, under the influence of

external circumstances, or perhaps of unaccountable

caprice. A little while ago she was in general Patri-

passianly disposed; some time afterwards she took

another turn, one does not know why, but enough
she found it good forthwith to be Trinitarian in

opinion, and to regard her hitherto cherished (Sabellian)
view &quot; more and more generally as

heresy,&quot;
as Herr

Gieseler says, p. 772.

Thus, then, the dispute in Rome is placed in its proper

light. Callistus appears as the representative and

champion of the still prevailing &quot;disposition and view,&quot;

which was distinctly Patripassian. Hippolytus, on the

other hand, is the forerunner of the disposition next to

follow in the Church, and contends prophetically for a

doctrine which is shortly to burst into prevalence, but
for the present is still in very bad repute among all

Antimontanists. Both, therefore, were right after

their own fashion, the man of the present and the man
of the future

;
the perverse thing was, that they re

garded their dissension so earnestly and tragically,

charging one another with blasphemy and heresy,
instead of recognising that they were dealing simply
with ephemeral dispositions and views, which, as mere

products of a condition of things in itself changeable,
were necessarily subject to change.

The crown is placed on this view of history by
the further assurance, which agrees with the previous

representation of &quot;

dispositions and
views,&quot; that,

although they no doubt contended hotly enough in

Rome about Church doctrine and discipline, yet they
had not yet been thoroughly in earnest, but remained

together in a charmingly peaceful or (if you like) un-

peaceful way in one ecclesiastical community ;
content

to put up with sharp words, much in the same way as
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is common with quarrelsome married people, who can

not get on with one another, but yet are not willing to

go the length of a separation.
&quot; Here it must not

escape our notice,&quot; says Herr Gieseler, &quot;that, violent as

was the contest between the two parties which raged
under Callistus, yet it never came to a schism. Both
sides had their representatives in the Presbytery, and
here there were frequent strifes; the stronger party
excluded many sinners from communion, who were

immediately received again by the opposite party ;
and

Callistus emphatically made his episcopal authority
felt over the Presbytery, but it never came to a separa
tion into two communions. Callistus held the See

only three years or less
;
the shortness of this period

may have been the reason why the schism, for which

certainly everything was ready, never actually broke

out.&quot;

This condition of things, which other people cannot

but consider as simply monstrous and inconceivable,

appears in Herr Gieseler s eyes to present nothing even

abnormal or unusual. In a century in which whole

Churches divided and put an end to intercommunion

about the time of keeping Easter, and the validity of

heretical baptism ;
in a Church in which a few years

later a division arose, which lasted for more than two
hundred years, and spread over the whole of the rest

of Christendom, merely about a single point in the

discipline of penance ;
in such a time and Church a

party forms itself, directed against the teaching and

authority of the Bishop, charges him openly with

apostasy from Christian truth in the very chief and
central doctrine of the whole religion, and accuses him
of denying the Divine Personality of Christ, of breaking

through the wholesome bounds of continence imposed

by the Church, and admitting even the grossest sinners

from the most corrupt motives, and of being a bias-
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phemer. The Bishop, on the other hand, accuses

them openly before the congregation of believing in

two Gods. The one party excludes persons from the

communion, who are forthwith received again by the

other. And over and above all this, the Bishop the

very Bishop who thrust Sabellius out of the Church-
leaves the Presbyter who leads his opponents in the

quiet enjoyment of office, lets him administer the sacra

ments, and allows him to preach from the pulpit the

doctrine branded by himself as Ditheism
; which, how

ever, does not at all prevent this Bishop from (as Herr

Gieseler assures us)
&quot;

emphatically making his episcopal

authority felt over the Presbytery,&quot; over the Presby

tery in which one party took upon itself despotically

to exclude persons from communion, whom the side

devoted to the Bishop immediately received back into

the same community. So that, as it would seem, the

Roman Church in the third century was like a house

with two doors, in which one portion of the servants

solemnly thrust out of the front door those of the

inmates who do not please them, while the master

with the rest of the servants stands ready at the back

door to let in again immediately those who have been

thrust out; whereupon the same master sits down with

them again peaceably at table, without even the

thought ever entering into his head of turning those

disturbers of the peace and usurpers of his domestic

authority themselves into the street.

It is quite true that Herr Gieseler makes a slight

attempt to modify the monstrosity of his caricature of

the ancient Roman Church, by the remark that this

anarchical condition of things did not last long, because

Callistus was Bishop only three years. On which one

has only to remark that, first of all, he arbitrarily cur

tails the episcopate of Callistus,
1 and that, secondly,

1

According to Dodwell s reckoning, Callistus reigned eight or nine years
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Hippolytus himself cuts him off from even this poor

refuge ;
for he testifies that at the time when his book

was composed (and according to Herr Gieseler s own

showing it must have been written a considerable time

after the death of Callistus), the sect or school of the

Callistians still subsisted, and held fast to the doctrine

and discipline of their master.

With regard to the well-known statue of Hippolytus,
Herr Gieseler maintains it to be &quot;an historical impos

sibility
&quot;

that as early as the third century the Chris

tians in Rome had erected this statue to him: the truth

rather is, that during the dispute with Alexandria about

the Easter question, after 387, the Easter-cycle of Hip

polytus was engraved on the seat of an old statue,

which thereby was made into a statue of Hippolytus.
The impossibility is said to consist in this, that

&quot; statues of saintly persons remained until a much later

age unknown to the Westerns.&quot; But there is no indica

tion, and no reason which compels us to assume, that

the statue, if it falls within the third century, was

erected to Hippolytus as a saint. To the present
writer it has always seemed very possible that the con

gregation of Hippolytus set up this monument of him

immediately after his banishment to Sicily ;
and even

if it was set up just after his death, it was assuredly
not the saint whom people wished to honour, but the

(214-222) ;
Baronius gives him six years ;

the chronographer of 354 makes

him preside over the Church for five years (218-222). Supposing, then,

that one takes from the first and last years only a half-year, there will still

remain four full years. On the other hand, Herr Gieseler endeavours to

lengthen the lives of Noetus and Sabellius as much as possible. In the

case of the former, he sees in the assertion of Epiphanius (whose inaccuracy
in chronological statements has been long acknowledged by everybody) a

necessity for making him appear in Asia as an heretical teacher as late as

245. Sabellius is declared to have once more laboured in spreading his

doctrine at Ptolemais after the year 250, of which not a trace is to be found

anywhere ;
for if the doctrine which was called Sabellian showed signs of

life at that time at Ptolemais, we are still very far from having a proof that

Sabellius himself was active there.
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celebrated teacher, the most considerable theologian,

notwithstanding his errors respecting the doctrine of

the Trinity, that the Church of Rome up to that time

had possessed.

How improbable it is that as late as the beginning
of the fifth century there still survived such a know

ledge of the Greek writings of Hippolytus, especially

the smaller works, which had passed out of recollection

even in Churches of the Greek tongue, has been already
shown. About the Easter-canon Herr Gieseler himself

quotes Ideler s words, that it was nothing better than

a rude attempt, which only stood the test a few years;

and hence the monument must have been erected very

early, perhaps even under Alexander Severus. Eusebius

of Caesarea, in composing his own cycle, had made use

of the canon of Hippolytus ;
from that time the latter

had lost all further importance ;
and it is impossible to

see what rational object the Romans of the fifth century
could have intended to attain by immortalizing a canon

composed two hundred years before, and long since

utterly useless. The notion that it might have given

weight to their pretentions in opposition to the Alex

andrians, if they produced in stone a proof that two

hundred years ago a Greek had lived in Rome capable
of composing an Easter-cycle, is simply too ludicrous.

Herr Gieseler bases his hypothesis that the Anti-

montanists denied the Trinity and the Personality of.

the Logos, not on Praxeas only, but also on the so-

called Alogi ;
and hence it may be worth while to

subject to a critical examination the views hitherto

put forth respecting this party, and the conclusions

which have been drawn from the statements respecting

them. One would perhaps not be wrong in thinking
that this important point in ancient ecclesiastical

history is one specially in need of revision.
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Herr Gieseler says (p. 765) : &quot;It is well known that

some of the Antimontanists went so far as to reject
the whole idea of the Logos, together with the source

of it, the Gospel of S. John.&quot; And (p. 769) he desig
nates those the &quot;most decided Antimontanists, who
denied the genuineness of the Gospel of S. John, and of

the Apocalypse, and the continuance of the Charismata.
&quot;

In connection with these statements, I shall endeavour

to answer the following questions : 1. Were the Alogi

really &quot;the most decided Antimontanists?&quot; 2. What
were their reasons for rejecting the two writings of S.

John, the Gospel and the Apocalypse ? 3. Did they

deny the doctrine of the Logos, and along with it the

Divine Personality of Christ ?

1. Epiphanius is the only writer to whom we are

indebted for more definite information respecting those

whom he called, with a sarcastic double entendre, Alogi;
for the notice of them in Augustine is merely taken from

the Synopsis of Epiphanius, and need not here detain

us further
;
and the brief statement of Philastrius

is only valuable as contemporary and independent

testimony confirming Epiphanius ;
and Epiphanius

says not a word from which we can deduce that there

was a special opposition between these rejecters of S.

John and the Montanists. On the contrary, he brings
them at the very commencement into connection with

the Phrygians or Montanists, the Quintillianists and

Quartodecimans, both which sects are with him only
variations of Montanism. It is true that, as far as the

mere run of the words go, this connection has reference

only to the circumstances of the time, but at the same

time it seems to show that the Alogi belonged to the

same family of sects. According to his report they
had their seat only, or at any rate chiefly, at Thyatira

in Lydia, where there was also a community belonging
to the Phrygian sect close beside them. Both societies
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laboured with such good success for the perversion of

the Catholic believers resident there, that they brought
the whole town to accept the Phrygian doctrine and

sect
;
and the Catholic Church there for a hundred and

twelve years was utterly extinguished.
1 The Alogi

proceeded to make use of this fact as a weapon against
the genuineness of the Apocalypse. The author of this

book, they said, addresses in the second chapter a

letter to the congregation at Thyatira, in which he

presupposes the continuance of it until the coming of

the Lord (v. 25) ;
but at the present time there exists

no congregation belonging to your Church in Thyatira ;

how can you then maintain that this book is the

genuine prophetic writing of a divinely illuminated

Apostle, when you yourselves must confess that the

congregation whose continuance (as you suppose) he has

there promised, viz. your own, has already perished ?

The objection of the Alogi, then, has merely a mean

ing /car avOpwrrov. They could not have accounted

1 MERKEL ( Umstandlicher Beweis, dass die Apocalypse ein untergeschobenes

Buck set, 1785, pp. 143 ff.), who is bent on showing that Epiphanius has

altogether misunderstood and misrepresented the objection of the Alogi re

specting the non-existence of the Church of Thyatira, an objection having
reference to S. John s own time, says :

&quot; Had they (the Alogi) denied

that in their time an orthodox Church existed at Thyatira, they would

have excluded themselves from the number of orthodox members of the

Church, and made themselves heretics, which they certainly would not

have done if they were in their senses.&quot; No doubt
;
but that does not

prove Merkel s point, that the Alogi could not have been speaking of their

own time, but only of that of S. John. What it proves is this, that the

Alogi did not count themselves as belonging to the Church whose disap

pearance from Thyatira they quoted. Certainly they did not say IKKK^KX,

Xpiarioivuv, but perhaps -^/VXIKUV, or something of that kind. As Cerinthus

was a contemporary of the Apostle, and lived in Asia Minor, the objection

of the Alogi, had it been intended to refer to the time of S. John, would

have had no sense : this EICHHORN (Einleit. in s N. T. II. 410) has already
shown. For at any rate the Alogi could not mean that Cerinthus wrote

the letter to a congregation at Thyatira which at his time did not exist, in

venting the state of things there in the most clumsy way ;
which would

have been equivalent to openly putting the mark of spuriousness on his

own revelation with his own hand.



DIGRESSION ON THE ALOGI. 275

themselves as belonging to that Church which had
now disappeared from Thyatira ;

for they were in

Thyatira, and even if not a single member of the

Catholic Church was any longer to be found there

besides themselves, and they formed a small handful,

they must have regarded themselves as the true con

tinuation of the Church there. Hence they must cer

tainly have formed a party estranged from the Catholic

communion. Nor can their objection mean that at

the time of the Apostle S. John there was no Christian

Church at Thyatira, for that is contradicted first by
the words OVK evi vvv eKK\7]cria^ /c.r.A., and secondly by
the whole answer of Epiphanius, which in that case

would be utterly meaningless. For this Father replies

to this effect: That precisely this perversion of the

Catholics at Thyatira to Montanism confirms the pro

phetical authority of the Apocalypse ;
for in that the

Seer speaks of a &quot; woman Jezebel, which calleth her

self a prophetess, to teach and to seduce my servants

to commit fornication,&quot; he has in these very words

foretold that the Christians there would be perverted

by a heresy which (like the Phrygian) is wholly based

upon the utterances of false prophetesses. Still, this

lasted only 112 years,
1 and now (about the year 375)

there is again a Catholic Church, already on the in

crease, in Thyatira.

1

Epiphanius has here two notes of time
; one, that the break in the

Catholic Church at Thyatira lasted 112 years, i.e. from 263 to 375 about
;

the other, that the time of the Apostles, of S. John and their immediate

disciples (KO.I TUV &$;); embraces 93 years from the Ascension, i.e.

lasted to the year 126, when Quadratus and Aristidcs put forth their

Apologies. In this latter note of time, people have erroneously sought for

the date of the apostasy of the faithful at Thyatira, which would create an

inexplicable contradiction between this chronological statement and the

other, and is at once refuted by the much later rise of Montanism. Epi

phanius would fix the limits of the apostolic age merely to show that the

apostasy of the Church of Thyatira prophesied by S. John did not take

place until long after the apostolic period, and that thus the prophetic

power of the author of the Apocalypse was established.
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Thus the report of Epiphanius by no means repre

sents the Alogi as opponents of the Montanists : the

grounds on which, according to his representation,

they disputed the genuineness of S. John s Gospel and

the Apocalypse have nothing to do with the Montanist

controversy ;
and in attributing the Apocalypse also to

Cerinthus, they were influenced, not (as the latest

theory supposes) by the passages of Revelation which

seem to favour Chiliasm, of which Epiphanius says not

a word, but rather by the connection of Revelation with

the Gospel, in which they fancied they recognised the

hand of Cerinthus, and also by the (to them) unintel

ligible symbols and visions, from which they were able

to derive no really practical or edifying meaning, and

no instruction of any kind. &quot; What
good,&quot; they said,

&quot;

is the Apocalypse to me, with its seven angels and

seven seals ? What have I to do with the four angels

at Euphrates, whom another angel must loose, and the

host of horsemen with breastplates of fire and brim

stone?&quot;
1

According to the representation of Epiphanius, the

Alogi in Thyatira were the helpmates of the Montanists

there, and with them brought about the secession of

the whole city to the Phrygian sect. They (the Alogi),

he says, who now deny that this event was (propheti

cally) revealed, then lent a helping hand to the over

throw (of the Catholic Church in Thyatira). No doubt

the Alogi admitted that what occurs in the Apocalypse

respecting the condition ofthe congregation at Thyatira
had had its fulfilment,

2
i.e. that Cerinthus herein had

before his eyes an occurrence which really took place

in his time at Thyatira ;
but the interpretation of

Epiphanius, viz. that by the seductress Jezebel the

Montanist prophetesses were intended, they could of

1 EPIPHAN. I. 456 sqq., ed. Petav.
2

O^oAoyoya; yxp xml OVTOI Qvotreipcn; rctit-rx TiKhvipaa0ott 1 p. 456.
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course not allow. They were therefore an offshoot of

the Phrygian family of sects, which was widely dis

seminated in that neighbourhood ; separated from the

main body, no doubt, not merely by the rejection of

the two canonical books, but also in other points not

well known to Epiphanius. Chiliasm would be one of

these points ;
but of it one must observe that it seems

to have been a question ofvery subordinate importance,
at any rate with the Asiatic Montanists

;
for in the dis

pute between the Catholics and the Montanists it is not

mentioned, but Tertullian merely reckons the kingdom
of a thousand years in the Jerusalem descending from

heaven among the things set forth by the new prophecy.
1

Only in consequence of a violent alteration of the

text of Epiphanius, which Merkel,
2
the opponent of the

Apocalypse, was the first to devise, and which more

1 Adv. Marc. III. 24.
2

~E,VOIX,W&amp;lt;X,VTUV yotp TOVTUV (the Alogi) SKtltn (in Thyatira) x,xl TUV wrat.

&amp;lt;bpvyot; (here ol plv is to be inserted), x,otl (this is to be left out) %Uw
&quot;hvxuv apTTOt^divTUV roil &quot;$1011/0101$ TUU ditepotl6)V TTIGTUV, [A$TV}ytyx,ot,v TVJV Trciaow

Kohiv si; Tqv otvTuv ctipsaiv, ol rs (Be) oipvovpsvot T.VIV ot7rox,xhv\^in TOV hoyov

TOVTOV, tl; ditetrpoirfo XT CKSIVOV (Ixtivo) zxtpov iaTpXTSvoi/TO. These last

words are to be punctuated thus : ol %s cipvovpevot Tqv olKox.u.hvfyiv, TOV Aoyov

TOVTOV d; oivKTpoTrviy, xotT ixslvo xotipov iffrpoLTSVoitTO. It is astonishing how
so violent a change, devised merely to favour an hypothesis which it was
wished to introduce into Church history, and without any support from

any MS., could have found so much assent, and finally that of Liicke

(Vollst. Einleitung in die Offeribarung des Johannes, zweite Aufl. 1852, p.

581). According to this metamorphosis of the text, ApTrx^xvruy is to go
with Ayxaiv, while in the unchanged text it refers simply to the Alogi and

Phrygians, who like wolves had rent in pieces the faith of the guileless

faithful. In the ol olpvov t

u,svoi r^v oiirQx,cthvfyiv TOV &quot;hoyov TOVTOU, the last

words correspond to sTi-^xf^ftoivovrxi TOVTOV TOV PYITOV ;
the event just men

tioned of the apostasy of Thyatira is meant. The Alogi, says Epiphanius,
denied that this event had been foretold and made known

; they, who by
a strange irony of fate themselves had contributed to bring it about, tig

oivarpo Trqu (r^g IxxhYiffiai) s&amp;lt;rTpoc.Ttvoi/To.
Instead of this simple meaning,

which is required by the whole context, the words which naturally belong
to one another are to be torn apart, rov hoyov TOVTOV united in an unnatural

construction with sis dtarpovfo ;
and these words are then made to mean,

&quot;

You, Alogi, contended then, while the Moutanists perverted the faithful

in Thyatira, to the overthrow of this cause or doctrine (Xo yof),&quot;
viz. of
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recent writers have eagerly pounced upon, have people
succeeded in transforming the Alogi into zealous

opponents of the Phrygians, or Ultra-Antimontanists,
as Neander expresses it. But even in the passage in

Irenaeus
l which probably refers to the same society as

that which Epiphanius calls Alogi, is there no confir

mation of the opinion that these Alogi were Anti-

montanists, who, merely in order to deprive their

opponents of the support which they found in the

Fourth Gospel and the Apocalypse, denied that these

were the writings of S. John. Irenseus says that there

are men who, in order to deny the outpouring of the

gift of the Holy Spirit in the Church, reject the Gospel
of S. John, and with it the spirit of prophecy. These

unhappy men would themselves be prophets [he says
false prophets],

2 and deny the Church the gift of pro

phecy. And so, precisely because they wished to claim

Montanism. Which sets at defiance language, construction, and context.

Seeing that just before this we have sis rr, otvruv ctiptaiv, Epiphanius, if

he had wished to speak of the efforts directed against this, would have

written TV; etvrSjs otipitreas,
or rijc uipivtas Totvrr,s, or something similar, not

the indefinite and ambiguous rov hoyov rcvrov. But further, Epiphauius

says expressly that the perversion of Thyatira by the Phrygians was
crowned with such complete success that the whole city accepted the

heresy. He must mean, then, that this happened in spite of the efforts of

the Alogi to overthrow Montanism, which efforts remained entirely without

fruit. But in this case we should have expected some such word as pury*
or tlx,q to have been added

;
and moreover this is contradicted by the whole

course of events in the matter. For if all Christians at Thyatira, as both

sides (Epiphanius and the Alogi themselves) maintain, became Montanist,
what then (one would like to know) became of the &quot;most decided Anti-

montanists,&quot; the Alogi? Was this the sole result of their contest with

Montanism, that they too were absorbed by it, and not until a later day
their party again migrated to Thyatira, one knows not whence, and had to

begin all over again ? HEIXICHEN (De A logis, p. 95) observes rightly of this

alteration of the text : At hoc non est emendare sed corrumpere scriptores.
1 Adv. Tiier. iii. 11, p. 223, ed. Grabe.
2 Here again, according to MERKEL S proposal, immediately adopted by

GIESELER, the text is to be altered, and instead of pseudoprophetse. we are

to read pseudoprophetas ; the sense being, &quot;They admit that there are

false prophets (as if there were need to wait for any one to admit what

every one at that time no matter to what community he belonged saw
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for themselves a monopoly (so to speak) in the gift of

prophecy, they disputed the possession of this gift by
the Church from which they were excluded and sepa
rated. This was in accordance with the Montanist

theory, which, firstly, would not allow to the Psychid
the true charisma of prophecy ; secondly, only accounted

those visions and prophesyings to be divine which were

experienced and made known in a state of ecstasy; and

which further maintained that the true prophetic spirit

ended and came to a close with Montanus and the two

prophetesses Priscilla and Maximilla. And hence the

anonymous opponent of the Montanists in Eusebius,
and Epiphanius along with him, said that this very

thing was an advantage on the side of the Church over

the Phrygian sect, that the gift of prophesying remained

ever with the Church
; whereas, according to their own

confession, it had already died out among the Phrygians.
1

That this sect gave as one of their reasons for rejecting
the Gospel of S. John the promise of the Paraclete

which it contains, as Irenaeus reports of them, is very
credible

;
for whatever distinguishes this Gospel from

the others was accounted by them (and necessarily so)

as a sign of its spuriousness ;
and hence the passages

about the Paraclete in the loth, 16th, and 17th

chapters must all the more have excited their indigna

tion, because this designation of the Holy Spirit is

unknown to the other Evangelists and also to the

apostolic epistles, while in the First Epistle of S. John

not the Spirit, but Christ, is called the Paraclete. It

before his eyes), but true prophets shall not be found in the Church.&quot; One
sees that this alteration also, weakening the words of Irenseus, has been

devised merely to suit an hypothesis, and when BLEEK (Beitrage zur Evang.

kritik, p. 209) calls MASSUET also a defender of it, he is quite incorrect.

Strange that even Bleek supposes that the Alogi were first driven to reject

S. John s Gospel by the misuse which the Montanist fanatics made of the

writings of S. John
;
and yet of this misuse not a trace is anywhere to be

found.

1 EUSEB. v. 17. EPIPHAN. p. 403.
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might perhaps be urged against this that it was pre

cisely with these Montanists that the Paraclete has so

important a position, and is designated as the pro-

claimer of the new revelation. But this is not the

case until we come to Tertullian : Montanus always

implied that it was God the Father who spoke through

him, Priscilla claimed to be sent by Christ as His

instrument, and Maximilla called herself &quot; the Word,
the Spirit, and the Power/ Neither do the Anti-

montanist writers in Eusebius mention the Paraclete.

But yet another reason might dispose Montanistly in

clined persons to take offence at this Gospel precisely

on account of these passages, viz. that the Paraclete of

S. John is absolutely and essentially different from the

prophetic spirit of the Phrygians, and utterly incom

patible with it. The latter manifested itself in a few

specially gifted and simultaneously living persons, who
stood utterly alone and separate, without either pre
decessors or successors, and exhausted itself in them.

Whereas the Paraclete of S. John was given to the

whole Church, and is to remain with it inseparably

throughout all time (xiv. 16, 17) ;
He is the Spirit

from Whom the Church has received the whole doctrine

of salvation (not merely isolated additions, with in

creased strictness of discipline), and by Whom it is

perpetually reminded of all that Christ taught (xiv.

26) ;
Who was sent immediately after the departure of

Christ, not first after a lapse of 130 years. It was not

until the appearance of so audacious and reckless a

method of exegesis as that of the now Montanist Ter

tullian, that an attempt was made to transform the

Paraclete of the Fourth Gospel into the spirit of the

Phrygian prophets. The earliest assertion of the

Montanists, that their prophets were those whom the

Lord had promised to send to His people,
1

refers, there-

1 EUSEB. v. 16.
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fore, not to the Paraclete of S. John, but to the saying
of Christ (S. Matt, xxiii. 34) :

&quot;

Behold, I send unto

you prophets, and wise men, and scribes
;
and some of

them ye shall kill and
crucify,&quot;

etc.

It follows, then, that the notion that the op

ponents of the Fourth Gospel described by Irenaeus

and Epiphanius, in blind Antimontanist zeal against
the misuse which the Phrygian sect had made
of the four or five passages relating to the Para

clete, denied the authenticity of the whole Gospel,
and attributed it to Cerinthus, this notion, on

the first examination, appears utterly worthless and

untenable, for Neander has already remarked that the

use of these passages on the Paraclete could so easily
be wrested from the Montanists nay, that these pas

sages could so easily be turned against them. 1 Much
more probable is it that it was no other than a branch

of the Phrygian sectarians who attacked the genuine
ness of the Fourth Gospel, in order to get rid of the

troublesome objections abstracted from it,
the Catholic

contrast of the Paraclete in S. John as the sun of the

universe, illuminating the whole Church, and a con

tinuous succession of teachers and prophets, in com

parison with the Montanist prophets, who glimmered
like a couple of stars in an otherwise dark night, to

get rid of the whole of this at one blow ; although we
must always remember that this reason alone would

never have sufficed for the attempt to deprive of its

authority an apostolical book, which had long had a

firm hold on the mind of the Church in those parts.

That the Alogi denied the Divinity of Christ, and

were Unitarians in the same or like manner as Theo-

dotus and Artemon, has lately been frequently main

tained, but not proved. The most plausible ground for

it lies in the expression of Ephiphanius, that Theodotus
1

Kirchengeschichte, I. 1005, first edition.
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is a detached branch (a7rcWao&amp;gt;ta)
of the Alogist heresy.

Nevertheless, the testimony of Epiphanius, as well as

that of the independent Philastrius, is decisive, that

with regard to Christ and the Blessed Trinity they
were orthodox. Epiphanius repeatedly affirms,

&quot;

They
have the like faith with us

;

&quot;

&quot;In all other things (i.e.

except the rejection of the two writings of S. John)

they appear to hold fast the holy and divine doctrine.&quot;
l

The explanation of HEINICHEN 2 and others, that,

with the exception of the article on the Divinity of

Christ and the doctrine of the Trinity, the Alogi were

orthodox, is manifestly inadmissible, for Epiphanius
would certainly have expressly mentioned this excep
tion. On that supposition, one cannot for a moment
think that he would have spoken of any agreement
whatever with the Church and with other dogmas in

the case of those who denied the Divinity of Christ.

He knew far too well that the dogma of the Divinity

of Christ is the foundation and corner-stone of the doc

trinal edifice of the Church, and that when this is

thrown out, an agreement in the remaining important

points would be no longer even possible, but only a

deceptive appearance. But the Bishop might well say
of a community whose sole difference consisted of

Montanist tendencies in mere matters of discipline,

that in other things it had one and the same belief as

the Church. When, therefore, he used the above

expression respecting Theodotus, all that was passing

through his mind was that the Alogi, by their rejection

of the Fourth Gospel, had thrown down the strongest

Scriptural bulwark of the Divinity of Christ and of

the Incarnation of the Logos, had prepared the way
for Theodotus, and professed a relationship with his

1 EPIPH. p. 424. Petan has incorrectly rendered the latter passage thus :

Ex quo deniceps sacrosanctam et divinam fidem redarguunt.
2 De Alogis, p. 24.
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heresy. Parodoxical as it may sound, it was simply
and solely in the interests (no doubt misunderstood) of

dogmatic Christology that these people thought them

selves bound to reject the Fourth Gospel as a production
of the heretic Cerinthus.

2. That the spiritual Gospel, in its all-pervading
difference from the Synoptics, excited the suspicion of

a party in the second and third century by its unique

character, in which the objective historical element

the description of the life and teaching of Jesus Christ

remains so entirely in the background, this fact,

when duly weighed, has nothing that need offend one.

One must conceive the position of this party as one in

which it saw the Fourth Gospel, not as a long-known

book, hitherto in undisputed possession of apostolic

authority, and forming part of the paradosis of the

Church, but as a work only partially received as

genuine, and with its claims in need of critical exami

nation before being accepted. The book proclaims
itself as a writing composed for a particular purpose,
to furnish grounds for dogmatic belief (John xx. 30,

31) ;
it omits most of the miracles and events recorded

by the other Evangelists ;
it relates specially those

discourses of Christ in which He speaks of His heavenly

glory and power, and represents Himself as One who
has come from heaven with divine knowledge and

authority, and will soon return thither again ;
while the

discourses of Christ in the other Evangelists refer more

to His work and the Church which He is about to

found, and contain ethical precepts and denunciations.

Cerinthus had already been active in Asia Minor, as

the founder of a sect and spreader of a doctrine, when
the Gospel of the Apostle appeared ;

hence his doc

trine was already known and feared in certain circles,

which now for the first time became aware of the

existence of this Gospel. To them the very peculiari-
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ties of the new Gospel appeared to stand in close

relationship with the teaching of Cerinthus. The

Gospel says nothing about the miraculous concep
tion and birth of Christ, the signs and wonders which

attended His birth, the whole history of His youth,
His public appearance as a boy in the temple; and

leaps immediately from the Word become flesh to the

baptism in Jordan and the descent of the Spirit. In

all this they fancied they recognised the hand of

Cerinthus, to whom Jesus is a mere man, born in the

natural way of Joseph and Mary, whose whole youth
was that of a (no doubt very good and pious, but still)

ordinary man. Hence Cerinthus regarded the whole

history of the birth and youth of Jesus as unimportant,
or actually fictitious

;
and accordingly he made the

history of Jesus as the Messiah commence with the

meeting of Jesus and the Baptist, and what took place

immediately before the baptism. In the assertion of

the Evangelist that the turning of the water into wine

at Cana was the first miracle wrought by Jesus, they
detected the design of Cerinthus, who meant in this

way to express that the carpenter s Son (as he called

Him before the Logos or Christ descended upon Him
at His baptism and abode upon Him) could have per
formed no miracle. No less designed appeared to them

the silence about Christ s transfiguration on Mount
Tabor

; for, as Cerinthus admitted no real Incarnation

or taking of the Manhood into the Godhead, but merely
a temporal indwelling of the Logos in the Manhood, it

appeared to favour his dogmatic interests that an event

was passed over from which it was possible directly to

infer a participation of the human Body in the glory
of the Godhead inseparably united with His Person.

The &quot;

prince ofthis world,&quot;
an expression which occurs

in no book of the New Testament excepting this

Gospel, and here occurs thrice, but each time in such
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a connection that it is possible to understand by it some

powerful being other than Satan, this ruler of the

world in the Gospel appeared to the Alogi to be the

same as the one who in the Cerinthian system was

subordinated to the Supreme God, Whom he did not

know, as the Creator of the world and of man, and as

the God of the Jews. Once more, the wonderful signs

which accompanied the death of Jesus are omitted in

this Gospel ;
and this again fits in with the Cerinthian

system, according to which the Logos or Christ de

parted when Jesus was taken prisoner, and only the

Man, left to Himself and stripped of all Divinity, was

given over to suffering and death. What, then, would

be the meaning of those wonderful phenomena, that

sympathy and sorrow of the whole of Nature, as

reported by the other Evangelists, at the death of

a mere man? Lastly, the circumstance that a

Gospel, otherwise so rich in didactic material, re

ports none of the discourses which Jesus held with

His disciples during the forty days after His resur

rection, might be easily explained by the Cerinthian

doctrine that the risen Jesus was no longer the

bearer of the Logos, or possessed of that higher illumi

nation.

Let us suppose, what is not impossible, that a party
of Cerinthians in Asia Minor, at the very beginning of

the second century, got possession of the Fourth Gospel,

triumphantly used and displayed it as the testimony of

the beloved disciple in favour of their doctrine, in a

word, treated it just in the same way as the Yalentinians

did a little later, and it will then be very intelligible

how Catholic Christians, filled with suspicion against a

book which had only just become known, thought that

on further investigation they really did recognise the

pretended traces of Cerinthian teaching, and then

went on to compare it with the other Evangelists, and
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to allow the force of those apparent contradictions

noticed by Epiphanius.
1

3. Epiphanius says repeatedly that the Alogi rejected

the Logos in the Gospel of S. John
;

i.e. starting from

the fond notion that Cerinthus was the author of the

Gospel, they thought that in the choice of the expression

Logos to designate the Divine Redeemer they again

recognised the hand of Cerinthus, who had brought his

Logos-doctrine out of Egypt and taken it into his theory
even before the Apostle S. John that is, before the

appearance of his Gospel. The Logos of Cerinthus is

an ^Eon, generated and sent by the supreme unknown

God, which descended upon Jesus at His baptism,

taught and worked through Him, but at last before

His passion again withdrew from Him.

That the doctrine of the Logos at the beginning of

the Gospel gave offence to many, when it first became

known in Asia Minor, cannot surprise us. Not one of

the Apostles had hitherto made use of this expression ;

and precisely the circumstance that it already had a

definite signification and technical stamp in the Judaic-

Alexandrian theosophy (Philo), whence Cerinthus also

had borrowed it, must have increased the offence caused

by its being found at the beginning of the Gospel as

1 HEINICHEN (pp. 37, 38) has not understood the objections of the Alogi
to the Gospel of S. John, and hence thinks them so foolish and groundless
that the Alogi could not have been determined by them to attack this

Gospel, as mentioned by Epiphanius, but by a totally different reason, viz.

their rejection of the dogma of the Divinity of Christ. To this utter mis

understanding also must be ascribed his explaining the assertion of the

Alogi that Cerinthus was the author of the Fourth Gospel as a fable

maliciously invented by Epiphanius (p. 42), although Philastrius makes
the same statement. As a witness on the other side he quotes S. Augustine,
who (as appears here) does not merely follow Epiphanius. Heinichen has

not remarked that S. Augustine knew nothing but the Summary or

Anaccphalxosis of Epiphanius history of sects; and the statement that

Cerinthus was the author of the Fourth Gospel was not mentioned, simply
because it is not contained in the Summary. On the whole, Heinichen s

treatise, with its arbitrary treatment of historical evidence, has done more
to confuse the history of the Alogi than to elucidate it.
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the key to the whole. And thus it might easily happen
that this very mark, stamped full on the forehead of the

Gospel, would at once awaken misgivings in certain

places whither the Gospel came without further

credentials, inasmuch as they failed to recognise the

Apostle s intention of counteracting the heretical

misinterpretation of the Logos, and of giving to the

doctrine that the Divine Word Himself became flesh

apostolical sanction
;
and also fancied that they ought

to oppose this expression and refuse it entrance into

the Church. The Alogi, then, belonged to a circle in

which the Fourth Gospel down to the time of the out

break of the Montanist movement had found no admit

tance, so that they ended in joining the Phrygian

schism, withdrew (from the middle of the second cen

tury onwards) from united action with the Catholic

Church, and thus were able to maintain their barricade

against the two writings of S. John down to the fourth

century. But a belief in the divine dignity of Christ

they had from the first derived from the universal

tradition of the Church, from the Epistles of S. Paul,
and other writings in the Canon. They knew that

Christ in His higher nature is the Son of God (Rom. i.

3, 4), that being in the form of God He thought Him
self equal to God (Phil. ii. 6), that in Him dwelleth all

the fulness of the Godhead bodily (Col. ii. 9), etc. etc.

Notwithstanding, then, the strong expressions which

Epiphanius used respecting them once or twice, what
he charges them with is always nothing more than

this, that they would not accept the Logos ;
never that

they disputed the dogma of the Divinity of Christ, or

had altogether too low views respecting Him. 1

1 HEINICHEN gives himself much useless trouble to press more out of the

words of Epiphanius, viz. a full denial of the Divinity of Christ, or Theo-

dotianism. He quotes the passage (p. 434), IIo? Tpkniafe, KqpivQs, E/3/W,
ovx. toriv OVTU$ a; voptifyre, x.r.Tu Under the ol aAAo/he under-
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To this it may be objected that the Alogi must have

seen that the Logos in the prologue of the Gospel was

altogether different from the Cerinthian Logos. On
the other hand, it must be remembered that the Cerin-

thians understood the expression,
&quot; The Word was made

flesh/ in their sense of the mere temporary union and

indwelling of the Logos in flesh, viz. in the Man Jesus
;

further, that Cerinthus, although he could not maintain

a creation of the world by the Logos in the sense of

the Apostle, because a lower Being the God of the

Jews is with him the Creator of the visible universe,

yet apparently, like Heracleon, supposed an activity of

the Logos in the creation, or a dependence of the

creating ^Eon on the higher Logos, which proceeded

immediately from the Father
;
and so, equally with

Heracleon, could say in the words of the prologue, all

things, even the visible universe, were (in the last

instance) made by the Logos.

I turn now to the book of Dr. CHK. WORDSWORTH,
Canon of Westminster.

1
It treats only of the ninth

book of the Philosophwnena, and this merely so far as

it narrates the contest of Hippolytus with Zephyrinus
and Callistus. His purpose, however, is not so much
to give a scientific explanation of this section of the

work, to render the events intelligible, critically to

stands the Alogi, who are therefore named here as of like views with Cerin

thus and Ebion. But he has overlooked the fact that S. John is here

introduced by Epiphanius as speaking, and is here made to name those

against whom, according to tradition, he wrote his Gospel; so that the

later Alogi are of course excluded. The objection that Epiphanius would

certainly not have omitted to urge the dogma of Christ s Divinity against

the Alogi, had they denied it, he thinks to set aside (p. 81) with the

answer that the Bishop would not have been able to accomplish anything
with positive grounds against a party which denied the authenticity of the

Gospel of S. John. As if the Epistles of S. Paul, etc. would not have sup

plied him with positive proofs in abundance !

1
S. Hippolytus and the Church of Rome in the earlier part of the third

century. From the newly discovered Philosophumena. London 1853.
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separate in the statements of Hippolytus the objective
historical contents from the subjective colouring which

the personal sympathies of the author have manifestly

mingled with the narrative, as to find a useful weapon
for polemical purposes. The main object of the book

is to show that the Roman See, in the first part of the

third century, was tainted with heresy and vice, a

cathedra pestilential, and that the events of that time

afford a decisive argument against the authority attri

buted to the Chair of S. Peter in the Roman Church.

All questions connected with Hippolytus work and

narrative attract him just so far as they stand in con

junction with this object. It suits his purpose, there

fore, that the condition of the Roman Church at that

time should be painted in dark colours. She is con

sidered to be wrapped in a thick black cloud of heresy
and corruption, so that Hippolytus is the one bright

spot in this darkness. The strong expressions and

sharp sallies of Hippolytus- do not content him
;
where

they seem to him too tame, he helps them in his trans

lation with more powerful touches. The impression
which he has thereby produced upon members of his

own Church has already been stated by an English
Church newspaper

l
in the following words :.

&quot; The one

effect of Wordsworth s book upon us is, that it has

indefinitely strengthened the suspicion which we could not

help cherishing that the ninth book of the Phil&so-

phumena is
spurious.&quot; Much of Dr.. Wordsworth s

book appears to this paper to be a &quot; sermon against

Papal aggression.&quot;

That the ninth book is spurious is, however, impos
sible

;
it belongs as an essential part to the whole

work. But what is to the point in this criticism is

this, that Dr. Wordsworth by his treatment of the

subject and by his commentary has made Hippolytus
1 The Guardian, June 8, pp. 383, 384

T
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narrative into an inextricable, self-contradictory jumble;
and that the course of events in Rome, when grasped
in this way, must seem to every one who knows the

history of the early Church an insoluble riddle.

The first chapter is designed to show that Hippolytus
was Bishop of Portus. Dr. Wordsworth does not

attempt the difficult task of proving this for himself.

He is content with quoting from an insignificant and

scientifically worthless treatise of the Italian RUGGIERI,
of which he speaks in terms of high praise :

&quot;

beyond
the possibility of a doubt,&quot; he has proved that Hip

polytus is the disciple of Irenaeus and the celebrated

Father, Bishop of Portus. This tone of confidence

induced me to read Ruggieri s treatise through once

more with attention, to see whether some argument or

proof of importance had not possibly escaped me ;
but

I could discover nothing which in the least degree
could shake the criticism of this treatise as given
above. As, however, the subject is of sufficient im

portance, and the theory of Hippolytus episcopate in

Portus is maintained with such tenacity and unyielding

persistence, it may be worth while to add a few further

remarks on Ruggieri s book.

Ruggieri unconcernedly supposes that within a short

period of time there were two martyrs of the name of

Hippolytus, the one Bishop of Portus, the other a

Roman officer, who both at the same place suffered

the same extraordinary death of being dragged to death

by wild horses. Both were buried in the same place,

viz. the Ager Yeranus, and both were commemorated

on the same day ;
so that, in order to make the stupen

dous similarity complete, he had only to declare them
to be twins ! The degree of historical and critical

ability which is displayed in such a supposition is not

belied by the general course of the discussion. The

numerous statements of Greek authorities, that Hip-
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polytus was Bishop, Archbishop, or Papa of Rome, he

appropriates with naive self-complacency as so many
indisputable testimonies for the episcopate of Hippo-

lytus in Portus. The obvious fact that witnesses who

gave him the title of Archbishop and Papa could not

possibly have been thinking of a little seaport town,
but must have meant nothing less than the Church of

Rome, makes not the slightest impression on him.

Accordingly he quotes the testimony of Leontius and

Anastasius Sinaita, both of whom make Hippolytus

Bishop of Rome. With regard to the latter, he says he

does not care who Anastasius was, or when he lived
;

sufficient for him that he confirms his (Ruggieri s)

opinion respecting the episcopate in Portus.
1

Leontius

is treated in much the same way, and his disertissimum

testimonium
2

plays a great part in the course of the

discussion, and is held against all opposing testimony
like a shield. After quoting a whole series of addi

tional authorities for Hippolytus having been Papa or

Bishop of Rome, he comes (p. 78) quite calmly to the

conclusion that from this it is clear how universally

ecclesiastical antiquity supplies testimony for Hippo

lytus episcopate in Portus, and how weak and worthless

the grounds are on which this is disputed. For, says

he, Bishop of Rome means simply Bishop in the Roman

province, Bishop of one of the suburbicarian churches.

But, as the whole of South Italy and Sicily belonged to

this province, the Orientals (according to Ruggieri s

theory) might by their Bishop or Papa of Rome have

just as well meant Bishop of Capua or of Syracuse as

Bishop of Portus !

Ruggieri meanwhile attempts to prove that the

Greeks called the suburbicarian province of the

Roman See, Rome
;
and the Bishops of Rome, ol atro

1 De Portuensi S. Hippolyti sede Dissertatio, Romse 1771, p. 71.
2

L.c. pp. 70, 79.
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or oi Kara PaijjLrjv. The first point, indeed, lie

merely states without producing anything whatever

in its favour
;

the second would prove nothing to

serve his purpose, for the Orientals call Hippolytus,

not eVtWoTTo? /cara PwfjLrjv, but simply Bishop or Papa
f

Pftyw;9. What, then, does he bring to establish his

second assumption ? The heading of the synodal letter

from Sardica, which runs :

&quot; The Synod in Sardinia

assembled from Rome, Spain, Gaul, Italy, Africa,

Sardinia,&quot; etc. Here at once the position of Rome, and

further the circumstance that Spain and Gaul are

mentioned next to Rome and Italy, not until after

them, all this is clear evidence that here only the

city of Rome is meant, from which the presiding Papal

Legates had come to Sardica. His second and last

proof is the decree of the Emperor Aurelian, that he,

whom the Bishops in Italy and Rome (ol
Kara rrjv

iTokiav KOL TTJV Pwjjialcov iro\iv eVtWoTrot) would recognise

as Bishop of Antioch, should have possession of the

episcopal house there. That means simply, the Bishop

of Rome and the rest of the Italian Bishops. An
ecclesiastical province called Italia, side by side with

the Roman province, has never existed
;
when Italia

is spoken of as an ecclesiastical whole, the Bishop of

Rome is mentioned as its head, thus Socrates
l

calls

Liberius Bishop of Italia. So strong, however, is Dr.

Wordsworth s trust in Ruggieri s authority, that he

blindly copies all this from him (p. 10).

In similar fashion Ruggieri deals with the adverse

testimony of Jerome and Gelasius. A word more

about each. Jerome came as a very young man (about
A.D. 350) to Rome, and prosecuted his studies there,

remaining until 372, i.e. over 20 years. He narrates

of himself that he diligently sought out the graves of

the Apostles and Martyrs, and descended into the

1 Hist. Eccl\\. 11.
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catacombs.
1 Later on, under Damasus, he spent four

more years in Rome
;
and after all this, he assures us

that he was unable to discover the place where Hip-

polytus had been Bishop, although he must often have

witnessed the annual festival on the 13th of August
described by Prudentius, and the streams of pilgrims

meeting together from far and near in crowds at the

grave of Hippolytus ! One would have thought that

such things were calculated to shake the firmest belief

in the episcopate at Portus
;

but Ruggieri and his

admirer and copier, Wordsworth, do not find here any

really serious difficulty. We have already seen how
Herr Bunsen tries to help himselfhere. Ruggieri thinks

that Jerome was ignorant of some things which are

now known, and quotes as proof of this one or two paltry

trifles which do not deserve serious consideration, e.g.

that he did not know that Cams was with S. Trenseus

in Lyons (which, as a matter of fact, no one even now

knows), and the like.

The authority of Gelasius is made innocuous with

similar ease. In the sixteenth century, Baronius,

owing to very defective patristic knowledge and critical

power, doubted whether the book on the two natures of

Christ was really by the Roman Bishop Gelasius. The

subject has since then been accurately investigated,

new sources of information have presented themselves,
the decisive testimony of Fulgentius and that of Pope
John ii. have left room for no further doubt

;
and since

then, all scholars capable of giving an opinion have

declared themselves for the authenticity of the Roman
Gelasius. What, then, does Ruggieri do? Tillemont

had already said to him,
&quot; As Gelasius knew nothing

of Hippolytus having been Bishop of Portus, this is a

proof of the groundlessness of this supposition.&quot; Rug
gieri answers, that Baronius 200 years ago doubted

1 In EzecMel, c. 40.
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whether the Roman Bishop Gelasius was the author

of the book
;
he freely owns that he does not know how

the matter stands, but that, at any rate, this is a com

plete refutation of Tillemont s argument !

1 Even here

Dr. Wordsworth treads in Ruggieri s footsteps. He
must remark, he says (p. 64), that it is scarcely possible

that Gelasius, Bishop of Rome, should not have known
that Hippolytus, Bishop of Portus, was a suffragan of

his See. Any reader would now expect Dr. Words
worth to go on and draw the natural conclusion from

this correct premise ; therefore, that Hippolytus was

Bishop of Portus is a fiction. Not at all
;
Dr. Words

worth prefers therefore it is very doubtful that the

Roman Gelasius is the author of the book.

Dr. Wordsworth states further, that Ruggieri s book

is to be regarded as an official document, in which the

judgment of the Roman Church concerning S. Hip

polytus is laid down. 2 That this is far from being the

case, he might before this have seen from SACCARELLI,
the most considerable Roman ecclesiastical historian

who has written since Ruggieri. Saccarelli has so

well seen through the weakness and worthlessness of

Ruggieri s attempts at proof, that he again makes

Hippolytus a Bishop in Arabia, who came to Rome
and worked there.

3 In a recent Roman work, the

1 For fear of being thought to do Ruggieri s logic an injustice, I quote
his own words : Quomodocunqite sese res habent, hanc qusestionem viris doc-

tioribus disentiendam relinquimus. Nobis tantummodo sufficiat probasse
incertum adhuc esxe num S. Gelasius P. hujus libelli auctor extiterit, etc.

Quapropter Tillemontii argumentum penitus concidit, etc.

2
&quot;It may be considered as embodying the judgment of the Roman

Church concerning S. Hippolytus.&quot;
3 Historia Eccles. per Annos Digesta, III. p. 265, Romse 1773. Ruggieri s

treatise appeared there two years earlier. Herr Gieseler acknowledges

(p. 776) that in the fourth and fifth century, according to the testimony of

Eusebius, Jerome, and Gelasius, there can have been no knowledge of a

Bishop Hippolytus in Portus
;
but thinks it quite possible that the statement

that he was Bishop there may have been contained in some MS. of one of

his writings not discovered until a later age, but that it is also equally
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question as to where this Father was Bishop is stated

as a thing still unknown.1

We have seen that the Presbyter ANASTASIUS, who
found a writing of Hippolytus against Beron in Con

stantinople, and copied portions of it, is the first and

most considerable authority for the episcopate of Hip

polytus in the Roman Portus. According to his state

ment, the author was thus designated in the MS. which

he copied. These fragments have for a long time

aroused the greatest suspicion. Lately, however, a

very powerful voice has been raised for their genuine
ness

; CORNER, in his celebrated work,
2

supposes that

the fragments are taken from the treatise of which that

against Noetus forms a part, and he makes them the

basis of his account of the heresy of Beron and of the

doctrine of Hippolytus respecting the Incarnation and

the relation between the two Natures. Herr BUNSEN
considers that Dorner has so completely refuted the

arguments (HANELL S) against the genuineness of the

fragments, that it seems unnecessary to waste a word

on the subject. It appears to me, on the contrary,

quite clear that these fragments, or the writing from

which they are taken, must be spurious ;
the arguments

which I shall presently advance for this opinion have,

at any rate, not yet been refuted. I hold these frag

ments to be a forgery of the sixth or seventh century,

a product of the Monophysite controversies
;
and I think

possible that people were led by the mere circumstance of his having been

put to death at Portus to call him Bishop of this town. As regards the

first possibility, it has perhaps been sufficiently answered by the remarks

made above in the text
;
the second rests on the identity of the Father

with Prudentius martyr, which I hold to be a manifestly baseless supposi
tion. The episcopate in Portus has its origin, as has been shown, in the

fictitious Acts of S. Aurea.
1

MORONI, Dizionario di Erudizione Storico-Ecclesiastica, torn. 36, p. 74,

Venez. 1846.
2

Entwicklungs-geschichte der Lelire von der Person CJiristi
t
zweite Aufl.

I. 536 ff.
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one has only to read the treatise against Noetus and

these fragments, one immediately after the other, to

perceive at once that an utter difference of tone and of

method in argument creates a broad chasm between

the fragments and the treatise. Since the appearance
of the Philosophumenaj a more exact knowledge of Hip-

polytus language and mode of description renders a

decision of the question still easier, and the probability
that the fragments are not by Hippolytus still greater.

But, in particular, the following points, duly weighed,
can scarcely leave a doubt as to their spuriousness.

1. While the theological terminology of Hippolytus,
in the treatise against Noetus and in the ninth book

of the Philosophumena, appears to be still defective, and

confined to a few words and formulae which had already
received a theological stamp, the author of the frag

ments can command an abundance of technical terms

respecting the doctrine of the Incarnation, such as

was only developed in the course of the Apollinarian,

Nestorian, and Monophysite controversies
;
he wields

this terminology with a certain ease and readiness,

taking for granted that it is well known, whereas

Hippolytus often seems to have some trouble to find

the right expression.

2. In Hippolytus treatise against Noetus, a simple,

homely tone prevails ;
the treatise is, in the main, a

string of texts of Scripture. In the fragments the

language is turgid, overladen with epithets.; texts of

Scripture, with the exception of one or two words, are

not quoted.
3. In the fragments expressions are frequent which

are foreign to Hippolytus writings and his whole

period, and betray a much later age, reminding one

more of Synesius, the Areopagite writings, and the

later Neoplatonists. The author speaks of a

os, of the $eoT??? rfj aapfcl ravTOTraOtfs, of a
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vtrepaTretpos, a Oe\rjcn^ aTretpoSvvapos, an ayaOov

Oeves
;
he USGS the words ovo-icocras and evovcricocras, of

which the first does not occur earlier than Athanasius,
the second only in Hierocles, in the fifth century. Not

less unlike Hippolytus sounds az/eTOu-Troi)? virap^ov Oeoryros;

and again, rj TravTOKparopiKT], KOI TGOV o\wv TroirjTi/cr} TT}? 0X779

tfeoT?;? evepyeia. Here we have, at the same time, an

instance of that redundance and fluency which is

utterly foreign to the style of Hippolytus.
4. The technical expressions, /^era/SoX?) l^i^^ai^v, Sial-

pecris TrpovcoTTi/cri, faaircr) virap^ and the like, exhibit the

later development and stereotyped use of theological

language produced by the controversies mentioned

above, and are an anachronism when placed in the

mouth of a writer at the beginning of the third century.
5. The author of the fragments speaks of the &quot;

in

separable union of the two Natures of Christ so as

to form one
Hypostasis&quot;

which plainly shows that

he uses this expression in the sense of Person.
1

But for this Hippolytus uses the word Prosopon.
2

Hypostasis in the third, and to some extent in the

fourth century also, is used for Nature ; thus in Hip
polytus contemporaries, Irenseus, Origen, the Roman

Dionysius, nay, even by the Council of Nicsea.
3

It was not until after the Alexandrian Synod of 362,

which left it open to speak of one Hypostasis or of three,

i.e. to use the word in the sense of Nature, or in that

1

AppnTo; ri$ x.ctl oippvHTo; ti; piav VKOVTOIVIV dutporipais yiyoitsv

Anastasius, in his rather bad translation, has, in unam substantiam, and

does not see that he thus makes his author affirm precisely what he is

opposing with all his might Monophysitism, and that he makes him say
the opposite of what he has said just before. Similarly (p. 226) he trans

lates the passage that Christ worked both as God and Man, KXT xvr^v vhv

QVTU; d hiiQv) x.0,1 (pvatx-viv vTrotpfyv,
&quot; secundum eandam quse veraciter vera est

et naturalis substantia,&quot; instead of &quot; secundum ipsam,&quot; etc., and thus again
makes him teach the Monophysite doctrine.

2 Both in the treatise against Noetus and also in the Philosophumena.
3
PETAVII, Dogm. Theol. de Trin. iv. 1

;
De Incarn. ii. 3.
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of Person, did the latter meaning become gradually

prevalent in the East. That Hippolytus lived in Rome
makes here no difference, for in the West also Hypo-
stasis was used in the sense of Substance or Nature as

late as the fourth century ;
the Council of Sardica, and

that of Rome under Damasus, still spoke of one Hypo-
stasis of Divine Persons. The later use of the word was
first fixed by S. Basil.

6. The author of the fragments speaks not only of

the Travdyia TOV 6eov adp^ but also of the Travdyia

aenrapOevos Mapia. The epithet iravdyios, used of the

Blessed Virgin, does not occur till a good deal later.

Hippolytus commonly says simply 17 TrapOevos, without

any addition, and once $ pa/capta Mapia that he would

ever have spoken of the &quot; Flesh of God &quot;

is, to say the

least, extremely improbable.
7. In the form of doctrine, also, the fragments are

marvellously different from the genuine writings of

Hippolytus. In the refutation of Noetus, the object of

the Incarnation is stated as being the rescue of fallen

man, and the winning of immortality (afyOapa-ia) for

him. With this simple explanation, contrast that of

the fragments:
1
Christ became man, and suffered &quot;in

order to ransom the whole race of mankind, which had
been sold into death, and to lead them to immortal and

blessed life; in order to secure the holy hosts of intelli

gent beings in the heavens and render them unchange
able by the mystery of His Incarnation, whose work is

the binding together of the universe in Him
;

&quot;

or, as

it is expressed in another passage,
&quot;

in order to bind

up the universe and render it unchangeable.&quot;
2

This

idea is quite foreign to Hippolytus, and (so far as I

know) is not found in any other ancient Father.
8 In

J P. 227, ed. Fabric. 2 A;o& TO S^; vrpog urpe^iets ro TTKV, p. 230.
3

S. AUGUSTINE is the first to utter a somewhat kindred thought : Ut

Dei sapientia ad unitatem persons sux homine assumto . . . Jieret et deorsum
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the address to the heathen,
1
he states as the object of

the Incarnation of the Logos that Christ willed to be a

law and pattern for mankind, and to show that God
had made nothing evil, and that man s will is free.

8. If these fragments belong to the beginning of the

third century, they contain a wonderful anticipation of

that development of doctrine which otherwise was

generally diffused and brought to maturity only by the

contests of the fourth and fifth centuries, such as

perhaps could not be found elsewhere. Petavius
2 has

already remarked, that the words of Hippolytus (in

these fragments) are in such clear opposition to the

much later heresy (of the &quot;Monophysites) that a re

futation of this error written so long beforehand is

marvellous.

9. In addition to all this, we have the external evi

dence. The treatise is mentioned by no one earlier

than the seventh century ;
Theodoret did not know of

it, otherwise he would certainly have made use of it.

No heretic named Beron is known no one of the later

writers on heresies mentions him
; Hippolytus would

undoubtedly have inserted him along with the others

in the Philosopliurnena had he known of such a person.

Is it likely that so extraordinary a heresy as that which

Beron is said to have disseminated, that in Christ the

two Natures were transfused one with another so as to

be entirely commingled, a doctrine which is quite

hominibus exemplo redeundi, et eis qui sursum sunt, angelis exemplum manendi

(De Consens. Evang. i. 35). FULGENTIUS comes nearest to the conception of

the author of the fragments : Non alia (gratia) stantem angelum a ruina

potuit custodire, nisi ilia, quse lapsum hominem post ruinam potuit reparare.

Una est in utroque gratia operata; in hoc ut surgeret, in illo ne caderet

(Ad Trasimundum Regem, ii. 3, Opp. ed. Paris 1684, p. 90). Nothing

similar is to be found in the Greek Fathers, except Origen. Cf. the saying

of Cyril of Alexandria, that even the angels had their holiness only through

Christ in the Holy Ghost (De Ador. I. 310).
1
Philosophumena, p. 337.

2 De Incarnatione, viii. 8
; Dogma. Theol. v. 389, ed. Amstelod.
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unique in the earlier centuries,
1 should have entirely

escaped the notice of every one, of Eusebius, Epi-

phanius, and Philastrius? Let us remember how eager
men were to be able to represent to the originators of

an innovation in dogma, that their doctrine had already
been taught and already condemned in the case of this

or that ancient heretic. When, therefore, none of the

numerous opponents of Monophysitism (until about

640) mention Beron, and Hippolytus refutation of him,
this can only be explained . by the supposition that

both the existence of Beron and the treatise of this

Father were unknown to them. It is quite true that

the treatise was quoted at the Roman Synod of 649
;

but it was beyond a doubt Anastasius who brought
his selections thither, and supplied the passages which

were quoted there.

If, then, the treatise from which these fragments are

taken is spurious, there is at once an end of the possi

bility that the designation of Hippolytus in the heading
as &quot;martyr and Bishop of Portus, near Rome,&quot; originated

in an earlier age. Whether Anastasius was the first to

add this designation, or found it already in the MS.,

it belongs at the earliest to the seventh century or end

of the sixth, and was derived (as has been shown) from

the spurious Acts of S. Cliryse. With the exception of

Anastasius, the compiler of the Chronicon Paschale, or

of the rhapsody of statements with regard to the time

of Easter prefixed to it, is the only w
rriter who calls

Hippolytus Bishop of Portus on the strength of a quo
tation from one of his writings ;

but he makes use of

the first treatise against heresies, the Syntagma, and

we know from Photius that the author of this book
1 No doubt TERTULLIAN (Contra Prax. 27) refuted the doctrine that in

the Incarnation there was a change of one Nature into the other
;
but what

a difference between the simple discussion of Tertullian and the artistically-

conducted argumentation of the author of the fragments, who has a

technical word ready for every conception that may arise !
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was not so designated in it. Therefore this compiler
also derived his statement either from Anastasius,
or from the spurious work against Beron, or direct

from the Acts of S. Chryse. The two others, Zonaras

and Syncellus, do not come into consideration, for

they quote no writings of Hippolytus, and fall within a

much later age. And thus the fact that all others

who have made use of Hippolytus writings, or have

quoted passages from him, invariably call him Bishop
or Papa of Rome, appears all the mere striking and

decisive.

The gross error of Herr Bunsen, that Peter, Bishop
of Alexandria about 309, quoted Hippolytus as Bishop
of the Roman Portus, has been faithfully copied by Dr.

Wordsworth
;

after which he has a long and serious

discussion as to why Hippolytus does not directly say
that Callistus was Bishop of Rome. There is, he

thinks, something almost mysterious in this apparent

ambiguity of language, such as at first arouses sus

picion, etc. etc. At last he comes to the conclusion

that Hippolytus did not wish to profane the title of

Bishop by giving it to the heretical Callistus. This

mystery is of Dr. Wordsworth s own making. Nothing
is more simple or natural, or more in accordance with

the condition of things in the Church at that time,
than that Hippolytus should refuse to call a man whom
he regarded as an open heretic and spoiler of the

Church, and from whose communion he had with

drawn, Bishop of Rome. It would have been mys
terious and incomprehensible had he and his followers

persisted in maintaining this position, without provid

ing themselves with a proper Bishop according to their

own views. But this they did
; they constituted them

selves under their Bishop Hippolytus the orthodox

Church of Rome, as is quite plain from their calling

those in communion with Callistus a sect or school, and
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from the statement that Callistus received those whom

they excommunicated into his Church.

Dr. Wordsworth has here also allowed himself to be

misled by Herr Bunsen. He says (p. 82) that Hip-

polytus appears in many respects to regard Callistus as
&quot; a professorial teacher

&quot;

rather than a person of high

authority in the Church
;

he calls his followers a
&quot;

school,&quot;
and never gives them the name of &quot;Church.&quot;

So also Herr Bunsen :

l &quot;

Callistus set up a school, in

which this doctrine (Sabellianism) was taught, as Hip

polytus says, in opposition to the Catholic Church.&quot;

Herr Bunsen seems inclined to suppose that Callistus

was not himself Professor in this school, but caused

others to lecture instead of him, and in accordance

with his views on dogmatic theology, or perhaps only
on the subject of the Trinity. Dr. Wordsworth, on the

other hand, understands Hippolytus to mean that

Callistus exercised the Professor s office in his own

person in his school. A glance at Hippolytus treatise

against Noetus would have shown what he meant by a
&quot;

school&quot; in opposition to the Church. He says there,
2

that after Noetus was thrust out of the Church he was so

arrogant as to form a didascaleion or school i.e. instead

of recanting, and thus regaining the communion he had

lost, he set up a separate and heretical Church, com

posed of those who agreed with him. It need excite

no surprise that Hippolytus leaps over some links

in the chain of events in which he was entangled,

and does not expressly narrate his expulsion, his

formation of a separate communion, and election as

Bishop. On the one side, a certain shyness restrained

him in this, a feeling that among the Christians of

his time nothing was more hateful than the erecting

1
Hippolytus und seine Zeit, I. 98.

2
Scriptor Eccl. Opuscula, ed. Routh, I. 46.

[&amp;lt;&amp;gt;$
els rocrovro QvvietfMt ftivjglq,
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of altar against altar, and rending the unity of the

Church. On the other side, however, he wrote

primarily for his followers, and then also for his con

temporaries, who knew the state of things in Rome on

the main point; for he himself says that the doctrine of

Callistus, and of course also the events connected with

it, had created great commotion in the whole Church.

It was everywhere known that in the Roman Church

there was a schism about the doctrine respecting the

Father and the Son, and also about Church discipline,

and that there were now two Churches there, each of

which maintained that it was the Catholic Church. It

was manifestly one of the reasons which induced him
to publish a second treatise about heresies, that he

intended at the same time to make this a vehicle for

an official apology, and a polemical description of the

relation in which he and his community stood or wished

to stand towards other Churches and the rival Church

in Rome. And thus in this apology, where one looks

for a definite statement respecting the steps which

immediately led to the establishment of a separation,

one is reminded of the way in which the eloquent
defender of Milo steers clear of the reef on which he

and his client, had he simply related the catastrophe,

might easily have been wrecked. Hippolytus leaves it

uncertain and obscure to readers at a distance when

exactly the formal separation took place, whether

already under Zephyrinus, or at his death, or not until

the time of Callistus; he leaves us to conjecture whether

Callistus was in undisputed possession of the episcopate
when he separated from him, or whether Hippolytus
was not perhaps the one elected first, and Callistus set

up as rival Bishop afterwards. We, no doubt, with

the knowledge of additional facts gained elsewhere, are

in a position to state the course of events accurately

enough ;
but to readers at a distance in that century,
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into whose hands this treatise came some time after the

death of Callistus, it must have seemed doubtful whom
the reproach of having been the originator of the

division really touched; and the intention (more or

less conscious) of leaving this doubtful guided Hip-

polytus pen.

In order to clear up the &quot;

mystery
&quot;

why Hippolytus
did not give Callistus the title of Bishop, Dr. Words

worth has recourse to a supposed Johannean school,

from which Hippolytus is descended through Irenaeus.
1

This school, he says, had principles of its own respect

ing the episcopal office, and the duty of being in com

munion with those who have the charisma of the

apostolical succession, and with it also the true doctrine

of the Church. These being the views of the whole

Church, and containing nothing specially Johannean,
Dr. Wordsworth proceeds to quote from the Apocalypse
the words about men &quot;which say they are apostles and

are not,&quot;
but are liars

(ii. 2). In this simple fact,

mentioned also in S. Paul s Epistles, that at that time

there were false apostles without any commission from

the Church, Dr. Wordsworth sees a special Johannean

doctrine, which Irenseus and Hippolytus are said to

have continued to teach. As evidence he quotes a

well - known passage from the eighth book of the

Apostolical Constitutions? in which it is said that there

are false prophets also, and &quot; a Bishop who, being en

tangled in ignorance or wickedness, is no Bishop, but is

falsely so called.&quot; Thus teaches, he adds, a disciple of

S. Irenseus, and this disciple is S. Hippolytus. The

name is printed in large letters. Dr. Wordsworth be

lieves that in these words Hippolytus alludes to events

in Rome, and that the Bishop entangled in ignorance

is Zephyrinus, while the wicked Bishop is Callistus.

1 S. Hippolytus and the Church of Home, pp. 87-90.
2 Constit. viii. 2

5
Patres Apost. ed. Coteler, Amstelod 1724, II. 393.
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Here his eagerness to seize whatever may serve his

purpose has done him an ill turn On the strength of

the statement on the Roman statue, that Hippolytus
wrote a treatise with the title Apostolic Tradition respect

ing the Charismata, Fabricius incorporated a portion of

the eighth book of the Constitutions with his collection

of Hippolytus writings, and it is from this that Dr.

Wordsworth quotes. But the second chapter, from

which this passage is taken, is not by Hippolytus, and

cannot be by him. Grabe 1 has long since warned us

that the compiler of the eighth book allowed himself

the greatest liberty in dealing with the collection which

bears Hippolytus name, arbitrarily altering some things,
and adding a good deal. Tn the second chapter, in

immediate connection with the words quoted by Dr.

Wordsworth, we read :

&quot; An Emperor who is unbeliev

ing (or irreligious, Svao-epfc) is no longer an Emperor,
but a tyrant ;

and a Bishop who,&quot;
etc. This is mani

festly written after Constantine, in an age when the

Christian religion had already become the imperial

religion ; perhaps under Julian, or soon after his time :

Hippolytus could not possibly so have expressed him

self in his own time, when all Emperors without

exception were (Wo-e/Sefr. This, at the same time,

determines that the second sentence about the

Bishops likewise falls into the times of the fourth

century.
The long discussion as to how it comes to pass that

the occurrences in the Church of Rome at that time

are mentioned by no ecclesiastical historian might
have been disposed of in few words. We have no con

tinuous history of the Church in general, nor of the

Roman Church in particular, during that time, but

merely lists of the Bishops in chronological order in

1
Spicileg. Patrum, I. 285

;
and an Essay upon two Arabick Manuscripts,

Oxford 1711, p. 25.

U
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the chief churches, descriptions of various heresies,

extracts from certain letters and writings of that time

in Eusebius
;
and even he has made a practice of

omitting internal disputes in the Church still continu

ing in his own time, when they did not lead to actual

divisions and separations.

As an instance of Dr. Wordsworth s love of what is

strained and far-fetched, we may notice his suggestion

(p. 132) that the name Yictorinus, who is mentioned

as a Patripassian by the author of the treatise on

heresies at the end of Tertullian s Prcescriptiones, may
have arisen through the hesitation of copyists between

Victor and Zephyrinus, or by a composition of the two

names, the true reading being Zephyrinus. And again,

the remark (p. 132), that when the author of the

Labyrinth in the history of Natalius speaks of the

avarice causing the ruin of many, which made this

confessor a renegade, he had in his mind Zephyrinus,
whose vice was covetousness.

The bloody persecution of Christians under Decius

Dr. Wordsworth represents as a severe judgment sent

upon the whole Church on account of the heresies and

views which, thirty years earlier, had prevailed in the

Church of Rome. According to his view, therefore,

the Christians in Africa, in Egypt, in Asia Minor, and

Syria, who furnished the greatest number of martyrs
in this persecution, had to suffer because thirty years

previously a Bishop of Rome, long since dead, favoured

Sabellianism in his congregation and administered

Church discipline on lax principles ; although Dr.

Wordsworth himself says that this favouring of heresy
ceased with the death of Callistus. This is a new

application of delirant reges, plectuntur Achivi. As evi

dence, he quotes first the lamentations of Cyprian over

the corruption which in his day (i.e.
some twenty years

later) and in the African Church had become diffused,
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and then the Novatian schism, which, as is well known,
did not begin till 251.

With regard to the rest of the book, it may suffice

to remark that Dr. Wordsworth treats all the evidently

exaggerated charges of Hippolytus as if they were

made with the calm precision of a public prosecutor,
and as if his expressions were always to be taken in

their most comprehensive sense.

Dr. Wordsworth leads us back to Herr Bunsen s

work. He speaks with emphasis and indignation of

Herr Bunsen s unscientific caprice, of the positiveness
of his assertions, which all the while rest upon the

weakest grounds, and yet touch the most essential

articles of the Christian faith and life, or the most im

portant questions in ecclesiastical history ;
his book,

he says, teems with almost innumerable errors, and his

object is to undermine the foundations of the Christian

faith (pp. 58, 301). The same criticisms on Herr

Bunsen have proceeded from other quarters in England,
and that from the bosom of the very Church which he

has prized so highly in this book, smothering it with

adulation through the mouth of Hippolytus. The

Christian Remembrancer
,

for instance, designates Herr

Bunsen s whole description of the theology of Hip

polytus age a series of misrepresentations ;
it remarks 1

that he can never be trusted with regard to any one

fact, and that in his aphorisms he puts forth a system
of naturalism veiled in Christian terminology. Herr

Bunsen s utterances cannot fail to produce this impres
sion in England, when, for instance, he says distinctly

that
&quot; the human soul is a part of the self-conscious

ness of God before all finite existence
;

&quot; when he pro
nounces that to represent revelation as an objective

historical act is false, and as untenable as it is unphiloso-

phical and unintelligent, and adds that &quot;this erroneous
1

January 1853, pp. 218, 234, 238.
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representation was all the more perplexing, inasmuch

as it assumed for the revelation of the divine will and

nature something higher than the human mind&quot; etc.

Thereupon Herr Bunsen contrasts with this false

conception of revelation, which assumes it to be an

historical fact and a real personal intervention of God

in the history of man, the true conception of it, thus :

&quot; Revelation is a revelation of God in the mind of man,
and only by a figure is represented as if God Himself

spoke in human language to man. It has two factors,

which, as soon as they exist, work together. The one

is the infinite factor, or the immediate revelation of

eternal truth to the mind through the power which

this mind possesses of perceiving it
;

for human per

ception is the correlative of divine manifestation. This

infinite factor is of course not historical ; it dwells in

every individual soul, only in indefinite difference of

degree. The second factor is the finite or external

one. This medium of divine revelation is first of all a

general one, the universe or nature
;
in a special sense,

however, it is an historical manifestation of divine

truth through the life and teaching of higher minds

among men, of specially gifted individuals, who

impart something of eternal truth to their brethren,&quot;

etc. etc.

These things need no comment. In England they
will be readily endorsed by the Anglo-German prophet,
as Herr Bunsen calls him, Carlyle ;

and in Germany
the Rationalismus vulgaris has already greeted Herr

Bunsen as an equal helpmate and kindred spirit, who

merely speaks a somewhat pleasanter language. A
theological faculty has hastened to crown with the

wreath of a doctor s degree the treasure stored up in

this book of truths, which are to transform the world

and build the Church of the future. But the theo

logians and orators of free congregations also, the
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friends of enlightenment, etc., with whose words Ger

many a little while ago was still ringing, will joyfully

recognise in Heir Bunsen an ally and brother-in-arms

in the war against hierarchy, Churches with clergy,

creeds, incomprehensible (or uncomprehended) dogmas,
etc. etc. The rest of us abstain from the thankless

task of emptying out before the public the dust-bag
which he has filled with all kinds of rubbish, with bits

of stone and mortar, crammed together out of Fathers,

canons, and liturgies, and of subjecting the whole to

an examination. Just one or two specimens of the

way in which he deals with Hippolytus and the Greek

Fathers may here be subjoined :

1. In Hippolytus concluding address
1 we read :

&quot; Him (the Logos) alone the Father produced from

that which is (e OVTWV) for the Father Himself was

that which is.&quot; Herr Bunsen translates :

&quot; Him alone

of all things the Father produced.&quot; The great dif

ference between the words of Hippolytus and this

interpretation is at once seen in the fact that Hip

polytus here exactly expresses the doctrine of the

Council of Nicsea, carefully directed against the

Arians, who (as is well known) taught that the Son

was created ef OVK ovrwv, out of nothing ;
whereas

Herr Bunsen makes Hippolytus express himself as he

would have done had he been an Arian.

2. In a passage already mentioned of the same con

cluding address, Hippolytus says: &quot;Had He (God)
willed to make thee a God, He would have done it :

thou
2
hast the instance of the Logos ; but, inasmuch as He

willed to have thee a man, He hath made thee a man.&quot;

Herr Bunsen translates :

&quot; He could have done it,

for thou hast the image of the Logos! That

1
Philosophumena, p. 334 [Book X. chap. xxix. p. 395, Clark s Ante-

Nicene Library. ]
2

E^g/j rov Aoyov TO
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does not mean an image, any lexicon would have told

him.

3. Still stronger is the following. In the same pas

sage Hippolytus thus exhorts :

u Cherish not enmity
one against another, ye men, and hesitate

1 not to turn

again.&quot;
In Herr Bunsen this runs,

&quot; Doubt not that

you will exist again !

&quot;

This reminds one of another

essay in the art of translating given us on a former

occasion by Herr Bunsen. The exhortation of S.

Ignatius in the letter to Polycarp, &quot;Flee
2

evil arts;

nay, rather mention them not at all in
public,&quot;

becomes with Herr Bunsen, after he has &quot;emended

the text after his own fashion,
&quot; Flee coquettes; rather

have intercourse with older women !

&quot;

4. Herr Bunsen alters the text, also, when Hip

polytus says anything that he does not like. In

Hippolytus we read :

&quot;

Christ
3
is the God over all, who

commanded us to wash away their sins from men.&quot; To
this Herr Bunsen objects that Hippolytus cannot

have said that Christ is the Father, as the text has it

(Hippolytus, however, does not say so, but, in agree
ment with the words of the Apostle, Rom. ix. 25, that

He is God over all, which He can be without being
the Father) ; again, that Hippolytus cannot have said

that Christ commanded men to wash away sins, for

Christ Himself, according to God s command, has

washed away the sins of men. But Hippolytus
meant simply that Christ commanded men to wash

away their sins in baptism ;
and when Herr Bunsen

declares the text to be absurd, and accordingly makes

alterations in it at pleasure, all one has to say is,

that the absurdity exists for him alone, and that

1
MjBs Kcthivbpoptiv ^laTXffTiTe.

2 Ta? KXX,OTx,vitz&amp;lt;; (psvys, p&hhov c) Trspi rovrav opftiotv pq TTOIOV.

3 P. 339 : XjofffToV yap IGTIV o x.u,roi TTOIVTUV 0eog, o; ~^v dtftetprfan e% dvQpu-
TTUV ccTTOTrhvtittv 7rpoffT(%,%. Herr Bunsen puts in &&amp;gt; after

!&amp;lt;m,
and cuts

out o$.
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his alterations are as perverse as they are un

necessary.
1

In other respects the partiality for Hippolytus theology,
which Herr Bunsen exhibits several times and in very
strained expressions, extends only to single definitions

of his with regard to the Trinity, and indeed precisely
to those in which he stands in real or apparent opposi
tion to the doctrine of the Church. The false doctrine,

against which Hippolytus contended with special zeal,

Herr Bunsen takes under his protection; for (p. 176)
he reckons the Noetians among the sects &quot;who, with

regard to God and Christ, are orthodox, but in other

points have some errors.&quot; And in the apology
2

Hip
polytus has to allow that

&quot; the Noetians stood with us

upon evangelical ground ;

&quot;

and has to lament that he
&quot;

treated them as heretics, although they differed from

him in no essential
point.&quot;

In this apology, which Herr Bunsen causes Hippo
lytus to make in London on the 13th of August 1851,
the old Presbyter first of all overwhelms the English
with praise of their power and glory, which they
owe above all to their Protestantism, and then assures

them that he really was Bishop of Portus Romanus,
and there had an ever beloved wife, Chloe, the sister

of a sacristan in the temple of Serapis at Portus,
named Heron

;
but she soon died of fever, and soon

after that his beloved son Anteros, who likewise caught
a fever in the house of Bishop Callistus, whither he

had been sent with a message, was torn from him by
death. Next he informs the English, in order to in

spire them with confidence, that with regard to the

Bible he is a true Protestant
;
but the Book of Daniel

1

[Bunsen renders the passage thus :

&quot; For Christ is He whom the God
of all has ordered to wash away the sins,&quot;

etc. Macmahon (in Clark s

Ante-Nicene Library) translates : &quot;For Christ is the God (who is) above

all, and He has arranged to wash away sin from human beings,&quot; etc.]
2
Hippolytus and his Age, IV. pp. 3-117.
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is certainly spurious, and forged not earlier than the

time of Antiochus, and the Second Epistle of S. Peter

is likewise a forgery. And then he goes on to shock

them still more by assuring them that their belief in

the inspiration of Holy Scripture is a heretical delu

sion. He declares to them then further, that the

Nicene doctrine about the Son of God is unphilo-

sophical and unscriptural. In the doctrine of the Church

respecting the Incarnation, and in the Athanasian

Creed, he finds the reason why Muhammad and his

followers have rooted out the Christian religion in half

the world. In his day the baptism of children was

quite unknown, and what now takes place under the

name is no baptism at all. And after chastising the

English establishment in this way with the staff Woe,
at the end he brings forward again the staff Gentle,

that is,
he falls upon the Catholic Church, and showers

upon this mother of all evil (in phrases which he seems

to have borrowed word for word from Messieurs RONGE
and DOWIAT) all the vials of his wrath, threatens her

with inevitable, utter, and fast approaching destruction,

and takes leave of the English with the comforting

assurance, that before the great second Reformation,
now advancing with great strides, and before its divine

blaze of light, the apostles of darkness Catholic

bishops and theologians will sink into their own

nothingness.
The reader will understand that after this there is

no need of any further examination of Herr Bunsen

and his four volumes.



CHAPTER VI.

EXAMINATION OF CERTAIN POINTS IN HIPPOLYTUS

FORM OF DOCTRINE.

THROUGH the certainty which has been now attained

that Hippolytus belonged to the Roman Church in the

first part of the third century, and the disappearance
of so many doubts and obscurities attached to his

personality, the rest of his writings still extant, and

the witness to Church doctrine which they contain,

acquire a new and increased importance. A short

notice and discussion of certain passages may serve as

a conclusion to this work.

I. THE MEANING OF &quot; PRESBYTER
&quot;

IN HIS WORKS.

Hippolytus repeatedly calls his teacher Irenseus,

Bishop of Lugdunum, the &quot;

blessed PRESBYTEROS
;

&quot;

and in one of the two treatises which Photius would

attribute to Caius, but which are by Hippolytus, the

one on the Universe and the other called the Labyrinth,
the author was designated, or probably had designated

himself, as Presbyteros at Rome and Bishop of the

heathen (lOvwv). That at that time there were no

Bishops without a fixed See has been already remarked.

The author was therefore really Bishop of a definite

Church, and the only question is, what is the meaning
of the addition eOvwv, and of the title

&quot;Presbyteros&quot;

united with that of Bishop ?

It has long ago been remarked that the name PRES-
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BYTEROS was, at the end of the second century, still

used of Bishops. Most remarkable is this in Irenseus,

who not only frequently uses the word of Bishops, e.g.

those of Rome, or his own teacher Polycarp, but also

speaks of the Presbyters who had the Episcopal Suc

cession from the Apostles, and with it the charisma of

the truth. 1 He mentions also some who were accounted

as Presbyters by many, but, being made arrogant by
their position,

2 were treated with less respect by others.

Agaio, in Irenseus, and in a well-known passage of

Papias, the first immediate disciples and contemporaries
of the Apostles are called Presbyters. It has been

rightly remarked, that here the notion of what is

ancient and honourable is associated with the word,
3

and that the name Presbyteros, even when given to a

Bishop, was a title of honour
;
but unmistakably some

thing further must have been implied in this title, viz.

the authority to teach, the Magisterium. Bishops or

others are called Presbyters primarily as the holders

and teachers of ecclesiastical tradition and knowledge.
Thus the Presbyteri of Papias, and those Asiatic

Presbyter! who had heard S. John still teaching, and

to whose authority Irenseus appeals, were, independently
of any other position and office in the Church, primarily

merely the men who held and bore witness to the

Apostolic depositum, forming the second link in the

chain of tradition. In the passage of Irenaeus already

quoted, the same persons possess as Bishops the

Apostolical Succession, as Presbyteri the &quot; charisma of

the
truth,&quot;

the gift of teaching, and the office of teacher

in the Church. And those arrogant persons whom he

mentions with reprobation were Bishops, for it was

1 Adv. Hxr. III. c. 2. 2
;

III. c. 3. 1, 2
;
IV. c. 26. 2.

2
Principalis concessionis tumore elati. The Greek word no doubt was

tptetSt IV. C. 26. 3.

3 ROTHE S Aufdnge der Christl. Kirche, p. 418.
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their ecclesiastical rank, their TrpcoroKaOeSpla^ which

made them puffed up ;
but they were merely accounted

&quot;

Presbyters&quot; by many without really being so, i.e.

without possessing that charisma, the knowledge and

gift peculiar to the office of teacher in the Church.

Therefore, says Irenaeus farther on, those who separated
from the doctrine of the Church took advantage of the

simplicity of the holy Presbyters, viz. their want of

philosophical and rhetorical culture, etc. But when
he speaks of the Succession, he uses the name Bishop ;

the heretics, he says, are all much younger than the

Bishops, to whom the Apostles transmitted the

Churches. 1 We find a similar use in Clement of

Alexandria, in the Eclogues;
2 the Presbyteri (the old

teachers in the Church) had not meddled with book-

writing, because they perhaps thought that the work
of teaching and that of composition are not similar in

kind. A later contemporary of Hippolytus, Firmilian,

Bishop of Csesarea, in speaking of the synodal meetings
of the Bishops there, still uses the expression,

&quot; the

Presbyteri and Superiors ;

&quot; 3 and these titles are not

synonymous, as Rothe supposes, but express a distinc

tion, the first meaning those who, among the Bishops

themselves, on account of the school in which they had

been educated and the work to which they had speci

ally devoted themselves, possessed a Magisterium, and

on questions of authority enjoyed a special authority.
4

The same men who bore the honorary title of Pres

byteri are several times called Doctors (

1 V. c. 20. 1, 2. 2 p. 996, ed. Potter.
3 Seniores et Pr&positi, Epist. ad Cyprian, in Cyprian s Works, Baluz. p.

143. In the Greek, therefore, it stood Trptafivrtpot xal KposaTurts. Another

expression seems to have been used in the following passage, which in the

Latin translation runs thus : Omnis potestas et gratia in ecclesia constituta

est, ubi president majores natu, qui et baptizandi, et manum imponendi et

ordinandi possident potestatem. Here, no doubt, all Bishops without dis

tinction are meant.
4
[See LIGHTFOOT S Epistle to the Philippians, pp. 193, 226 sq.]
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the Roman Hermas
;
the white stones shown to him

in the vision are &quot; the Apostles, the Bishops, the

Doctors, and the Church-servants (Deacons), who have

holily performed their office
;

&quot;

and again,
&quot; The

Apostles and Doctors who made known the Son of

God&quot; were shown to him under the image of forty

stones, which serve to build the tower (the Church).
1

It is clear, also, that among the Priests of the Church,
those who had the gift of science and learning (doctores

gratia scientice donati, as Tertullian
2

calls them) were

distinguished from the rest. Thus, in the Acts of S.

Perpetua, the martyr Saturus mentions a Presbyter

Doctor AspasiuS) who was at variance with his Bishop

Optatus ;
and Cyprian tells us that in company with

the Presbyters, who were also Doctors, he used care

fully to examine beforehand those who were to be

appointed Readers. 3

When, then, Hippolytus mentions Irenseus as the

blessed Presbyteros, that is much the same as if he had

called him a teacher of the Church. And when he

himself in one of his writings is called Presbyteros and

Bishop, that is to indicate his double office, which, at

the beginning of the Philosophumena, he expresses in

the words that he &quot;has a share in the same grace as

the Apostles, that of the High-priesthood and of

teaching.
4

But why does he call himself eV/oveoTro? IQv&v ?

Hippolytus distinguishes between congregations or

churches which, consisting of converted heathens, had

nothing at all to do with the old Law, and those in

which (as consisting wholly or by a large majority of

1
Pastor, III. vis. ix. 21. 2 Prxscr. adv. Hxr. 3.

3 Acta MM. p. 93, ed. Ruinart. CTPRIANI, Ep. 29, p. 55, ed. Brem.

Dionysius of Alexandria makes a similar distinction
;
he summoned to

gether, he says, in the Arsenoitis the Presbyters and the Doctors (rov;

Aoyj) of the Brethren in the villages. Ap. Eusel. vii. 24.

4 Tj? T avrjj? xotpncx; f4T%ovT, &t&amp;gt;%ispovtti*t
r& zal bi &otffx.cthiot;, p. 3.
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converted Jews) the ceremonial Law was still partially

observed. This is seen specially in a remarkable

passage in his explanation of the blessing of Jacob.

He makes the passage (Gen. xlix. 11) about the two

foals, which are of one mother the ass,
1
refer to the

converted heathen and the converted Jews, who are of

one faith
;
but the Elect (/c\rjo-^) or the Church of the

heathen is bound to the Lord, while that of the cir

cumcision is bound to the old Law. 2 In another passage
in the same place, he says that the Flesh of the Lord

cleanses the whole Church of the heathen.
3

Hippolytus

by no means rejects these judaizing Christians; for

further on he says of them that they who keep the

commandments (of Christ), without giving up the

doctrines and regulations of the Law, support them
selves (eTravcnravovTai) on these as well as on the

doctrine of our Lord
;
and this he regards as admis

sible, appealing to S. Matt. v. 17
4

[&quot;
Think not that I

am come to destroy the law or the prophets ;
I am

not come to destroy, but to
fulfil&quot;]. Therefore, in

calling himself Bishop of the heathen, he means
that the Church over which he presided consisted of

heathens converted to Christianity, free from all

judaizing elements.

II. HIS WITNESS TO THE PRIESTHOOD AND SACRIFICE

OF THE CHURCH.

Respecting the PRIESTHOOD and SACRIFICE IN THE

CHURCH, a couple of remarkable statements of Hippo
lytus have been preserved to us. At the end of a small

1
Following the Septuagint, which runs : Toy nuhov CCVTOV, x.a.1 . . . rov

TTUhQV T5J? QVQV OLVTOV.

2 Or to the antiquated Law : TJ rw vopov irethetiorvrrt. The passage is to

be found in the ^ipa sis TJJK O%TOITZI&amp;gt;%OI/, edited by NtKYitpopos Itpoct6vo%o&amp;lt;;,

I. 522.
3 L.c. I. 625 : Hxaocv tw IQvuv Khqviv.

*
L.c. I. 530.
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treatise,\m which he castigates and exhorts the Jews,
he depicts the marvellous spectacle of Israel pressing,
humbled and penitent, to receive baptism, and begging
for the food of grace the Blessed Bread, while those

who formerly offered sacrifice, as Levites or Priests and

High-priests, now attend a sacrifice offered by a slave.
2

Hippolytus could make the contrast all the stronger in

this way, because at that time it was by no means of

rare occurrence that a slave became Priest and Bishop,

e.g. Callistus. But wherein this sacrifice consisted he

tells us in an extant fragment,
3
in which he gives an

allegorical interpretation of the passage in the Proverbs

of Solomon (ix. 1-5) about the house which Wisdom

builded, and the sacrificial feast which she prepared.
&quot;

Daily,&quot;
he says,

&quot;

is His precious and stainless Body
and Blood consecrated and offered on the mystical and
Divine Table, in commemoration of that ever-memorable

and first Table of the mystical Divine
Supper.&quot;

4

A confirmation of this passage is to be found in his

interpretation of Daniel,
5
where he says that at the

coming of Antichrist, the Sacrifice, which is now every
where offered to God by the nations, will be done away.

Hippolytus is the first among the Fathers to suppose
that the last week in Daniel will find its fulfilment in

the time of Antichrist and through him. He thinks

1 MAGISTRIS has edited it in Latin, Acta Martyrum ad Ostia Tiberina,

Append, pp. 449-458. A fragment of it in Greek also still exists in a MS.

in the Vatican.
2 Qui Lemtx offerebant, et Sacerdotes immolantes et summi Antistites

libantes adsistunt puero offerenti, p. 458.
3 It is given in FABRICIUS, Opp. Hippol. I. 282.
* To TlfAlQV KOCt oL^pOiVTQy MVTQV ffU/itX X,O.t OllfAX, X7TSO iv TYJ (AVariX,?! &amp;gt;COtl

6tix Tpxvify Kxff SKXCFTYIV S ffiT&.ovvTett 0v6f&set dg dvotpvYiciv Ty; oLtifAvqarov

K\ KpUTYi; SKSIVY}; rpXTTS^Yi; TOV (AVffTlXOV QilQV ^ilTTVOV.

5 In the edition of MAGISTRIS, Daniel secundum Septuaginta ex tetraplis

Origenis nunc primum editus, Romse 1772, fol. p. 110. Here also Hippoly
tus is called Bishop of Rome. It should be mentioned that the Codex

Chigianus, in which this fragment is found, appears not to be older than
the tenth century.
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that the Prophet has spoken of a double abomination

of desolation, a transient interruption at the time of

Antiochus, and an utter desolation at the time of

Antichrist.
1 Theodoret and Jerome make the words

of the Prophet refer to a general cessation of service in

the Church
;
while Primasius, Ephraem, and the Arian

author of the work on S. Matthew,
2

prefer the inter

pretation of Hippolytus; all, however, suppose that

this desolation of the Church will last only four years
and a half.

3

It has been lately maintained
4
that the Fathers,

previous to Cyprian, knew nothing of a Sacrifice in

which the Body of Christ is offered
;
when they spoke

of a Sacrifice, they merely meant either the prayers
which were offered at Christian services and in connec

tion with the celebration of the Eucharist, or the bread

and wine as such (not that to be changed, and then

really changed into the Body of the Lord) as the

material of the Church s sacrifice. Here is a Father

who lived before Cyprian, and who declares, with a

distinctness that defies misinterpretation, that the

Body of the Lord Himself is the object and content of

the Church s daily Sacrifice. The fond notion that

Cyprian was the first person to imagine the doctrine

of the Sacrifice of the Body of Christ in the Church is

in other respects all the more strange, because we find

the same doctrine shortly after Cyprian in the Greek

Fathers (who certainly did not obtain it from the

1

Scriptor. Vet. Nov. Col. ed. Mai. I. P. II. p. 56.

2 In MALVENDA, De Antichristo, II. 154.

3
Hippolytus says : dpdyjasTxi Qvata, x.oe.1 ffTroz/cJj?, the Sacrifice and the

Drink-offering, with reference to the Eucharistic wine. We have the

same combination in PHILO (Vit. Mos. 1) : ~M.trotox,ew ran O.VTUV avoubau TS

KOtl OvGlUV.

* J. W. F. HOFLING, Die Lehre der altesten Kirche vom Opfer im Leben

und Cultus der Christen, Erlang. 1851. [See J. H. NEWMAN S Essay on

The Patristical Idea of Antichrist in Discussions and Arguments, Esp. p.

53 *.
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Latin writings of the Bishop of Carthage) set forth as

something long known ;
so that, for instance, Eusebius

of Caesarea says,
&quot; We offer the Blood of sprinkling,

the Blood of the Lamb of God, who taketh away the

sins of the world, which purifies our souls.&quot;
] And S.

Cyril, about the year 344, declares to the newly bap
tized at Jerusalem, as the ancient universally acknow

ledged doctrine of this original Apostolic Church,
&quot; We

offer the Christ who was slain for our sins.&quot;

It may be worth while to subject to a more careful

examination the celebrated passage in TERTULLIAN, in

which he seems to maintain a Priesthood of the Laity,

even to the administration of the sacraments and the

offering of the Holy Sacrifice. In the treatise on

Exhortation to Chastity, he endeavours to show that

even laymen are under an obligation to withhold from

a second marriage after the death of their wife
;
and as

it was objected that the Apostle required this only of

the clergy, he answered this objection with the uni

versal Priesthood of all Christians, and then applies

this to the actual performance of proper priestly

functions.
u Are not also the laymen Priests ? . . . The

difference between the Priesthood and the people is

created by the authority of the Church, and the dignity

sanctified by the place in the Presbytery. Where,

therefore, a regularly ordained Presbytery does not

exist, there thou offerest, and baptizest, and art Priest

for thyself alone. Where three are, even if only lay

men, there there is a Church, for each one lives in

accordance with his faith [see Hab. ii. 4; Rom. i. 17
;

Gal. iii. 2
;
Heb. x. 38], and before God is no respect of

1 AAAas KXI roi/s oiprovs 7% Kpo&tffsus 7rpoff$spof&sv, r fw ffaryiptou pv/ifAifiv

ecvce^airvpovvres, TO re rw potrrtffftov ctipot, rw dipvov rov 0eou
vrepffaorrof

rrt v

a.u,oe.pTioiv rov xovftov, x/x,6u,paiov ruv qfteripuv -^v^uy. In Psalm xci. p. 608,

ed. Montfaucon, Coll. Patr.

2 Catech. Mystag. V. p. 327, Paris 1720.
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persons; for nob the hearers of the law are justified

before God, but the doers of it (Rom. ii. 11-13). . . .

If, then, thou hast the right of a Priest in thee when it is

necessary, thou must also have the priestly behaviour.

Or wiliest thou, though twice married, baptize and

sacrifice ?
&quot;

Above all things, we must here notice that Tertullian

wrote this treatise as a Montanist, for in it he appeals
to an utterance of the

&quot;holy prophetess Prisca&quot; or

Priscilla.
2

If we now compare the view of the Church,
as held by Tertullian since his adoption of Montanism,
it will be seen that what he here says about the Priest

hood was with him merely a logical conclusion. The

true Church, he teaches, is a copy of that spiritual

Church which exists in heaven, and to which only the

three Divine Persons belong. On earth, the daughter
and the facsimile of the heavenly Church is to be found

where (S. Matt, xviii. 20) three are gathered together
in Christ s name, three

&quot;

spiritual
&quot;

Christians (Trvevpa-

TLKOI), or any number of them, who do not, like the

great mass of &quot;natural&quot; ones (^v^iKoL)^ close their ears

to the suggestions of the Paraclete, but open their

hearts and senses, and willingly obey this new com
mandment. A Church composed of these Trvevpa-nicoL

(believers enlightened by the Holy Ghost through His

prophets), possesses the true spiritual and sacerdotal

powers, which that Church in which the great number

1
Differentiam inter ordinem et plebem conslituit ecclesise auctoritas, et

honor per ordinis consessum sanctificatus ; if eonstituit is translated as the

perfect (as by NEANDER, Antignost. p. 230: &quot;

Only the authority of the

Church has created the difference,&quot; etc.), Tertullian is made to speak very

perversely, for then this difference would be said to be based on something
which was possible only in consequence of this very difference. The con-

sessus ordinis, i.e. the Presbytery, already presupposes a difference between

ordo and plebs.
2 De Exhort. Cast. c. 10, p. 752, ed. CEhler. Rigaltius was the first to

edit the passage, which is wanting in most MSS. and editions. [It is given
in Clark s Ante-Nicene Library, The Writings of Tertullian, III. p. 11.]

X
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of Bishops is found does not, or at any rate not in the

same degree; just as also Peter received his power
from Christ not in his hierarchical character, and

therefore not with a view to continuation through the

Episcopal Succession, but merely personally as jrv&v^a-

Tt/co?.
1 All

&quot;

spiritual
&quot;

Christians or members of

the higher Church, therefore, bear the right and

powers of the Priesthood within them
; they could all

of them even forgive mortal sins, although they refrain

from doing so unless moved to it by a special inspira

tion of the Paraclete. They can also perform all other

priestly offices, -baptize, and offer the Holy Sacrifice
;

but this also they do not do under ordinary circum

stances, because they fully recognise the existing

arrangements of the Church necessary for the sake of

order, and the difference, not to be capriciously obliter

ated, between a regularly constituted official power in

the Church, and the universal Priesthood which dwells

in every &quot;spiritual&quot; layman, and therefore are unwill

ing to cause disturbance and confusion by interfering

in the official sphere in the Church. For due respect
to authority in the Church, viz. that of the Bishop, and

to the dignity or office (honor) of the Priests assembled

in the Presbytery (consessus ordinis\ demands that a

layman should not without necessity or special cause,

and merely of his own judgment, perform a sacerdotal

or sacramental act, although as
&quot;

spiritual,&quot;
as a mem

ber of that spiritual Church which exists wherever

there are three illuminated souls, he has the power to

do so implanted in him. 2

1 De Pudic. c. 21, pp. 843, 844, ed. OEhler.

2 Thus Tertullian says (De Bapt.) of even Presbyters and Deacons that

they had the right to baptize : non tamen sine episcopi auctoritate propter
ecclesise honoreni, quo salvo salva pax est. By honor, profane writers under

stand an office united with some special marks of honour. Tertullian means

by it the ecclesiastical rank, the clerical dignity ;
as also in the passage (De

Monogam. c. 12) : Ne vel ipse honor aliquid sibi ad licentiam, quasi de prim-
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Tertullian does not, therefore, mean to say that the

difference between the laity and clergy was of later

origin, and first introduced by a special decree of the

Church, as he has l sometimes been understood
;
so far

from that, he expressly places the institution of the

various orders in the Church in Apostolical times.
1

What he means is this, that the separation of the clergy
from the laity takes place by the exercise of ecclesias

tical authority, i.e. the selection and ordination by the

Bishop and the assent of the Presbytery, as also by the

being received into the bosom of this college ; not,

however, that the sacerdotal power was then first given
to the person ordained, for this he already possessed in

substance as a layman, but merely that the regular
use of it for the benefit of the congregation, and in

due hierarchical subordination, was now made a duty.
I formerly thought, and on one occasion stated the

opinion, that by the offerre, which Tertullian attributes

even to laymen, he alluded to the custom in the

ancient Church of taking the Eucharistic bread from

the Church to one s house, and there partaking of it in

successive acts of communion. A private communion
of this kind was, of course, accompanied each time by a

renewed act of oblation, in which the believer offered

as a sacrifice to God the Body of the Lord, then taken

in the hand, together with himself, sanctified as he

then must be by this very partaking of His Body, and

made one with Him. Tertullian mentions this custom

frequently, e.g.
in the passage in which he recom

mends men to receive the Lord s Body at the fasting

stations and reserve It, and thus take part in the

legio loci blandiatur. This clerical dignity, which differentiates the official

Priest from the layman, is
&quot;

sanctified by the consessus ordinis,&quot; i.e. by the

Presbytery, the members of which, as is well known, had the privilege of

remaining seated in the church with the Bishop, while the rest of the clergy

and the laity stood.

1 In the passage quoted above, De Monogam. c. 12.
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sacrifice.
1 But in his description of the lay-priesthood

he certainly goes farther
;
he means, that where there

is no Presbytery, where (for instance) the clergy have

been rooted out or dispersed by persecution,
2
or where

a believer in prison is cut off from all intercourse with

clergy who otherwise were accustomed to offer the

Holy Sacrifice for the confessors in imprisonment, then

he is
&quot;

Priest for himself
alone,&quot;

and can therefore

consecrate the Eucharist for himself and give himself

the communion. That Tertullian does not here speak
of an existing recognised custom in the Church, or of

a right that was excercised, that he does not deduce

the right from the fact, but vice versa merely main

tains the right to priestly functions by virtue of the

theory which he has made up for himself, is quite clear.

Accordingly, he produces quite in his way the proof
that such a right must be admitted

;
for he appeals (not

to the practice of the Church, as you might expect,

but) to certain texts (Rev. i. 6
;
Rom. ii. 11-13), which

he quotes verbatim, to his own idea of the difference

between clergy and laity, and to the (for him) specially

important saying, that where three are, there there

already is a Church.

Two deductions from this theory of Tertullian s lay

very close at hand. First, it was possible to make
women also, who were accounted organs of the Para

clete, into priestesses, as the Montanists somewhat
later actually did. Secondly, the official Priesthood

must have become a very uncertain and dubious thing ;

for if the
&quot;spiritual&quot; laymen already bore in them

selves the sacerdotal power, it would not be very diffi

cult to deny the existence of this internal Priesthood

1

Accepto corpore Domini et reservato, utrumque salvum est, et partici-

patio sacrificii et executio officii (De Orat. c. 19). [Clark, I. p. 193, note.]
2 He mentions such cases, De Fnga, c. 11 : Quod nunquam magis fit quam

cum in persecutione destituitur ecclesia a clero.
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(which was the condition of the external) in Presbyters
and Bishops, under the pretext that they were not
&quot;

spiritual,&quot;
and thus to declare that all their sacra

mental administrations were null and void.

III. THE &quot; ALTAR &quot; AND THE &quot; HOLY TABLE
&quot;

IN

PRIMITIVE TIMES.

Hippolytus calls the ALTAR on which the sacrifice

of the Church was offered the HOLY TABLE. This

expression is specially frequent in the Greek Fathers,
and that even at the time when altars were already
made of stone. It was considered as synonymous
with &quot;

Altar,&quot;
as one sees, among other places,

from a passage in S. Gregory of Nyssa,
1

in which

it is said that the Holy Altar is a common stone
;

but when it has been sanctified by the service of

God, and has received consecration, it is a Holy
Table, a stainless Altar

(Ova-iao-riipiov), which can

no longer be touched by any one, but only by the

Priests, and by them only with reverence and awe.

The Greek Fathers avoided the expression used to

designate heathen altars and, when they did not speak
of the Holy Table, chose the word introduced by Hel

lenists to designate the Jewish altar, and otherwise

unknown to the Greeks. 2 On the other hand
;
the Latin-

1 Oral, in Bapt. Christi, p. 802.
2 Not petftog or Icxxpot,, but OvaiaaTvipiov. Only in a constitution of the

Emperors Theodosius u. and Valentinian, in the fifth century, does fiapos

occur of a Christian altar. [SYNESIUS also, in his xtxTtStarxtri^ pYiQtlaa, \^\ ry

ftfytarry T&&amp;gt; pupfiupav e&amp;lt;p6%u (about A.D. 412), speaks of flying for refuge to

the unbloody fiup6$. Both CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA, however, and ORIGEN

use fiaftos in a figurative sense in speaking of the soul as the true Christian

altar. Thus Clement (Strom, vii. cap. 6, p. 717) says: &quot;Will they not

believe us when we say that the righteous soul is the truly sacred altar,

and that the incense arising from it is holy prayer?
&quot; And Origen (c. Celsum,

viii. p. 389) admits the charge of Celsus, that the Christians had no

material altars. In Maccab. i. 54 and 55, we have the distinction between
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speaking Christians from the first had no scruples in

designating their altars by the words ara and altare,

which hitherto had had only a heathen meaning. And
no doubt the name &quot;

Holy Table
&quot; would have called up

the same idea in the minds of the heathen as the use of

the word ara.
1 When it was thrown in the teeth of the

Christians by the heathen, that they had no temples
and no altars, as all other religions and nations had,

they admitted this in the sense in which the heathen

took these words
;

for they meant that, as a Christian

church is something very different from a heathen

temple, so also a Christian church was as far removed

as heaven from earth from all heathen altars with their

animal sacrifices. Thus ORIGEN, while in answer to

Celsus he says that among Christians the place of

/3&&amp;gt;/W is taken by souls and the prayers which they

offer, yet, when he speaks before a Christian assembly,

speaks of the altars existing in the Christian churches.

In the charge which Csecilius makes against the

Christians in MINUCIUS FELIX, there lies certainly no

more than this, that the Christians had no public
altars which the heathen could see.

2

CYPRIAN, how

ever, gives the heathen Demetrianus plainly enough to

understand that the Christians undoubtedly had altars,

but in secret; for he makes it a matter of reproach
that the altars of the heathen were everywhere covered

with bloody sacrifices, while the altars of the true God

QiHTfotarqptov and fiapos strongly marked, the former being used of the altar

of Jehovah, the latter of heathen altars. Ara is usually avoided by the

early apologists ;
Tertullian qualifies it, ara Dei, etc. In the Latin Fathers,

and in Liturgical language, altare is far the most common word. [Article

ALTAR, in Smith s Dictionary of Christian Antiquities, which contains much
information on the subject generally.]

1 Mensse in szdibus sacris ararum vicem obtinent, says FESTUS, p. 236, ed.

Amst. 1699
;
and Scaliger remarks on this, that in the jus Papirianum it was

laid down, mcnsas arulasque eodem die, quo sedes dedicari solent, sacras esse.

2 Cum honesto semper publico gaudeant, he says, . . . cur nullas aras

habentf (c. 10.) [MiNUCius FELIX (Octavius, c. 32) says : Delubra et aras

non habemus.]



ASCETICS NUMEROUS IN THE TIME OF HIPPOLYTUS. 327

either did not exist (among the heathen) or only in

secret (among the Christians).
1

IV. ASCETICS ALREADY NUMEROUS IN THE TIME OF

HIPPOLYTUS.

Hippolytus mentions it as an interpretation that

had already been put forth in his day, that the seven

pillars on which the house of the Divine Wisdom
rests (Prov. ix. 1) are the seven ranks or classes in the

Church, Prophets, Apostles, Martyrs, Bishops, Ascetics,

Saints, and Just. It might surprise us that in so

early an age the Ascetics are already mentioned as

a special class, which, therefore, must have been

numerous enough to be mentioned along with the

others in this enumeration. It cannot, however, be

doubted that the number of those who gave up the

business and distractions of the world, and devoted

themselves to a strict religious life, celibacy, with

constant meditation or frequent prayer, was already at

that time very great. This ascetic mode of life had no

definitely established form; there was as yet no school

for such, no community of many living together. Per

petual virginity was the point most generally observed;

some added to this the abstaining from flesh and wine.
2

Not merely laymen, but Bishops and clergy, belonged

frequently to these Ascetics; and it often happened
that married people by free consent devoted themselves

to the ascetic life, and henceforth lived merely as

brothers and sisters, sometimes giving up dwelling

together, sometimes continuing to do so. Justin even

in his time can boast, that in all classes of society he

can point out persons who of their own free-will had

lived to old age in unbroken continence. Athenagoras

1 Dei altaria vel nulla sunt vel occulta, p. 190, ed. Brem.
2 TERTULL. De Cultu Fern. c. 11.
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makes mention of those numerous Christians of both

sexes, who in order to attain to more intimate union

and closer intercourse with God, grew old in celibacy.

There are those &quot;

elect among the
elect,&quot;

who (as

Clement of Alexandria says) have withdrawn from the

storms of life into the safe harbour
;
those Ascetics, to

whom Origen in his controversy with Celsus appeals,

whose mode of life (as he says) was in its use of

means very like, but in its aim very unlike, that of

the Pythagoreans.
1 That some chose in addition to

this a voluntary poverty, is shown by the case of the

Presbyter Pierius of Alexandria.
2

V. THE DOCTRINE OF HIPPOLYTUS RESPECTING THE

DESCENT OF CHRIST INTO HADES.

In two passages Hippolytus bears witness to the

common doctrine of the ancient Fathers, that Christ

gave the souls in the under-world or Hades also a

share in the fruit of His Redemption ;
that immediately

after His death upon the cross His Soul went to that

1 JUSTIN. Apol. p. 62
;
ATHENAG. Legat. c. 28 ; CLEM. ALEX. II. 955

\sx,htx,Tuv fxtexTortpoi ] ; ORIGEN, Contra Cels. p. 615.
2 HIERONYM. De Scr. Eccl. c. 76. [llid. c. 41, the case of Serapion,

Bishop of Antioch : leguntur et sparsim ejus breves epistolte, auctoris sui

daxyeti et vitas congruentes. Of Pierius Jerome says : constat Tiunc miras

oivx.v}azug et appetitorem voluntarix paupertatis fuisse. According to MOSHEIM

{Eccl. Hist. I. p. 128, ed. Stubbs), a class of Ascetics arose &quot;on a sudden &quot;

in

the second century. The truth is much better stated by I. G. SMITH {Diet.

of Christ. Ant., article ASCETICISM) and by ROBERTSON (Hist, of Christ s

Church, I. p. 248, 2d ed.). For 150 years there is no trace of a class of oLa-x-qroti

in the Church. Christianity itself is an affXYivig. Between 150 and 250

A.D. Asceticism as a profession assumes a more denned position. Neo-

Platonism had begun to exert a strong influence on some centres of

Christianity, teaching that an imitation of the Divine repose was to be

aimed at by avoiding, as far as possible, the evil influence of the body.
This was equally the case in the East, where the climate invites to a con

templative rather than an active life. The love of austerity for its own sake

is prominent in many of the sects of the second century, the Montanists,

the Syrian Gnostics, the Encratites, and Marcionites. About 250 A.D. the
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place where the souls of the departed since Adam
were kept as in a prison-house, waiting and hoping for

the coming release, and there preached to them the

good tidings of His Incarnation and Redemption. He
is the first writer known to us who makes John the

Baptist go before to Hades, as the one who was

destined to serve as forerunner to the Lord not only
on earth, but also in the other world, in order to pro
claim there the joyful message, that the Lord would

soon come thither also,
&quot;

to free the souls of the saints

out of the hand of death.&quot;
l This idea, which occurs

in Origen also, has been transferred even to the prayer-
books of the Eastern Church : in an invocation of

John in the Troparion we have &quot;Thou, who didst

proclaim beforehand to those in Hades the approach
of Life through the Holy Spirit, bring life to my soul

that is stricken with death.&quot;
2

In another passage
3

Hippolytus wishes (it appears)
to impress upon us that it was the Human Soul of

Christ which descended into Hades to the souls con

fined there, while His Body lay in the grave ;
while the

Godhead at one and the same time in Its Essence was

with the Father, but also remained in the Body, and

descended with the soul into Hades. An unknown
writer in the Catena on the Catholic Epistles has made

Decian persecution precipitated the effects of causes already at work, and

those who had hitherto lived a strict life in society now fled from society

altogether, and took refuge in the desert. The history of Asceticism here

merges in that of Monasticisin. In considering the extravagances of

Asceticism we] must never forget the frightful moral corruptions of hea

thendom from which they were a natural reaction.]

irpot$Qotfft x,al rots tv OC^TI tvttyyshiffeiffOott) oivccipe6el; CKO Hjo&Sov,

ysvo/asvo; x.s7 aYj/^otivetv pkh^av xctxelas x,XTS hi&amp;gt;aia@cM rov aarvipoc

roi; Aylat \]/v%,Kg Ix. fcttpog dxvoiTOv (De Anticlinsto
,
c. 45, Opp.

I. 22).
2 See this and other similar passages in ALLATIUS, De Lib. Eccl. Graze.

p. 303.
3 MAIO has cited it from a catena on S. Luke s Gospel, Scriptor. Nova

Coll. ix. 712.
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use of this passage of Hippolytus ;
both apply the

words of Psalm evil. 16, that the Lord &quot; hath broken

the gates of brass and smitten the bars of iron in

sunder,&quot; to this subject; and later Fathers also, as

Athanasius, understood them of the descent of the

Redeemer into Hades. 1

By his expression,
&quot; the

souls of the
Lord,&quot; Hippolytus shows that he, like his

teacher Irenseus,
2

supposed that the benefit of Christ s

appearance in Hades was shared only by the believers

there.
3

VI. THE CHILIASM OF HIPPOLYTUS.

From the circumstance that Hippolytus, in his work

on heresies, nowhere mentions CHILIASM, it has already
been conjectured that he himself may have been

inclined to this idea. His relationship to S. Irenseus

increases the probability of this, which is raised to cer

tainty by a passage in his interpretation of Daniel.
4

For, proceeding on the assumption that Christ appeared

upon earth in the year of the world 5500, he goes on

to conclude that a sixth thousand must yet be com

pleted, and then the Sabbath (on the analogy of the

Creation) must come. The first Sabbath, the day of

divine rest after the Creation, is
u the type and image

of the coming kingdom of the saints, when Christ shall

come down from heaven, and they shall reign with Him.&quot;
J

As a Chiliast, therefore, Hippolytus ranks himself

with that section of the ancient Fathers .who would

1 Catena in Epp. Cath. Oxonii 1840, p. 66
;
Corderii Expos. PP. GTSKC.

in Psalmos, iii. 185.

2 Adv. Hxr. IV. c. 39, 45
;
V. c. 31.

3 In his interpretation of Daniel, also, Hippolytus says of Christ:

A/o
(

J Of Tot7$ ruv ef/iuv -^/v^aJlg^ S/ot 6otva.TOv QOLVOITQV vixuv.

4 Daniel secundum Septuaginta, Romse 1772, pp. 99, 100.

TVTTOS sari xocl SIK.UV TJjff f^tXhovar^s fieeefaetetf rav a

ru
XjC/&amp;lt;rr&amp;gt;, Trotpot ytvoj&svov oc,vroi&amp;gt; OST ovpotvav,

tv r
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not, and according to their theory could not, admit that

the souls of the righteous even before the resurrection

attained to the Kingdom of Heaven and the Beatific

Vision
;
and who therefore taught that all souls in

definite places enter upon a middle state still unde

cided, and are kept until the end of the present world.

Thus JUSTINUS and IKEN^EUS, the latter of whom can

scarcely tolerate the very different opinion of other

Catholics, that the souls of the righteous attain im

mediately to everlasting life
; perceiving in it an here

tical turn of thought, because it recalled to his mind

the wild fancies of the Yalentinians, who confidently

expected immediately after death to ascend into the

Pleroma to the Father, leaving all the heavens and the

Demiurgos himself far below them. 1 So again TER-

TULLIAN, who even perceives a kind of arrogance in the

fact that Catholic Christians would not tolerate the

notion of souls going to Hades
;

as
if,

he says, the

servants were better than their Master, who Himself

went thither. Whereas the Catholics said, &quot;It was

for the very purpose of abolishing the necessity for

our going down any more to Hades that Christ went

thither; and what difference would there be between

heathens and Christians, if all after death were kept
in the same prison-house?&quot;

5 Yet Tertullian makes an

exception in favour of the martyrs, who are to go to

Paradise and enjoy the Divine Glory immediately.
3

Accordingly, HIPPOLYTUS also maintains that the great

receptacle of souls, created at the beginning of the

world, consists of various divisions or dwellings ;
and

that one of these is Abraham s Bosom, the dwelling of

the just, a bright place, in which the pious, in the en

joyment of perfect rest and in the hope of the future

joys of Heaven, occupy themselves meanwhile with

1 Adv. Hxr. V. c. 31. 2 De Anima, c. 55.

3
Apolog. c. 47

;
De Resurr. c. 43.
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contemplating the things of the visible and living
world. 1

In opposition to these theories, which have their

root in Chiliastic views, stand already at that time

HERMAS, CLEMENT OF ALEXANDRIA (who assigns to the

pious dead, after they have been subjected to the still

necessary purification, immediate companionship with

the Angels in Heaven),
2 CYPRIAN (who commends him

self to the intercession of virgins when they find them
selves in the enjoyment of the heavenly reward),

3 and

METHODIUS, Bishop of Tyre, who, in spite of his leaning
towards Chiliasm, declares that the souls of the de

parted will have their abode with God before the

resurrection.
4 Then follow the anti-chiliastically in

clined Eusebius of Csesarea, Athanasius, Epiphanius,
and Jerome

;
until at last only isolated voices, and

these ever more and more rarely, make themselves

heard in favour of a general Hades.5

1

Opp. ed. Fabricius, I. 220. 2
Stromata, VII. p. 732, ed. Colon.

3 De Hdbitu Virg.
4 De Resurr. in Photius, cod. 234.

5
[MOSHEIM (Eccles. Hist. I. p. 90, ed. Stubbs) traces Chiliasm to

Cerinthus. The only authority for this (none are cited by him) appears to

be Caius, the obscure Presbyter noticed at the beginning of this volume

(pp. 2-4) as a possible (though not probable) author of the Philosophu-
mena. It was perhaps only for the sake of bringing Chiliasm into disrepute

that Caius traced it to the arch-heretic. Papias, unless Eusebius mis

understood him, appears to have held Chiliastic views. But the fact of

their being ardently maintained by Montanists and other sects brought such

tenets into disfavour in the Church. Chiliasm seems never to have been

dealt with by Synods ;
it is in the gradual consensus of the Fathers against

it that we find its condemnation. See ROBERTSON, Hist, of Christ. Church,

I. pp. 63, 160 sq. 2d ed.]
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DR. SALMON ON THE CHRONOLOGY OF HIPPOLYTUS.

SINCE Dr. Dollinger published his Hippolylus und

Kallistus, few more important contributions to the sub

ject have been made than the article on The Chronology

of Hippolytus by Dr. Salmon, Regius Professor of

Divinity in the University of Dublin, in the first

number of Hermathena (1873). The title of his essay

shows that he deals rather with the science than the

theology of Hippolytus ;
but as he here and there

traverses the same ground as Dr. Dollinger, and in one

important instance arrives at a different conclusion, it

will be worth while to state some of the main results

arrived at in this most valuable dissertation.

Dr. Salmon considers that the reasons stated by Dr.

Dollinger
1
for believing that the famous statue dug up

in Rome in 1551 represents Hippolytus, that it must

have been erected soon after his death or banishment,
i.e. not much later than 235, and therefore is one of

the earliest works of Christian art still remaining to

us, are absolutely conclusive. The calendar for deter

mining the Paschal full moons inscribed on one side

of the chair of the statue, although in form a 16-years

cycle, is really an 8-years cycle, i.e. it proceeds on the

assumption that the full moons return to the same

day of the month after eight years, an assumption so

erroneous that in considerably less than a century the

calendar would give full moon when the moon was
1

Pp. L&amp;gt;4-27.
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new. Hippolytus was not the inventor of this system ;

he found it in existence, and added to it an attempt to

show the day of the week of the full moon as well as

the day of the month. The cycle proves that the

author was no mathematician, still less an astronomer,
but merely an almanac maker. His cycle is a mere

guess ;
had he tried, he would have found that in eight

years the full moons do not return to the same day, but

a day and a half later. He was content with making
eight years contain an exact number ofmonths without

any days over, quite overlooking the fact that his

months were not all of the same length. To ask how

Hippolytus made a name by so blundering a perform
ance is like asking how Wyatt made a name as a first-

rate architect at the end of the last century.
&quot; A

charlatan in an age of ignorance
&quot;

always finds

admirers. Before Hippolytus day, Christians had

been in a great measure dependent on the Jews for

determining the time of Easter, obliged tanquam ignor-

antes quce sit dies Pasclice post Judceos ccecos et hebetes

ambulare.
1

They were, of course, grateful to a man
who seemed to be able to settle the time of Easter for

them for many years to come.

An insight into the chronology of Hippolytus, such

as Dr. Salmon gives us with great clearness, enables

us to decide with perfect certainty that the chronicle,

first published by Canisius in 1602 (Antiq. Lect. II.

580), and included among the documents appended to

Du Cange s edition of the Paschal Chronicle, is the

work of Hippolytus. It is written in Latin, but was

evidently first written in Greek
;

for two versions are

still extant agreeiDg exactly in sense, but differing in

words. The author was, apparently, but an indifferent

arithmetician ; his totals do not always agree with the

1 De Pascha Computus, in the Appendix to Fell s Cyprian, written in

Africa about 243.
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items given, a fact which affects the present question.
Four Passover intervals, as given by him, are from

Joshua to Hezekiah, 864
;
from Hezekiah to Josiah,

114
;
from thence to Esdras, 108

;
thence to the &amp;lt;yeve(ns

(conception) of Christ, 563. The same intervals, as

deduced from the table on the statue, are 864, 113,

107, 563. In the production of so inaccurate a worker,
the difference of a single unit in two of the numbers
need not weigh with us. Such close coincidence be

tween the dates in the chronicle and those deduced

from the table of Hippolytus argues identity of author

ship. This argument amounts to proof, , when we
consider that the Cyprianic computist quoted above

makes these same intervals 826, 103, 144, 465;

Eusebius, 730, 114, 111, 514; Syncellus, 909, 105,

128, 502
;
modern chronologers also widely differ.

Du Cange had already conjectured that Hippolytus
was the author of the chronicle on other grounds, and

the conjecture may now be considered as an established

truth.

The last section of the chronicle originally contained

a list of the Bishops of Rome. In the extant table of

contents, the title of the last section is Nomina Episco-

porum Eomce, et quis quot annis prcefuit. This section

has disappeared; but it is contended by Mommsen 1

and others, that the earlier part of the list of Roman

Bishops (ending with Urban, A.D 230), given by the

chronographer of the year 354, is from a different

source from the remainder, and is based upon the list

now missing from the chronicle of Hippolytus. The

chronographer s list ends with Liberius, and is com

monly called the Liberian catalogue. The earlier part

gives the names of the Bishops, time of their govern

ment, contemporaneous Emperors, and the Consuls of

1 Ueber den Chronographen vom Jahre 354, &quot;Abhandl. der philolog-

histor. Classe der Konigl. Sachs. Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften,&quot; I. 585.
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the first and last years of each Bishop ;
but in such a

way that the Consuls of the first year of a Bishop are

never the same as those of the last year of the pre

ceding Bishop, but are those of the year following.

With one remarkable exception, there are no historical

notices. In the part of the catalogue subsequent to

Urban, a different method prevails. The days ofBishops
ordination and death are often noted

;
the death of one

Bishop and the accession of his successor usually come

under the same Consuls
;
historical notices, apparently

contemporaneous, make the catalogue into a chronicle.

Mommsen s theory is, that the chronographer of 354

took the catalogue from the chronicle of Hippolytus,
and added to it other lists which he had compiled ;

that as these contained the names of Consuls, whereas

the list of Hippolytus did not, he put in the names of

Consuls into this part also, using a table of Consuls

still to be found in another portion of his work, and in

so doing made several mistakes.

Dr. Salmon confirms Mommsen s argument thus.

The opening sentence of the Liberian catalogue is this :

Imperante Tiberio Ccesare, passus est Dominus noster

Jesus Christus, duobus Geminis Consulibus [A.D. 29] viii.

Kal. April., et post ascensum ejus beatissimus Petrus epis-

copatum suscepit. Ex quo tempore per successionem dis-

positum, quis episcopus quot annis prcefuit vel quo

imperante. Now, whence did the author get the state

ment that our Lord suffered on March 25th? Not

from tradition
;

for March 25th cannot have been the

true day, because the full moon in that year fell on

March 18th. And, moreover, there is no trace of any
such tradition. Clement 1

of Alexandria, who seems to

condemn all attempts at determining the exact day,

gives March 21, April 20, and April 14, as the days
maintained by various persons in his time. But in

1 Strom. I. 21.
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221 the full moon did fall on March 25th, and hence

any one living then and believing in an 8-years cycle
would conclude that it fell on March 25th in the year
29. And so we find in the cycle on the statue of Hip-

polytus, opposite March 25th, on the line answering to

A.D. 29, Traflo? Xpia-rov. It was Hippolytus, therefore,

who made the calculation that the Crucifixion took

place on March 25th, A.D. 29, and any one who asserts

the same does so on the authority of Hippolytus. And
we have thus another independent argument, almost

amounting to demonstration, that the earlier part of

the Liberian catalogue is derived from the list ofRoman

Bishops now missing from the end of the chronicle of

Hippolytus.
It has been seen that Dr. Dollinger in this work

argues against the main part of Mommsen s theory ;

*

but on being shown the restatement of it in the

Hermathena, strengthened by Dr. Salmon s additional

argument, he at once admitted its probability.

We may confidently assume that Hippolytus was

the first who ever made a chronological list of the

Bishops of Rome. The line of succession had been

made out more or less correctly, but without any dates

attached. The lists of the early Bishops given by
later writers, and collected together by Lipsius in his

Chronologie der Romischen Bisclwfe, p. 143, tend to the

conclusion that all of them are based on Hippolytus.
If this be so, it is all-important to examine his evidence

and test its value.

We cannot determine what materials Hippolytus
had at his command. No doubt the Roman Church

had some records of previous episcopates, and these

would be fairly trustworthy, at least as regards the

later Bishops. But how did Hippolytus perform the

task of working up these materials ? Dr. Salmon has
1

See p. 63.

Y
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&quot;no very high opinion of his qualifications for it. It

is not merely that he does not seem a computer of

much arithmetical accuracy, but that he seems little

capable of weighing evidence. Men incapable of

asserting anything they do not believe to be true, still

differ widely as to the amount of evidence which will

induce them to make an assertion. Hippolytus strikes

me as one of those arbitrary and self-confident men
who have unbounded faith in their own theories, and

the confidence of whose assertions is quite dispro

portionate to the evidence they can produce for them.&quot;

The article goes on to show that it is to the

chronicle of Hippolytus that we owe the statement, so

fraught with consequences to the Church, of the 25

years episcopate of S. Peter. That chronicle cer

tainly contained the statement of the 25 years

episcopate ;
there is no evidence that it was contained

in any earlier work, and, though it does not actually

contradict, it ill agrees with the testimony of Irenaeus
;

but the publication of such an assertion by a man of

Hippolytus reputation accounts for the acceptance of

it by the Roman Church, and thus is a full and

adequate explanation of the agreement in that state

ment of a number of writers, the earliest of whom
wrote nearly a century later.

Hippolytus himself seems to have arrived at the 25

years episcopate of S. Peter as a result of some cal

culations of his own. It can be almost proved, and

even without proof the assertion may be allowed as

probable enough, that Hippolytus accepted the Pseudo-

Clementines as history ;
in particular, that he accepted

the statement that Clement was ordained by S. Peter.

It must be remembered that Hippolytus dates the 25

years of S. Peter s episcopate from the Ascension to

A.D. 55. Then comes Linus, whom Irenaeus places

first, from 55 to 67. Next Clement, from 67 to 76
;
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followed by Cletus, 76 to 83
;
and Anacletus, 83 to

95. Irenseus places Anencletus next to Linus, and
after him Clement. Hippolytus, believing the state

ment of the Pseudo-Clementines, that Clement was
ordained by S. Peter, has transposed Cletus and

Clement, in order to bring the accession of Clement

within the lifetime of the Apostle ;
and then, having

pushed back Clement s episcopate so far, he found a

gap in the chronology after his death, which he filled

by making the two forms of the remaining Bishop s

name represent two persons, Cletus and Anacletus.

After this the lists of Irenseus and Hippolytus unite.

We see, then, how the latter arrived at the 25 years
of S. Peter. Believing, on the authority of the Pseudo-

Clementines, that S. Peter ordained Clement, on the

same grounds he would reckon S. Peter as Bishop of

Rome. He calculates the interval from the Ascension

to S. Peter s death as about 37 years ;
and the tradi

tional 12 being deducted for Linus, there remain 25

for S. Peter.

The order, Linus, Anencletus, Clement, is therefore

the one to be preferred.
1

There was no reason for

placing Anencletus before Clement, excepting the fact

that he actually preceded him. On the other hand,

there were two strong reasons for placing Clement

before Anencletus, (1) that Clement was one of the

greatest names in the sub-apostolic age, while Anen

cletus was an unknown person ; (2) that the Pseudo-

Clementines bring Clement into contact with S. Peter.

The transposition of Anencletus and Clement was not

accepted by any Eastern writer, and not even the

authority of Hippolytus caused it to be generally

accepted in the West. The canon of the Roman mass

retains the original order of the Greek diptychs
&quot;

Lini, Cleti, dementis.&quot;

1 See DOLLINGEB S First Age of the Church, pp. 298-300, Eng. Trans.
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The rest of the essay is mainly taken up with an

argument to show that Hippolytus was probably the

author of the celebrated Muratorian fragment; and

that, at any rate, it was owing to his influence that the

Shepherd of Hermas ceased to be read publicly in

churches in the West.

It will be seen from the above abstract that Dr.

Salmon shows Hippolytus to have been as self-

opinionated and inaccurate as a chronologer, as Dr.

Dollinger shows him to be as a controversialist and

theologian. It is one more proof of the obscurity of

the early Bishops of Rome, that one of such mediocre

abilities should tower above them as a man ofimmense

genius and unrivalled learning.

APPENDIX B.

DR. NEWMAN ON THE AUTHOR OF THE PHILOSOPHUMENA.

In his Tracts, Theological and Ecclesiastical,
1
Dr. New

man thus enumerates the theological writers in the

West down to the middle of the fourth century: 1.

S. Hippolytus of Rome
;

2. The Roman author of the

lately discovered Elenchus Hceresium (the Philosophu-

mend) ; 3. Tertullian of Rome and Carthage ;
4.

Novatian, also of Rome
;

5. S. Zeno of Yerona
;

6. S.

Hilary of France
;

7. S. Phoebadius, also of France
;

8. Lactantius of Africa
;

9. Victorinus of Africa, He
thus continues :

&quot; Of the four Roman theologians in this
list, three

were in direct variance with the Holy See on matters

of discipline, which they maintained ought to be stricter

1 P. 219, sec. 14, The Western Writers (how far they unconsciously

supplied material or support for Arianism before its rise). Pickering 1874.
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than the Popes judged to be prudent. The earliest of

these three seems to be the author of the Elenclms

Hceresium, discovered some twenty or thirty years ago,

who is so scandalous in his treatment of two contem

porary Popes, Zephyrinus and Callistus
;
a learned and

able writer, but fierce and reckless in his enmities, and

incontrollable in his temper} Another, the African Ter-

tullian, is the most powerful writer of the early

centuries. He is said to have lived in Rome, for

many years apparently, and was there ordained priest;

then, when at length driven to his own country by the

hostility of the Roman clergy, he set himself to inveigh

against the laxity of morals which he considered to be

tolerated by the Popes, and died in the profession of

Montanism. The third is Novatian, a Roman Priest,

so highly placed and so specially respected, that during
the vacancy of the Holy See he was chosen by the

Roman clergy to be their spokesman in their corre

spondence with S. Cyprian of Carthage ;
a man of

unblemished, or rather austere character, and dying
for the Christian faith in the Valerian persecution.

He, too, scandalized by the relaxation of discipline in

his day, became the author of the unhappy schism

which goes by his name. His sectaries stood by the

Catholics, and suffered with them for the cause of

orthodoxy during the Arian tyranny. He is said

to be the first Anti-Pope, and to have contrived

his own consecration by means quite unworthy of

his high character; but, bearing in mind how Pope
Callistus suffers from his unscrupulous adversary, I am
slow to admit what may really be a party representation

of him. He, as Callistus, has no opportunity of speaking

for himself.
&quot; Greater still in representation, without any slur

1 The italics are not Dr. Newman s, either here or elsewhere in this

quotation.
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upon his character or conduct (though some have

attributed to him a temporary Novatianism some

twenty or thirty years before Novatian), is Hippolytus.
He stands, or rather stood while his writings were

extant, in point of authority, range of subject, and

ability, in the very first rank of theologians in the

ante-Nicene times
;
and perhaps has no rival at all, as

a theologian, during that period, except his master, S.

Irenaeus. At present we have little more than frag
ments of his writings ;

and it is a mystery how Origen s

works have come down to us, who has been ever in

the shade, and not Hippolytus ,
who has ever been in

the brightest light of ecclesiastical approbation. A
senator of Rome, as some consider, before he became a

servant of the Church, he is said to have become a

disciple of the holy Bishop of Lyons, and he followed

him in being in succession Bishop, Doctor, and

Martyr. Within a century of his death, a church had
been erected near the Basilica of S. Lawrence in

honour of a martyr of his name, and it became a popular
shrine and resort of pilgrims ;

and there is reason for

concluding that he was the Hippolytus to whom it was
dedicated. I say so because there it was that, in the

16th century, a marble statue of him was found, which
is still to be seen in the Vatican, an historical portrait,
as some consider, with a list of his works engraven

upon the episcopal chair on which he is seated. He is

the first commentator in extenso upon Scripture among
Christian writers, and his annotations are said to have
been used by S. Ambrose in his own Hexameron. He
is on the catalogue of theologians given us by Eusebius,
S. Jerome, Theodoret, and Leontius; and, together with

S. Irenseus, is quoted largely by Theodoret in his con

troversies with the heretics of his day. Moreover, Pope
Gelasius, A.D. 500, uses him as one of his authorities

in his work against the Eutychians; and Pope Martin,
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in the Lateran Council of A.D. 649, appeals to him in his

own condemnation of the Monothelites.
&quot; That a name so singularly honoured a name

which a breath of ecclesiastical censure has never even

dimmed should belong, as so many men think just

now, to the author of that malignant libel on his con

temporary Popes which is appended to the lately

discovered Elenchus, is to my mind simply incredible,

incredible not simply considering the gravity of tone in

what remains to us ofhis writings, and mainly, indeed, in

the Elenchus itself; but especially because his name and

his person were, as I have been pointing out, so warmly
cherished at Rome by Popes of the fourth, fifth, and

seventh centuries. Rome has a long memory of

injuries offered to her majesty; and that special

honours should have been paid there to a pamphleteer,
as we now speak, who did not scruple in set words to

call Pope Zephyrinus a weak and venal dunce, and

Pope Callistus a sacrilegious swindler, an infamous

convict, and an heresiarch ex cathedra, is an hypothesis
which requires more direct evidence in its behalf than

has hitherto been produced. I grant that that portion

of the work which relates to the Holy Trinity as closely

resembles the works of Hippolytus in style and in

teaching as the libellous matter which has got a place
in it is incompatible with his reputation; in the

present discussion, however, it matters not what be

comes of a difficulty which is mainly historical or

biographical. Here I shall place him first among the

Western writers, on account of the weight of his

authority in early times, the clearness and terseness of

his style, and the completeness of his doctrinal view.&quot;

This kind of reasoning certainly appears to be not a

little precarious. Substitute the name of Jerome for

that of Hippolytus, and the controversial writings

which bear Jerome s name for the Elenchus, and where
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would a parallel line of argument land us ? Might it

not seem &quot;simply incredible&quot; that &quot;a name so singu

larly honoured/
u so warmly cherished at Rome &quot;

by
the clergy in after ages, should belong to the author

of such virulent abuse of the Roman clergy ? Granted

that portions even of the controversial writings closely

resemble the undoubted works of Jerome both in style

and teaching, yet the scurrilous
&quot; matter which has

got a place
&quot;

in them is wholly
&quot;

incompatible with his

reputation
&quot;

as a grave theologian and revered saint.

To what extent arguments of this kind are pushed

by a certain school of critics against various books of

Scripture is well known to every theological student.

In the present case, of course, everything depends on

the correctness of the statement that the hypothesis
of Hippolytus being the author of the Elenclms

&quot;

re

quires more direct evidence in its behalf than has

hitherto been produced.&quot;
*

Lastly, did Romans of the

third century feel that unbounded reverence for the

Popes which is preached and practised in the nine

teenth ? Would Hippolytus lips be sealed by the con

siderations which would silence a modern Cardinal ?

APPENDIX C.

THE POEM OF PRUDENTIUS ON THE MARTYRDOM
OF HIPPOLYTUS.

FREQUENT allusion has been made in the course of this

work to PRUDENTIUS account of Hippolytus (see esp.

p. 51
sq.}. The works of Prudentius, as the trans

lator knows from experience, are not in every one s

hands, and therefore it will be convenient to most

i It is said that Dr. Barrow, late Principal of S. Edmund Hall, Oxford,
was one of the first, if not quite the first, to put forth this hypothesis.



THE &quot; PASSIO HIPPOLYTl&quot; OF PRUDENTIUS. 345

readers to have the whole poem ready at hand for

reference. It is No. XL in the Peristephanon Liber, a

series of fourteen poems in honour of various martyrs,

many of them Spanish. The text here followed is that

of Dressel (Leipsic 1860) :-

PASSIO HIPPOLYTI BEATISSIMI MAETYRIS.

Innumeros cineres sanctorum Eomula in urbe

vidimus, Christi Valeriane sacer.

Incisos tumulis titulos et singula quseris

nomina ? difficile est, ut replicare queam.
Tantos justorum populos furor impius hausit, 5

cum coleret patrios Troia Eoma deos.

Plurima litterulis signata sepulcra loquuntur

martyris aut nomen aut epigramma aliquod.

Sunt et muta tanien tacitas claudentia tumbas

marmora, quge solum significant numerum. 10

Quanta virum jaceant congestis corpora acervis,

nosse licet, quorum nomina multa legas.

Sexaginta illic defossas mole sub una

relliquias memini me didicisse homnium,

quorum solus habet conperta vocabula Christus, 1 5

utpote quos propriae junxit amicitise.

Hsec dum lustro oculis et sicubi forte latentes

rerum apices veterum per monumenta sequor,
invenio Hippolytum, qui quondam schisma Novati

presbyter attigerat nostra sequenda negans, 20

usque ad martyrii provectum insigne tulisse

lucide sanguinei prsemia supplicii.

Nee mirere, senem perversi dogmatis olim

munere ditatum Catholicse fidei,

cum jam vesano victor raperetur ab hoste 25
exultante anima carnis ad exitium

;

plebis amore suse multis comitantibus ibat,

consultus, qusenam secta foret melior;

respondit :

&quot;

Fugite, miseri, execranda Novati

schismata, Catholicis reddite vos populis. 30
Una fides vigeat, prisco quse condita templo est

quam Paulus retinet quamque cathedra Petri.
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Quse docui, docuisse piget : venerabile martyr

cerno, quod a cultu rebar abesse Dei.&quot;

His ubi detorsit laevo de tramite plebem 35

monstravitque sequi, qua via dextra vocat,

seque ducem recti spretis anfractibus idem

prsebuit, erroris qui prius auctor erat
;

sistitur insano rectori Christicolas tune

ostia vexanti per Tiberina viros. 40
Illo namque die Roma secesserat, ipsos

peste suburbauos ut quateret populos,

Non contentus humum celsa intra moenia Eomse

tingere justorum csedibus adsiduis,

Janiculum cum jam madidum, fora, Rostra, Suburram 45

cerneret eluvie sanguinis adfluere.

Protulerat rabiem Tyrrheni ad littoris oram,

quaaque loca aequoreus proxima portus habet.

Inter camifices et constipata sedebat

ofncia extructo celsior in solio, 50

discipulos fidei detestandique rebelles

idolii ardebat dedere perfidise.

Carcereo crinita situ stare agmina contra

jusserat horrendis excrucianda modis.

Inde catenarum tractus, hinc lorea fragra 55

stridere, virgarum concrepitare fragor :

ungula fixa cavis costarum cratibus altos

pandere secessus et lacerare jecur.

Ac jam lassatis judex tortoribus ibat

in furias cassa cognitione fremens : 60

nullus enim Christi ex famulis per tanta repertus

supplicia, auderet qui vitiare animam.

Inde furens qusaesitor ait :

&quot; Jam tortor ab unco

desine
;

si vana est qusestio, rnorte agito.

Huic abscide caput, crux istum tollat in auras 65

viventesque oculos offerat alitibus.

Hos rape praecipites et vinctos conice in ignem,
sit pyra, quse multos devoret una reos.

En tibi quos properes rimosse imponere cumbae

pellere et in medii stagna profunda freti. 70

Quos ubi susceptos rabidum male suta per sequor

vexerit et tumidis cassa labarit aquis :
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dissociata putrem laxent tabulata carinam

conceptumque bibant undique naufragium.

Squamea csenoso praestabit ventre sepulcrum 75

bellua consumptis cruda cadaveribus.

Hsec persuitanti celsum subito ante tribunal

offertur senior nexibus implicitus.

Stipati circum juvenes clamore ferebant,

ipsum Christicolis esse caput populis : 8

si foret extinctum propere caput, omnia vulgi

pectora Romanis sponte sacranda deis.

Insolitum leti poscunt genus et nova psense

inventa, exemplo quo trepident alii.

Ille supinata residens cervice :

&quot;

Quis,&quot; inquit, 8 5
&quot;

dicitur ?
&quot;

affirmant dicier Hippolytum.
&quot;

Ergo sit Hippolytus, quatiat turbetque jugales

intereatque feris dilaceratus
equis.&quot;

Vix hsec ille : duo cogunt animalia freni

ignara insueto subdere colla jugo, 90

non stabulis blandive manu palpata magistri

inperiumque equitis ante subacta pati,

sed campestre vago nuper pecus e grege captum,

quod pavor indomito corde ferinus agit.

Jamque reluctantes sociarant vincula bigas 95

oraque discordi foedere nexuerant.

Temonis vice funis inest, qui terga duorum

dividit et medius tangit utrumque latus :

deque jugo in longum se post vestigia retro

protendens trahitur transit et ima pedum. 100

Hujus ad extremum, sequitur qua pulvere summo

cornipedum refugas orbita trita vias,

crura viri innectit laqueus nodoque tenaci

adstringit plantas cumque rudente ligat.

Postquam conposito satis instruxere paratu 105

martyris ad psenam verbera, vincla
;
feros :

instigant subitis clamoribus atque flagellis

iliaque infestis perfodiunt stimulis.

Ultima vox audita senis venerabilis hsec est :

&quot; Hi rapiant artus, tu rape, Christe, animam.&quot;
J 110

1 There is a reading rapiunt, which Dr. Dollinger appears to have had

(see p. 54).
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Prorumpunt alacres caeco et terrore feruntur,

qua sonus atque tremor, qua furor exagitant :

incendit feritas, rapit inpetus et fragor urget,

nee cursus volucer mobile sentit onus.

Per silvas, per saxa ruunt, non ripa retardat 115
flumiDis aut torrens oppositus cohibet.

Prosternunt sepes et cuncta obstacula rumpunt,

prona, fragosa petunt, ardua transiliunt.

Scissa minutatim labefacto corpore frusta

carpit spinigeris stirpibus hirtus ager. 120
Pars summis pendet scopulis, pars sentibus hseret,

parte rubent frondes, parte madescit humus.

Exemplar sceleris paries habet inlitus, in quo
multicolor fucus digerit omne nefas.

Picta super tumulum species liquidis viget umbris 125

effigians tracti membra cruenta viri.

Rorantes saxorum apices vidi, optime papa,

purpureasque notas vepribus inpositas.

Docta manus virides imitando effingere dumos

luserat et minio russeolam saniem. 130

Cernere erat ruptis conpagibus ordine nullo

membra per incertos sparsa jacere situs.

Addiderat caros gressu lacrimisque sequentes,

devia quo fractum semita monstrat iter.

Mserore attoniti atque oculis rimantibus ibant 135

implebantque sinus visceribus laceris.

Ille caput niveum conplectitur ac reverendam

canitiem molli confovet in gremio ;

hie humeros truncasque manus et brachia et ulnas

et genua et crurum fragmina nuda legit. 140

Palliolis etiam bibulee siccantur arenas,

ne quis in infecto pulvere ros maiieat.

Si quis et in sudibus recalenti adspergine sanguis

insidet, hunc omnem spongia pressa rapit.

Nee jam densa sacro quidquam de corpore silva 145

obtinet aut plenis fraudat ab exquiliis.

Cumque recensetis constaret partibus ille

corporis integri, qui fuerat, numerus
;

nee purgata aliquid deberent avia toto

ex homine, extersis frondibus et scopulis : 150
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metando eligitur tumulo locus, ostia linquunt :

Eoma placet, sanctos quse teneat cineres.

Haud procul extreme culta ad pomeria vallo

mersa latebrosis crypta patet foveis.

Hujus in occultum gradibus via prona reflexis 155
ire per anfractus luce latente docet.

Primas namque fores summo tenus intrat hiatu

inlustratque dies lumina vestibuli :

inde, ubi progressu facili nigrescere visa est

nox obscura loci per specus ambiguum, 160
occurrunt csesis inmissa foramina tectis,

quse jaciunt claros antra super radios.

Quamlibet ancipites texant hinc inde recessus

arta sub umbrosis atria porticibus,

attamen excisi subter cava viscera montis 165
crebra terebrato fornice lux penetrat.

Sic datur absentis per subterranea solis

cernere fulgorem luminibusque frui.

Talibus Hippolyti corpus mandatur opertis,

propter ubi adposita est ara dicata Deo. 170
Ilia sacramenti donatrix mensa eademque

custos fida sui martyris adposita

servat ad seterni spem vindicis ossa sepulcro,

pascit item sanctis Tibricolas dapibus.

Mira loci pietas et prompta precantibus ara 175

spes hominum placida prosperitate juvat.

Hie conruptelis animique et corporis aeger

oravi quotiens stratus, opem merui.

Quod laetor reditu, quod te venerande sacerdos

conplecti licitum est, scribo quod haac eadem, 180

Hippolyto scio me debere, deus cui Christus

posse dedit, quod quis postulet, adnuere.

Ipsa, illas animae exuvias quae continet intus,

aedicula argento fulgurat ex solido.

Praefixit tabulas dives manus aequore levi 185

candentes, recavum quale nitet speculum :

nee Pariis contenta aditus obducere saxis

addidit ornando clara talenta operi.

Mane salutatum concurritur : omnis adorat

pubis, eunt, redeunt solis adusque obitum. 190
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Conglobat in cuneum Latios simul ac peregrines

permixtim populos relligionis amor :

oscula perspicuo figunt impressa metallo,

balsama defundunt, fletibus ora rigant.

Jam cum se renovat decursis mensibus annus 195

natalemque diem passio festa refert :

quanta putas studiis certantibus agmina cogi,

quaeve celebrando vota coire Deo ?

Urbs augusta suos vomit effunditque Quirites

una et patricios arnbitione pari 200

confundit plebeia phalanx umbonibus sequis

discrimen procerum prsecipitante fide,

nee minus Albanis acies se Candida portis

explicat et longis ducitur ordinibus :

exultant fremitus variarum hinc inde viarum, 205

indigena et Picens plebs et Etrusca venit.

Concurrit Samnitis atrox, habitator et altse

Campanus Capuse, jamque Nolanus adest.

Quisque sua laetus cum conjuge dulcibus et cum

pigneribus rapidum carpere gestit iter. 210

Vix capiunt patuli populorum gaudia campi,

haeret et in magnis densa cohors spatiis.

Augustum tantis illud specus esse catervis,

haud dubium est, ampla fauce licet pateat.

Stat sed juxta aliud, quod tanta frequentia templum 215

tune adeat cultu nobile regifico,

parietibus celsum sublimibus atque superba

majestate potens muneribusque opulens.

Ordo columpnarum geminus laquearia tecti

sustinet auratis suppositus trabibus. 220

Adduntur graciles tecto breviore recessus,

qui laterum seriem jugiter exsinuent.

At medios aperit tractus via latior alti

culminis exurgens editiore apice.

Fronte sub adversa gradibus sublime tribunal 225

tollitur, antistes praedicat unde Deum.

Plena laborantes segre domus accipit undas

artaque confertis sestuat in foribus,

Maternum pandens gremium, quo condat alumpnos
ac foveat fetos accumulata sinus. 230
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Si bene conmemini, colit hunc pulcerrima Eoma
idibus August! mensis, ut ipsa vocat

prisco more diem, quern te quoque, sancte magister,

annua festa inter dinumerare velim.

Crede, salutigeros feret hie venerantibus ortus 235

lucis honoratse praemia restituens.

Inter sollempnes Cypriani vel Chelidoni

eulaliseque dies currat et iste tibi.

Sic te pro populo, cujus tibi credita vita est,

orantem Christus audiat omnipotens : 240

Sic tibi de pleno lupus excludatur ovili,

agna nee ulla tuum capta gregem mimiat.

Sic me gramineo remanentem denique campo
sedulus segrotam pastor ovem referas.

Sic, cum lacteolis caulas compleveris agnis, 245

raptus et ipse sacro sis comes Hippolyto.

Dressel is disposed to accept the whole of this as

historical. Quando id evenerit, parum constat ; omnibus

autem quce Prudentius rettulet accuratius perpensis, mar-

tyrium ex Decii vel Valeriani tempcribus nos ante oculos

Jiabere probabile jit . . . Ea igitur Prudentii auctoritatem

haudquaquam debilitarepoterunt,quamvisplures Hippolytos

martyres exstitisse adseverent (p. 44 1). Even CASPARI

(Quellen zur Gescliichte des Tail/symbols und der Glau-

bensregel, III. p. 406) does not think the narrative of

Prudentius wholly apocryphal. He does not say,

however, very distinctly Iww much of Prudentius ac

count may be considered historical
; perhaps no more

than that he survived the exile to Sardinia, and lived

two or three years after 235. He refers his readers to

Friedr. Nitzsch, Grundriss der Clirisilichen Dogmenge-

scldcJite^ I. p. 162
;
and Harnack, Zur Quellenkritik der

Geschichte des Gnosticismus,
&quot;

Zeitschrift fur Hist. Theol.

Jahrg.&quot; 1874, p. 194, n. 154.

C. BROCKHAUS (Aurelius Prudentius Clemens in seiner

Bedeutung fur die Kirche seiner Zeit, Leipzig 1872)
maintains that the honour paid to the relics of Hip-



352 APPENDIX D.

polytus at Rome, and the famous statue found near the

site indicated by Prudentius, show that the Hippolytus
intended by the poet is the Roman Bishop. Rethinks

it doubtful whether Prudentius considered him a fol

lower of the African Novatus, or of the Roman Novatian

(who, setting out from different points, agreed in resisting

episcopal authority) ;
or whether, like Eusebius (E. H.

vi. 43, and vii. 8), he confounds the two schismatics.

Brockhaus regards the description of the catacombs

(153-175) to be the most valuable part of the poem to

the historian and antiquarian. On the historical value

of the account of the martyrdom, he does not seem to

think it necessary to express an opinion (p. 142, etc.).

APPENDIX D.

ONE MOEE THEORY ABOUT THE BISHOPRIC OF

HIPPOLYTUS.

SOME notice ought to be taken of the theory first

started apparently by LE MOTOE, a French writer

residing in Leyden in the seventeenth century. He
combines the theories that Hippolytus was Bishop of

Portus and that he held a See in Arabia, thus, that

he was Bishop of Portus Romanorum, the modern Aden.

I know not in what author the name Portus Eomanorum

occurs. Aden is commonly believed to be the same

as Arabia Felix (ApajBia euSai/iow), or Arabia Emporium

(^Apaftta? efjLTTopiov), or AttansB ( ASdvrj), as it is variously

called by ancient writers
;
the third variation, which

occurs in .Pliny and Philostorgius, being the native

name of this flourishing seaport. Le Moyne was sup

ported by some writers of eminence, as Spanheim, also

of Leyden, the Port Royalist Tillemont, and others.
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But his theory does not now need serious refutation
;

no one is likely to think it a tenable hypothesis at the

present day. The Philosophumena, unknown of course

to Le Moyne and those who have followed him in this,

has placed it beyond a doubt that the scene of Hip-

polytus labours was Rome, or its immediate neighbour
hood. (See the Introductory Notice to the translation

of The Writings of Hippolytus, I. 20, in Clark s Ante-

Nicene Library.)
One more item of evidence may be added to that

already given in abundance that Hippolytus was

Bishop of Rome. In the TJieologische Quartalsclirift,

Tubingen 1862, p. 467, there is an article by Dr. NOLTE
of Paris on Em Excerpt aus clem zum grossten Theil

nock ungedruckten Chronicon des Georgius Hamartolus.

In it occur these words : o Oelos IinroXvTas Pco^s.

GEOEGIUS HAMARTOLUS to a great extent copied Eus-

ebius
; but, as Eusebius did not know of what place

Hippolytus was Bishop, Georgius Hamartolus must

have had some other authority for calling him &quot; of

Rome.&quot;

In the same volume of the Quartalsdirift (p. 624)
there is a rather damaging critique by the same Dr.

Nolte on Cruice s edition of the Philosophumena (Parisiis

1860). He thinks that a few very good emenda
tions and ingenious conjectures are perhaps the most

valuable portion of Cruice s work, but that these

scarcely warranted the production of a new edition.

In the introductory matter Cruice is thought by some

to have availed himself largely of the work of Dr.

Dollinger, to whom I am indebted for the knowledge
of these articles in the Theologische Quartalsclirift.
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APPENDIX E.

ONE MORE THEORY ABOUT THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE
PHILOSOPHUMENA.

It was to be expected that the Jesuits would put
forth a dissertation on a work which so nearly touches

Papal claims ;
it was also to be expected that they

would put forth something more able than the only

work on the subject by a member of their Society

with which I am acquainted : De prisca refutatione

hcereseon Originis nomine ac philosophumenon titulo recens

vulgata commentarius Torquati ARMELLINI, e societate

Jesu. Romse 1862.

The drift of it is simply this :

1. The Philosophumena cannot have been written by

Origen, who was not a Bishop, as the author evidently
was.

2. It cannot well have been written by Caius, with

whose known doctrine and acts its contents are not

consistent.

3. It cannot have been written by Hippolytus ;
for

Hippolytus was always held in the highest honour by
the ancient Church, and no mention is made by ancient

writers of his having headed a schism. (Compare Dr.

Newman s argument in the same direction in Ap
pendix B.)

4. A great deal may be said for Jallabert s conjec
ture that Tertullian was the author

;
but the style is

that of an imitator of Tertullian rather than of Ter

tullian himself. Moreover, the abrupt attack on the

Montanists is unlike Tertullian, even before he became

a Montanist. (The discussion of Tertullian s claims,

which might have been dismissed in half a dozen lines,

occupies about a quarter of the treatise. The author

of the Philosophumena lived in or near Rome during



DR. CASPARl S CONTRIBUTIONS. 355

the pontificates of Zephyrinus and Callistus
;
Tertul-

lian was almost certainly in Africa at that time, and

we may take for granted that he would have written

such a treatise in Latin
;
to say nothing of the author

of the Philosophumena having been a Bishop.)
5. The real author was Novatian. All the argu

ments which point to Tertullian point equally to

Novatian, who is not excluded by the objections which

seem to exclude Tertullian. (There is no doubt a

certain amount of resemblance between the Trinitarian

doctrine of Hippolytus and that of Novatian
;
but

beyond this there does not seem to be much in favour

of the Novatian hypothesis, which, so far as I am

aware, has been adopted by no one else.)

APPENDIX F.

PROFESSOR CASPARl S CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE SUBJECT.

These are very considerable indeed
; but, unfor

tunately, they are by no means so accessible as one

could wish. They are to be gathered mainly from long
and somewhat closely printed and uninviting notes to

the third volume of the author s great work on the

text of the earliest creeds.
1

This third volume only

appeared last year, and has already been for some

months out of print; so that, as the present writer

knows from experience, to obtain the work at all is a

matter of some difficulty : his first acquaintance with

1
Ungedruckte, uribeaclitete und wenig beachtete Quellen zur Gescldchte des

Taufsynibols und der Glaiibensregel, herausgegeben und in Abhandlungeri

erlliutert von Dr. C. P. CASPARI, Professor der Theologie an der Nor-

wegischen Universitat. Christiania 1866, 1869, 1875.
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it was made in a borrowed copy. This rapid disap

pearance of the first edition will perhaps encourage
Professor Caspari to issue a second as soon as possible,

and thus supply a real want.

The material bearing on the present subject is to be

found chiefly at pp. 374-422. In extracting some por
tions of the substance, it will be convenient to follow

the order in which the points occur in the present
volume rather than that in which they are found in a

series of more or less unconnected notes. It will thus

be easy to see, by a glance at the table of contents, how
far Dr. Dollinger s conclusions are confirmed by the

latest writer on these much-vexed questions.

After a general classification of the works of Hip-

polytus into exegetical, apologetical, chronological,

polemical, etc., Dr. Caspari (p. 377) divides the

polemical works into two classes, those against non-

Christians, i.e. Jews and heathen, and those against

heretics (p. 394). This second class may be sub

divided into those directed against all heretics, and

those directed against a single heresy or individual

heretic (p. 397). To the former of these subdivisions

the Philosoplmmena belongs.

1. He considers it indubitable that Hippolytus is the

author of it (p. 403). The proper title of it is Kara

Traawv alpeo-ecov 6X67^09. This is shown by the opening
words prefixed to each book (evidently by Hippolytus

himself) as a table of contents
; e.g.

ra8e eW ev rfj

Trptory^ T?; Tre/ATTT^, /c.T.X.,
Tov Kara irao-cov alpeaecov e\e&amp;lt;y%ov.

The title Philosophumena, strictly speaking, applies only
to the first book, which contains a sketch of various

philosophies.
2. That Hippolytus is the author of the STr

Kara TT}? Aprejjicovos alpeaea)? (Eus. If. E. V. 28), or

AaftvpivOos (Theodoret, Hceret. fab, comp. II. 5), he

thinks probable, but not certain (p. 404). If Photius
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(Bibl. Cod. 48) by the AafivpwOos means the

AaftvpivOos, then it must be by Hippolytus ;
for Photius

says the AapvpivOos was by the author of the Ilepl rijs

TOV irdvTo? ovo-tas. If by the AaftvpivOos Photius means

the Philosophumena (or the tenth book), then some one

else than Hippolytus may be the author of the apucpos

AafivpwOos. This latter hypothesis, though not base

less, has very serious difficulties. Even if it is true,

however, there is still much to be said in favour of

Hippolytus being the author of the o-^Kpo^ Aa/3vpi,v0o?,

which was written against Roman Monarchians by
some one living in Rome, and not before the fourth

decade of the third century. All this points to Hip

polytus, who at that time was the great anti-Monarchian

theologian in Rome.
3. The Syntagma mentioned by Photius is not the

same as the Philosophumena, but a shorter work, con

taining a summary of the lectures of Irenseus, and

probably written very early in the third century.

4. Into the difficult question of the relation between

the Libellus appended to Tertullian s De prcescr. hceret.

and the ^vvray/jia Trpo? avrctcra? ra? Gupecret?, Dr. Caspari
declines to enter. He contents himself with deciding
that the Appendix is certainly taken from a Greek

original, directed against all heresies, and was written

in Rome, most probably soon after the pontificate of

Zephyrinus ;
because the heretics added by the author

to those in the original treatise are confined to those

who made their appearance in Rome in the latter part
of the second century and first decade of the third.

Harnack thinks it may have been written considerably
later. Dollinger (p. 20) thinks it may have been

written after the Philosophumena^ i.e. later than A.D, 230

(p. 116). Dr. Caspari does not think much of (Ehler s

arguments to show that Yictorinus of Petavium (mar

tyred 303) is the author of the Appendix, which is really
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a long foot-note on the title of Tertullian s treatise (pp.

417-422).
5. It has already been mentioned that Dr. Caspari

thinks there are some elements of historical truth in

Prudentius account of the martyrdom of Hippolytus,
but he does not say what these are (p. 406).

6. He concurs in the view that the dispute between

Hippolytus and Callistus ended in Hippolytus being
set up as a rival Bishop by his party, and the two

leaders excommunicating one another
;
and that this

formal schism lasted during the pontificates of Urbanus

and Pontianus (p. 330).

7. All, or nearly all, the works of Hippolytus were

written in Rome ; and we find him in literary activity

there from the last days of Commodus to 235, or even

238, excepting the time spent by him under Irenseus at

Lyons. This time probably falls between 195 and 200,

shortly before the death of S. Irenseus. It was very

possibly during the absence of Hippolytus from Rome
on this occasion that Epigonus, the disciple of Noetus,

arrived there and won followers. This would explain

the indefinite way in which Hippolytus speaks of him in

the Philosopliumena, as if he did not know much about

him. He twice calls him Enri^ovo^ TW (ix. 7, x. 27).

That Lipsius (Zur Quellenkritic des Gnosticismus, p. 40)

is wrong in supposing that Hippolytus originally lived

in Asia Minor, and in that country was a disciple of

S. Irenseus about the year 170, composed the Swray^a

7rpo9 airacras ras aipeo-e^ about 190-195, and did not

come to Rome until after that, has been convincingly

proved by Harnack (Zeitsclirift fur Hist. Theol. Jahrg.

1874, p. 195). The accurate knowledge which Hip

polytus has of events which took place at the close of

the reign of Commodus (PhilosopJi. ix. 12), shows that

he was old enough at that time to notice and appre
ciate what was going on

;
and it is quite manifest
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that he was active in Rome under Zephyrinus and

Callistus, and after the latter s death (pp. 408, 409).
8. The influence of Origen over Hippolytus was the

natural one of a stronger though younger mind over a

less powerful one. This influence was the result not

merely of their intercourse in Rome, but much more
of the writings of Origen (p. 353).

9. The PhilosopJiumena was written some time after

the death of Callistus, i.e. 230-235. This is in sub

stantial agreement with Dr. Dollinger, who says about

230, and Jacobi in Herzog, who says about 234. Har-

nack would place it considerably after the death of

Callistus. Anyhow, Lipsius (Chron. der rom. Bischofe,

p. 176) is not to be followed in placing it just before

or just after the death of Callistus, i.e. about 222 (p.

403).

10. The treatise Kara Brjpwvos /cal &quot;HXttfo? (or HXt/aWo?,
or r)\iKi(0Ta)v) alpeTitc&v is most certainly spurious. For

proof of this he refers to Dr. Dollinger s arguments,

p. 295 (p. 407).
11. It is worth while adding, that Dr. Caspari does

not at all agree with Dr. Salmon s conjecture (which
is not noticed by him) that the celebrated Muratorian

fragment may be the work of Hippolytus, to which

conjecture the much discussed words, &quot;nuperrime tem-

poribus nostris&quot; are not the only bar. Dr. Caspari argues

strongly in favour of a Latin original. The few

Grsecisms which occur, occur in Latin authors also
;

whereas the use of u
Catholica&quot; for &quot;Ecdesia Catholica&quot;

is strongly against the fragment being a translation.

KaOdKiKri for EfCK~\.r)(Tia KaQoKwr) occurs (Dr. Caspari

believes) in no Greek author
;
but in Latin the adjec

tive used as a substantive is very frequent in African

writers, elsewhere rather rare. A large number of

instances are quoted. The most probable hypothesis

is, that the Muratorian Canon is a Latin original by an
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African writer living in Rome, and that its date is

about A.D. 170, if not somewhat earlier. Among
ecclesiastical documents it may be regarded as the

most ancient Latin original which we possess. It is,

however, possible that the Muratorian fragment, like

the Appendix to Tertullian s De prcescr. hceret., may be

a Latin reproduction of a Greek original written

in Rome (pp. 151, 410).

These are but a few gleanings from the storehouse

of information supplied by Dr. Caspari ;
but perhaps

they are sufficient to induce those interested in the

subject to go to the storehouse itself.

There is a complete edition of the extant works of

Hippolytus in one volume by Lagarde : Hippolyti
Roinani quce feruntur omnia Greece, e recognitione Pauli

Antonii cle Lagarde. 1858, Lipsise et Londinii.

MURRAY AND GIBB, EDINBURGH,
PH INTERS TO HER MAJESTY * STATIONERY OFF1CK.
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public. And yet the very circumstance of its repeated publication entitles it to

popularity. There is a ricnness in these meditations which wins and warms the heart.

Nonconformist.
A book of inestimable value. John Bull.

The reflections are of a pointed and practical character, and are eminently calculated
to inform the mind and improve the heart. To the devout and earnest Christian the
volume will be a treasure indeed. Wesleyan Times.

The work will be prized by experienced Christians throughout the wt&amp;gt;rld
;
and is

destined, we trust, to as wide a circulation and as long a life as the gifted author s
&quot;

Elijah.&quot; English Presbyterian Messenger.

In crown 8ro, price 7s. 6d.,

THE FOOTSTEPS OF CHRIST.
Translated from the German of A, GASPERS,

It is a book of solid thought and solid learning, and should find a considerable publicity
in its English dress. Nonconformist.
A very interesting and instructive book. Its style is quaint and antithetic; it

abounds in bright thoughts, presents striking views of Scripture facts and doctrines,
and is altogether eminently fitted to refresh and edify believers. Family Treasury.

Eminently evangelical, and distinguished also by great originality and terseness.

Baptist Magazine.
There is much deeply experimental truth and precious spiritual love in Gaspers book.

I do not always agree with his theology, but I own myself much profited by his devout
utterances. Rev. C. H. SPUKGEON.
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Just published, in Two Vols., large crown 8vo, price Is. Qd. each,

THE YEAR OF SALVATION.
WORDS OF LIFE FOR EVERY DAY.

A BOOK OF HOUSEHOLD DEVOTION.

Br J. J. VAN OOSTERZEE, D.D.

A work of great value and interest. To the clergy these readings will be found full

of suggestive hints for sermons and lectures; while for family reading or for private
meditation they are most excellent. The whole tone of the work is thoroughly practical,
and never becomes controversial. Church Bells.

4 The text is illustrated by apposite and thoughtful remarks, which will be found both
convenient and profitable not only in the family circle, but also for private meditation.

Christian Observer.

4 The very lest religious exposition for every-day use that has ever fallen in our way.
BdVs Weekly Messenger.

The author s mind is deeply imbued with Scripture principles, and overflows with

words, rich, warm, and devotional in their character. Ecclesiastical Gazette.

This charming and practical book of household devotion will be welcomed on account
of its rare intrinsic value, as one of the most practical devotional books ever published.

Standard.

Massive of thought, persuasive, earnest, and eloquent. Literary Churchman.

Simple, terse, and practical; and will, we are sure, be read with profit and pleasure
by many. Leeds Mercury.

Every page breathes a spirit of deep piety and earnest faith. Scotsman.

BY THE SAME AUTHOR.

Just published, in crown 8vo, price 6s.,

MOSES:
A BIBLICAL STUDY.

4 Our author has seized, as with the instinct of a master, the great salient points in the
life and work of Moses, and portrayed the various elements of his character with vivid
ness and skill. . . . The work will at once take its place among our ablest and most
valuable expository and practical discourses. Baptist Magazine.

4 The treatise is practical, not scientific
;
the study is a study of character for spiritual

purposes. This is conducted with much elaboration, judgment, and piety. Daily
Jteview.

Tew men have proved themselves more competent to write such a life than Dr.

Oosterzee. On the oldest subjects he never writes platitudes ; on the most simple he
never writes stupidly. He is always scholarly, scriptural, and devout. Ilomilist.

An original, beautiful, and striking work. Christian Treasury.
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WORKS BY THE LATE

PATRICK FAIRBAIRN, D.D.
PRINCIPAL AND PKOFESSOR OF THEOLOGY IN THE FREE CHURCH COLLEGE, GLASGOW.

In Two Volumes, Demy 8vo, price 21s., Fifth Edition,

THE TYPOLOGY OF SCRIPTURE, Viewed in connection
with the whole Series of the Divine Dispensations.

As the product of the labours of an original thinker and of a sound theologian, who
has at the same time scarcely left unexamined one previous writer on the subject, ancient

or modern, this work will be a most valuable accession to the library of the theological
student. As a whole, we believe it may, with the strictest truth, be pronounced the best

work on the subject that has yet been published. Record.

A work fresh and comprehensive, learned and sensible, and full of practical religious

feeling. British and Foreign Evangelical Review.

In Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., Third Edition,

EZEKIEL, AND THE BOOK OF HIS PROPHECY: An
Exposition ;

With a New Translation.

A work which was greatly wanted, and which will give the author no mean place

among the Biblical Expositors of his country and language, for in it he has cast con
siderable light on one of the obscurest portions of God s Word. Journal of Sacred
Literature.

In Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d., Second Edition,

PROPHECY, Viewed in its Distinctive Nature, its Special
Functions, and Proper Interpretation.

&quot;We would express our conviction that if ever this state of things is to end, and the

Church is blest with the dawn of a purer and brighter day, it will be through the sober

and well-considered efforts of such a man as Dr. Fairbairn, and through the general

acceptance of some such principles as are laid down for our guidance in this book.

Christian Advocate.

In Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d.,

HERMENEUTICAL MANUAL; or, Introduction to the

Exegetical Study of the Scriptures of the New Testament.

Dr. Fairbairn has precisely the training which would enable him to give a fresh and

suggestive book on Hermeneutics. Without going into any tedious detail, it presents the

points that are important to a student. There is a breadth of view, a clearness and
manliness of thought, and a ripeness of learning, which make the work one of peculiar
freshness and interest. I consider it a very valuable addition to every student s library.

Rev. Dr. MOORE, Author of the able Commentary on The Prophets of the Restoration?

In Demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d.,

THE REVELATION OF LAW IN SCRIPTURE, considered
with respect both to its own Nature and to its relative place in Succes

sive Dispensations. (The Third Series of the Cunningham Lectures. )

Dr. Fairbairn is well known as a learned and painstaking writer, and these lectures

will bear out his reputation. . . . They are the writing of a man who is a laborious

student of the Bible, and patient readers will find that they can learn something from
him. Guardian.

The tone and spirit of this volume are admirable. The lectures are carefully elabo

rated, the arguments and scriptural illustrations seem to have passed each one under the

author s scrutiny ;
so that, besides unity of purpose in the lectures as a whole, we mark

the conscientiousness that has sought to verify each separate statement. ... It is an
excellent book. Nonconformist.



T. and T. Claris Publications.

WORKS BY THE LATE WILLIAM GUNNINBHAM, D.D.,
PRINCIPAL AND PROFESSOR OF CHURCH HISTORY, NEW COLLEGE, EDINBURGH.

COMPLETE IN FOUR VOLUMES 8vo, PRICE 2, 2s.

In Two Volumes, demy 8vo, price 21s., Second Edition,

HISTORICAL THEOLOGY:
A REVIEW OP THE PKINCIPAL DOCTRINAL DISCUSSIONS IN THE

CHKISTIAN CHURCH SINCE THE APOSTOLIC AGE.

Chapter 1. The Church
;

2. The Council of Jerusalem
;

3. The Apostles Creed ;
4. The

Apostolical Fathers
; 5. Heresies of the Apostolical Age ;

6. The Fathers of the
Second and Third Centuries

\ 7. The Church of the Second and Third Centuries
;

8. The Constitution of the Church
;

9. The Doctrine of the Trinity ; 10. The Person
of Christ ; 11. The Pelagian Controversy \ 12. Worship of Saints and Images ;

13. The Civil and Ecclesiastical Authorities
;

14. The Scholastic Theology ;
15. The

Canon Law; 16. Witnesses for the Truth during Middle Ages; 17. The Church
at the Reformation; 18. The Council of Trent; 19. The Doctrine of the Fall

;

20. Doctrine of the Will
;

21. Justification
;
22. The Sacramental Principle ;

23. The
Socinian Controversy ;

24. Doctrine of the Atonement
;

25. The Anninian Con
troversy ;

26. Church Government ; 27. The Erastian Controversy.

In demy 8vo (624 pages), price 10s. 6d., Second Edition,

THE REFORMERS AND THE THEOLOGY
OF THE REFORMATION.

Chapter 1. Leaders of the Reformation; 2. Luther; 3. The Reformers and the Doctrine
of Assurance

;
4. Melancthon and the Theology of the Church of England ; 5. Zwingle

and the Doctrine of the Sacraments
;

6. John Calvin ; 7. Calvin and Beza
;

8. Calvin
ism and Arminianism

;
9. Calvinism and tho Doctrine of Philosophical Necessity ;

10. Calvinism and its Practical Application ;
11. The Reformers and the Lessons

from their History.
4 This volume is a most magnificent vindication of the Reformation, in both its men

and its doctrines, suited to the present time and to the present state of the controversy.
Witness.

In One Volume, demy 8vo, price 10s. 6d.,

DISCUSSIONS ON CHURCH PRINCIPLES:
POPISH, ERASTIAN, AND PRESBYTERIAN.

Chapter 1. The Errors of Romanism; 2. Romanist Theory of Development; 3. The
Temporal Sovereignty of the Pope ;

4- The Temporal Supremacy of the Pope ;
5. The

Liberties of the Gallican Church ;
6. Royal Supremacy in Church of England ;

7. Relation between Church and State
;

8. The Westminster Confession on Relation
between Church and State; 9. Church Power; 10. Principles of the Free Church ;

11. The Rights of the Christian People ;
12. The Principle of Non-Intrusion

;

13. Patronage and Popular Election.

In Demy 8vo, price 9s.,

SERMONS, FROM 1828 TO 1860.
BY THE LATE WILLIAM CUNNINGHAM, D.D.,

PRINCIPAL AND PROFESSOR OF CHURCH HISTORY, NEW COLLEGE, EDINBURGH.

With Photograph.

Edited, with a Preface, by Rev. J. J. BOXAR, Greenock.

4 We can honestly recommend these sermons of tho late gifted Professor as well worthy
of thoughtful perusal by students and

preachers. They will be found highly suggestive

j
aud if not remarkable for elaborate polish, yet they will furnish many examp es of vigor
ous and forceful expression of the truth.

1

Watvhnmn.
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Just published, in demy 8vo, 700 pages, price 15s.,

A CRITICAL AND EXEGETICAL COMMENTARY
ON THE

BOOK OF PSALMS,
WITH A NEW TRANSLATION.

BY JAMES G. MURPHY, LL.D., T.C.D.,
AUTHOR OF COMMENTARIES ON THE BOOKS OF GENESIS, EXODUS, ETC.

Dr. Murphy s contribution to the literature of the Psalms is a most welcome addition.
. . . We have no hesitation in predicting for it a cordial reception from all who can appre
ciate a sound and scholarly exegesis, and who are anxious to discover the full and exact

meaning of the inspired Word. Baptist Magazine.
We regard this book as one of the most valuable critical and exegetical commentaries

that have appeared on the Psalms
;
the Notes are brief, but they are clear, judicious, and

satisfactory. Homilist.

A scholarly, careful production. It gives explanations of difficult Hebrew forms and
phrases, traces with skill and insight the connection in each Psalm, and brings out the
sense in a version that is clear and idiomatic. Freeman.

4 The &quot; Notes &quot; on each Psalm are, however, the most valuable part of the work. They
grapple with every difficulty in the text, and the exegetical remarks are of the most
minute character. In them the author proves himself a thoroughly skilled Hebraist.
. . . The 700 pages of this volume will be invaluable to all who desire thoroughly to
understand the subject of which it treats. To a clergyman s library it will be indispens
able. Dublin Evening Mail.

An examination of this Commentary on the Psalms has given us the very greatest
satisfaction. It is at once learned, devout, and practical. We have no hesitation in

recommending it as one of the best works which has appeared on the Psalms for a long
time. Its clearness, the brevity and yet fulness of the notes, and its deep spirituality of

tone, leave nothing to be desired. Irish Ecclesiastical Gazette.

Just published, in Two Vols. Svo, price 21s.,

A COMMENTARY
ON THE

GOSPEL OF ST, LUKE,
BY F. G O D E T,

DOCTOR AND PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY, NEUCHATEL.

Translated from the Second French Edition,

We are indebted to the publishers for an English translation of the admirable work
which stands at the head of this review. ... It is a work of great ability, learning, and
research . Christian Observer.

4 The whole book is very valuable, and is the work of a critic, scholar, and divine of

no ordinary attainments, who has devoted to it wonderful conscientiousness and diligent
care. Union Review.

4 This is one of the most important and valuable works yet issued in the Foreign
Theological Library. Rich in learning, scientific in method, profound and luminous in

thought, it is a masterpiece of exposition, critical and spiritual, worthy to be placed side

by side with the author s great
4i Commentary on St. John s Gospel.

&quot;

Dickinson s

Theological Quarterly.
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Just published, in demy 8vo, price 12s.,

INTRODUCTION
TO

THE PAULINE EPISTLES.
BY PATON J. GLOAG, D.D.,

Author of a Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Acts of the

Apostles.

Those acquainted with the author s previous works will be prepared for something:
valuable in his present work ;

and it will not disappoint expectation, but rather exceed it.

The most recent literature of his subject is before him, and he handles it with ease and
skill. ... It will be found a trustworthy guide, and raise its author s reputation in this

important branch of biblical st,u.dy. ~British and Foreign Evangelical Review.

A work of uncommon merit. He must be a singularly accomplished divine to whose
library this book is not a welcome and valuable addition. Watchman.

It will be found of considerable value as a handbook to St. Paul s Epistles. The
dissertations display great thought as well as research. The author is fair, learned, and
calm, and his book is one of worth. Church Bells.

4 A capital book, full, scholarly, and clear. No difficulty is shirked, but dealt with

fairly, and in an evangelical spirit. To ministers and theological students the book will

be of great value. Evangelical Magazine.
4 It bears the stamp of study and of calm, critical power. It is a good defence of the

orthodox views, written in a style which combines dignity, strength, and clearness. It

may be read with pleasure by any lover of theology, and will be a valuable addition to

the book-shelf as a book of reference. Glasgow Herald.

Recently published, in demy 8vo, price 14s.,

THE APOCALYPSE
TRANSLATED AND EXPOUNDED.

BY JAMES GLASGOW, D.D.,

Irish General Assembly s Professor of Oriental Languages, etc. etc.

A book which sober scholars will not despise, and which intelligent Christians will

highly value. ... It has substantial merits, and cannot be read without great profit.

Watchman.
4 A goodly volume, . . . replete with the fruits of learning and profound research, . . .

characterized by independence of thought, originality and even singularity of view, and
decision in grasping and enunciating results. Evangelical Witness.

A most elaborate work, the result of careful thought, wide reading, and patient

industry. English Independent.
1 The book is very able, and is well worthy the study of those who are seeking to know

the meaning of the Word of God. Princeton Review.
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In crown 8i 0, price 4?.,

PRINCIPLES -

OF

NEW TESTAMENT QUOTATION
Established and Applied to Biblical Science.

BY REV. JAMES SCOTT, M.A., B.D.

Mr. Scott s very exhaustive essay is quite a masterpiece of pithy compression.
Theological students will find the book to be one of great value, not only for its direct

help, but for its lucid example of method. It does not contain a specific criticism of

every Old Testament citation found in the New Testament, but deals with the whole
question of quotation in general, and thus exhibits the principles of the Biblical

quotation, and vindicates them with a masterly force. English Churchman.

The book is thoughtful, learned, conscientious, and painstaking, and performs a
service which ought to be heartily recognised. Baptist Magazine.

The treatment throughout is reverent, scholarly, and satisfactory. Freeman.

A thoughtful attempt to arrange and systematize the various forms of quotation . . .

in which the author has been highly successful. Scotsman.

The work is a valuable contribution to the external defences of the faith. Methodist
Recorder.

Much solid learning and sound philosophy in the work. London Weekly Review.

In Two Fo/s, demy Svo, price 21s.,

of

PARTICULARLY IN GERMANY,

Viewed according to its Fundamental Movement, and in connection with

the Religious, Moral, and Intellectual Life,

TRANSLATED FROM THE GERMAN OF

DR. J. A. DORNER, PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY, BERLIN.

With a Preface to the Translation by the Author.

This work, which may be called a History of Modern Theology, is one of the most

important, interesting, and useful that Messrs. Clark have ever issued. A careful study
of it would systematize on the reader s mind the whole round of evangelical truth. In

iact, it is, in a certain sense, a comprehensive view of historical theology, written on a

new plan not in the form of the tabulated summary, but as traced in the living history
of those whose struggles won for us the truth, and whose science formulated it for

posterity. London Quarterly Review.

4 We earnestly recommend this most valuable and important work to the attention of

all theological students. So great a mass of learning and thought so ably set forth has
never before been presented to English readers, at least on this subject. Journal of
Sacred Literature.
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Just published, in demy Svo, price IQs. Gd.,

DELIVERY AND DEVELOPMENT
OF

CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE.
f)f dftfti) J?mc3 of tfyc Cunningham

BY ROBERT RAINY, D.D.,
PRINCIPAL AND PROFESSOR OF DIVINITY AND CHURCH HISTORY, NEW COLLEGE, EDINBURGH.

1 We gladly acknowledge their high excellence and the extensive learning which they
all display. They are able to the last degree ; and the author has in an unusual measure
the power of acute and brilliant generalization. He handles his array of multifarious

facts with ease and elegance; and we must needs acknowledge (and we do it willingly)
that the Lectures are a real contribution to the settlement of the vast and obscure question
with which they are occupied. Literary Churchman.

It is a rich and nutritious book throughout, and in temper and spirit beyond all

praise. British and Foreign Evangelical Review.

The subject is treated with a comprehensive grasp, keen logical power, clear analysis
and learning, and in a devout spirit. Evangelical Magazine.

In crown Svo, Second Edition, price 4s. 6(/.,

AIDS TO THE STUDY
OF

GERMAN THEOLOGY.
BY REV. GEORGE MATHESON, M.A., B.D.,

MINISTER OF ISXELLAN.

The writer of this treatise has formed to himself singularly clear conceptions, and he
possesses in a remarkable degree the faculty of lucid exposition. . . . Besides serving as
an admirable introduction to the study of German theology, this little volume will be
valuable to the general reader, as furnishing an intelligible and interesting account of the

principal phases which theological speculation has assumed in Germany in modern times.
Scotsman.
This little volume is a valuable and instructive introduction to a department of theo

logical literature that every student is now compelled to examine. British Quarterly
Review.

A helpful little volume : helpful to the student of German theology, and not less so
to the careful observer of the tendencies of English religious thought. Freeman.

The writer or compiler deserves high praise for the clear manner in which he has in
a brief compass stated these opinions. Christian Observer.
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Just published, in crown 8vo, price 6s.,

THE SENSUALISTIC PHILOSOPHY
OF

THE NINETEENTH CENTURY
CONSIDERED.

By R. L. DABNEY, D.D., LL.D.

The volume is marked by discriminating criticism, and clear, strong exposition and
defence of the intuitional theory of knowledge. Daily Review.

Just published, Fourth Edition, price 6s.,

THE TRIPARTITE NATURE OF MAN,
SPIRIT, SOUL, AND BODY,

Applied to Illustrate and Explain the Doctrines of Original Sin, the New Birth,

the Disembodied State, and the Spiritual Body.

By Rev. J. B. HEARD, M.A.

With an Appendix on the FATHERHOOD OF GOD.

The author has got a striking and consistent theory. Whether agreeing or disagreeing
with that theory, it is a book which any student of the Bible may read with pleasure.
Guardian.

A valuable and interesting treatise on the &quot;

Tripartite Nature of Man,&quot; the first English
theological work of any pretensions which has dealt with the subject in a methodical
and systematic manner. DEAN OF NORWICH.

It is with considerable satisfaction we note the issue of a fourth edition of this most

original and valuable treatise, which, without exaggeration, may be described as one of

the ablest contributions to our theological literature which has been published of late

years. English Independent.

lu crown 8vo, price 5&.,

VOICES OF THE PROPHETS.
Twelve Lectures Preached in the Chapel of Lincoln s Inn, in the Years

1870-74, on the Foundation of Bishop Warburton.

By EDWARD HAMILTON GIFFORD, D.D.

The author has long ago attained high position as a scholar, a man of science, and a

theologian, and in the volume before us he offers his readers some of the best fruits of

these varied accomplishments. Standard.

We have not for many years met with a book dealing with the important question of

prophecy in all respects so satisfactory, so reverent in its treatment of the written

word, so fair in argument, so courteous and dignified withal in its replies to the objections
of &quot;science falsely so called.&quot; Daily Review.

1 This volume deals with the subject of prophecy in a clear and forcible manner. The
objections to a belief in prophetic utterances are ably met, and much light is thrown

upon the matter, which has here been dealt with in a scholarly and Christian spirit.

Rock.
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Just published, in crown 8vo, price 6s.,

PASTORAL THEOLOGY,
A TEEATISE ON THE OFFICE AND DUTIES OF THE

CHEISTIAN PASTOE.

By the Late PATRICK FAIRBAIRN, D.D.,
PRINCIPAL, AND PROFESSOR OF THEOLOGY, FREE CHURCH COLLEGE, GLASGOW.

WITH A BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF THE AUTHOR.

This treatise on the office&quot; and duties of a Christian pastor, by the late Professor

Fairbairn, is well deserving thoughtful perusal. Throughout the volume, however,
there is a tone of earnest piety and practical good sense, which finds expression in many
profitable counsels, embodying the result of large experience and shrewd observation.

. . . Much of the volume is devoted to the theory and practice of preaching, and this

part we can most heartily commend; it is replete with valuable suggestions, which even
those who have had some experience in the ministry will find calculated to make them
more attractive and efficient preachers. Christian Observer.

This work is pervaded throughout by an earnest zeal for the interests of religion,
as well as for the prosperity of the Church to which the author belonged, and is on the
whole free from the charge of intolerance and bigotry. Scotsman.

MY THE SAME AUTHOR.

Just published, in crown Svo, price 7s. 6J.,

THE PASTORAL EPISTLES.

reefe 2Eext antr ^Translation,

WITH INTEODUCTION, EXPOSITOEY NOTES, AND
DISSEETATIONS.

We cordially recommend this work to ministers and theological students. Methodist

Magazine.

We have read no book of his with a keener appreciation and enjoyment than that

just published on the Pastoral Epistles. Nonconformist.

The work is in every way worthy of Dr. Fairbaira s high reputation. Nay, more, it

will enhance it. Wide and well-digested learning, accurate scholarship, thorough
independence of thought exercised in a calm and serious spirit, sound judgment, ripe
Christian experience, distinguish this work. London Weekly Review.

Dr. Fairbairn deserves our best thanks for this meritorious work of conscientious

criticism and careful exposition of a portion of Scripture which has not received so much
attention as it merits. Daily Review.

Dr. Fairbairn has done essential service by this very scholarly and able work, in which
he deals vigorously with the critical questions of our own day. British Quarterly Review.

The work is indeed a complete exegesis of the Epistles to Timothy and Titus, and
embraces all the critical and controversial questions to which they have given rise.

Rock.



1 6 T. and T. Claris Publications.

MEYER S COMMENTARY ON THE NEW TESTAMENT.

MESSRS. CfLARK have in course of preparation a Translation of the well-known and

justly esteemed Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament, by Dr. H.

A. W. MEYER, Oberconsistorialrath, Hannover, of which they have published

FIRST YEAR EOMANS, Two Volumes; GALATIANS, One Volume; ST.

JOHN S GOSPEL, Volume I. SECOND YEAR FIRST ISSUE ST. JOHN S

GOSPEL, Volume II.
;
PHILIPPIANS AND COLOSSIANS, One Volume.

The Subscription price for first Eight Volumes is 2, 2s., payable in advance.

THE WORKS OF ST. AUGUSTINE.
EDITED BY MARCUS DODS, D.D.

Subscription Each year s Volumes One Guinea, pat/able in advance (24s. when not

paid in advance).

FIRST YEAR THE CITY OF GOD, Two Volumes; WRITINGS IN CON
NECTION WITH THE DONATIST CONTROVERSY, in One Volume; THE
ANTI-PELAGIAN WORKS OF ST. AUGUSTINE, Volume I. SECOND YEAR
LETTERS, Volume I.

;
TREATISES AGAINST FAUSTUS THE MANICH^EAN,

One Volume; THE HARMONY OF THE EVANGELISTS, AND THE SERMON
ON THE MOUNT, One Volume; ON THE TRINITY, One Volume. THIRD
YEAR COMMENTARY ON JOHN, Two Volumes; ON CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE,
ENCHIRIDION, ON CATECHIZING, AND ON FAITH AND THE CREED, One

Volume
;
THE ANTI-PELAGIAN WORKS OF ST. AUGUSTINE, Volume II.

FOURTH YEAR LETTERS, Volume II.; CONFESSIONS, with Copious Notes

by Rev. J. G. PILKINGTON; ANTI-PELAGIAN WRITINGS, Volume III., in 1876;

LIFE BY PRINCIPAL RAINY, in 1876.

The Series will^ be completed in the above Sixteen Volumes. Subscription price,

Four Guineas.

Each Volume is sold separately, at Ten Shillings and Sixpence.

FOREIGN THEOLOGICAL LLBRARY.
Annual Subscription One Guinea (payable in advance) for Four Volumes, Demy 8vo.

When not paid in advance, the Retail Bookseller is entitled to charge 24s.

N.B. Any two Years in this Series can be had at Subscription Price. A single Year s

Books (except in the case of the current Year) cannot be supplied separately. Non-

subscribers, price 10s. 6d. each volume, with exceptions marked.

1876 FIRST ISSUE KEIL S COMMENTARY ON EZEKIEL, Two Volumes.

Forfull details of the above Subscription Series, see Classified Catalogue.
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