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E X T R A C T

FR O M T H E L AST W IL L AN D T E ST AME N T

O F T H E L AT E

R E V. JO H N B A M P T O N
,

CA N O N O F SAL I S B U R Y.

“ I give and bequeath my L ands and E states to the

Chancellor
,
Masters

,
and S cholars ofthe U niversity ofO xford

forever
,
to have and to hold alland singularthe said L ands or

E states upon trust, and to the intents and purposes hereinafter
mentioned ; that is to say, I will and appoint that the Vice
Chancellor of the U niversity ofO xford for the time being shall

take and receive allthe rents
,
issues

,
and profits thereof, and

(after all taxes, reparations , and necessary deductions made)
that he pay all the remainder to the endowment of eight
D ivinity L ecture Sermons, to be established for ever in the
‘said U niversity, and to be performed in the manner following

I direct and appoint, that, upon the first T uesday in E aster
T erm

,
a L ecturermay be yearly chosen by the H eads of C ol

leges only, and by no others
,
in the room adjoining to the

Printing- H ouse
,
between the hours of ten in the morning and

two in the afternoon
,
to preach eight D ivinity L ecture

Sermons
,
the year following,

at St. Mary
’s in O xford, between

the commencement of the last month in L ent T erm,
and the

end ofthe third week in Act T erm.
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’

s W
'

z

'

ll.

Also I direct and appoint, that the eight D ivinity L ecture

Sermons shall be preached upon either of the follow ing
Subjects—to confirm and establish the Christian Faith, and

to confute all heretics and schismatics—upon the divine

authority of the holy Scriptures—upon the authority of the

writings of the primitive Fathers, as to the faith and practice

ofthe primitive Church— upon the D ivinity of our L ord and

Saviour Jesus Christ—upon the D ivinity of the H oly Ghost
upon the Articles of the Christian Faith, as comprehended in

the Apostles
’

and Nicene Creed.

Also I direct
,
that thirty copies of the eight D ivinity L ec

ture Sermons shall be always printed, within two months after
they are preached ; and one copy shall be given to the Chan

cellor of the U niversity, and one copy to the H ead of every

College, and one copy to the Mayorofthe city ofO xford, and
one C opy to be put into the Bodleian L ibrary ; and the

expense of printing them shall be paid out of the revenue of

the L and or E states given for establishing the D ivinity L ecture
Sermons ; and the Preacher shall not be paid, nor be entitled
to the revenue, before they are printed.

“
Also I direct and appoint, that no person shall be qualified

to preach the D ivinity L ecture Sermons, unless he hath taken
the degree of Master ofArts at least, in one of the two U ni

versities ofO xford or Cambridge ; and that the same person
shall never preach the D ivinity L ecture Sermons twice.



P R E FA C E .

N O T many words wi l l be necessary by way of Prole

gomena to this book . A glance at the Synopsis wil l

explain what I have undertaken ; and the Lectures

themselves wil l prove with what means
,
in what spirit

,

and with what success, the undertaking has been
ach ieved .

A Bampton Lecturer labours under some pecul iar

difficu lties . H is eight discourses— eight S tromotez
’

s or

C arpet Bags
,
i f I may use the quaint phrase of Clement

—wil l not pack away more than a l imited , i f somewhat

elastic
,
number of articles . I have preferred to omit

what could not comfortably be included
,
rather than

force things in
, to the destruction of thei r proper shape

and util ity . I t is better to travel expedz
'

tzzs than to carry

about a mere col lection of samples . But then i t becomes

necessary to keep to the main l ines of country , and not

wander off into every tempting nook
,
or down each

shadowy lane . T he voyager may do this with safety, i f

he makes carefu l note of the finger- posts and by - roads ,

which others with more leisure and ampler means may

wish to investigate. I trust I have given such landmarks

as may enable the reader to check my own aberrat ions

from the king’s highway, and to gather for himsel f any

further information that he may desire .
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The accomplished student wi l l notice other deficiencies

ofa more serious kind and here again the high - sounding

title of Bampton Lecturer entail s a penalty. Quid

dzgnum temto feret filo promz
’

ssor lzz
'

ezz
'

u I wish I could

take for my motto the words of Clement (S trom. i . I .

‘
N o book can be so fortunate, but that some wil l

find fault ; and that may be reckoned to have fared not

i l l
,
which none can with j usticecensure .

’ I t was a wise

as well as a gracefu l practice of o lder t imes to begin

every preface with the address L ectorz
'

Benevolo. All I

can hope is that my shortcomings are not due to slack

ness or indolence
,
to want of consideration for my readers ,

or of reverence for those bright stars of hol iness , of

wisdom
,
of erudition , whose, names occur in the fol lowing

pages . Here I may observe that the Bishop ofDurham
’

s

monumental work on Ignatius d id not come into my

hands ti l l too late to be ofmuch service . I had deferred

the perusal t i l l the completion of my own task should

have set me at freedom once more to become a learner ,

not anticipating (as I ought to have done) that i t would

in so many ways shed light upon my theme . I t i s

necessary to mention this
,
l est the reader should suspect

me , on one or two po ints , of a des ire to controvert, with

out reason given , the opinion of so i l lustrious a scholar.

O ne such point arises out of a passage in the Epistl e

of Ignatius to the Romans (chap . (do yap ypc
i

clxo M y

e
’

péiv 708 dwodave
'

iv. (i épos é
’

pcos éo
‘
ratfpwrat, Kai. 0 13K é

'

o rw Ev

épol 7n
'

ip (ptAo
'

vo
,
flow/J BE {div KaiAaAoz

’

lv év éptof, é
'

owdév pat

Ae
’

yov
' Aefipo wpos T c

‘
w ware

’

pa. Origen (see Lecture V.

tp . 1 88) translated the words 0 épbs é
’

pws éorafipwrat



Preface. ix

‘Meus autem Amor crucifixus est . ’ Dr . Zahn obj ects

to this ;
‘N on C hristum

,
quem solum amet , crucifixum

esse dici t Ignatius , quemadmodum plerique post

O rigenem intellexerunt, nec ve
'

ro cum
,
qu i crucifixus est

amorem suum vocavit,
‘

sicutigraecorum verborum ignari

nonnull i halucinati sunt
,
sed suam rerum terrestrium

cupiditatem quas i crucifixam esse profitetur (cf. Gal. vi.

It did not appear to me that a comment , which

attributed ignorance ofGreek to Origen , cal led for special

noti ce . But as Dr . Zahn
’

s conclusion has been adopted

and supported by the high authority of the Bishop of

Durham , i t i s no longer safe or respectfu l to pass over

the matter in s i lence . I t is not indeed a necessary part

of my task to consider whether Origen was right or

wrong . Nevertheless as the Commentary on the Song

of Songs fostered
,
if i t d id not ini tiate , a remarkable

change in the expression of Christian love , i t i s of i nterest

to trace this change as near the fountain - head as poss ible .

I do not qu ite understand the point of Dr . Zahn
’

s

assertion that Origen
’s rendering is bad Greek . He

may mean that é
’

pws ought not to be confounded with

dycim) . Or he may mean that é
’

pcos, which s ignifies the

passion of love
,
or the

“

god by whom the pass ion was

supposed to be inspired
,
does not s ignify the obj ect of

the passion
,
the darl ing or beloved one.

T o the first question i t i s almost sufficient to reply, that

whether the confusion of é
’

pws and dya
’

mn ought to have

been made or not
,
i t certainly was made, not only by

Origen but by Clement (6 épao
-

ro
'

s of Christ , S trom. vi . 9.

And if by them why not by Ignat ius ? Origen, a
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good Greek scholar pace Dr . Zahn , asserts that Ignat ius

employed thi s hyperbol e i n the present passage . And

what o ther sense can the words convey ? C an é
’

pcos,

when used without l imiting add itions
,
s ignify earthly

passions
,
carnal appetites ?

’ Like our ‘love ,
’

of which

i t i s almost an exact equival ent , i t may be appl i ed to

base uses
,
but i t i s not

,
l ike e

’

mfivpfa , a base-word . From

the t ime of Parmenides i t had' been capable of the most

exalted s ign ificat ion ; i t i s introduced here by the

participle epav in the sense of ardent sp iritual des ire ; i t

i s opposed in true Platon i c fashion to m
'

ip ¢LA6UAO V (we

have other Platonic phrases in this same Epistl e : chap .

i i i
,
0 13521; qbawo

'

uevov KaAo
'

v : Chap . vi, and? iiAy KoAaKetio-nre) .

T he second po int i s but a trivial one. I t has been

remarked that 60 039 is almost an exact equ ival ent of

‘love .

’ The except ion i s that in class i cal Greek i t

perhaps never s ign ifies ‘the beloved .

’

Yet i t may be

urged that all words indicat ive of strong feel ing may

be used to denote the person by whom the feel ing i s

aroused—my l ife , my joy ,
my dread

,
and so on—and i t

certainly would notbe a very hazardous stroke to employ

é
’

pws in the same manner , though the usual term is 6

épcépevos or 6 épao ro
’

s. Thus Fritzsche explains T heoc .

i i . 151 , aiev é
'

pco
'

ros c
’

t c
i

rco and, even i f th i s

i nstance i s dubious , phrases l ike that of Meleager
,

Ant/201. P al. V . 1 66
,
7) y e

’

os c
’

iAAos é
'

pws, ve
’

a nafyvta, or that

ofE urip ides , O ed. frag . 55 1 , Dind .

,
évbs 6

’

é
’

pcoros 0 13

pf
’

7360 1275, show how d ifficul t i t i s to keep the senses
apart . Again , we have the closely al l ied words e

’

pcé
‘
rl os

(Theoc . i i i . s
’

po n
’

g (T heoc. iv . and the common
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proper names E rotion (Plautus , M e” . i . 2 . 60 ; Martial
,

v . 34 ; 37; x . 6 1 ) and Eros (Mart ial , x . 80 other

instances i n Pape and Benseler) , all blending in the same
way the ideas of

‘love
,

’ Cupid ,
’ darl ing ; and the latter

at least denot ing not sexual pass ion but the love ofparent

for ch i ld (cp . E urip . E reck . frag. 360 , Dind .

,
epau pnrpo

'

s
‘
,

r aiders, (39 0 13K é
’

or
’

é
’

pcos T orofiros tiAAos (
"
forts fiofwv

Lastly
,
i n Alciphron,

Epp. i . 34 , we have the very phrase

ofwhich we are in quest , 6 éubs é
’

pcos macaque. I f then

there i s any violat ion of usage in the expression of

Ignat ius (on the suppos ition that Origen is right), i t i s

but sl ight
,
and cannot cause surprise in the case of

a writer who treats grammar l ike a slave .

T he Bishop ofDurham does not, as I understand h im ,

deny that Origen
’

s rendering i s admissible as a question

of Greek , but maintains that i t
‘tears the clause out of

the context .
’

But i s th is so ?

What i s Ignat ius saying ? For Ithat write unto you

am l iving , but in love with death . My Love i s cruc ified
,

and i n me there i s no earth-fed fi re , but l iving water

speaking in my heart and saying Come hither to the

Father . ’ Why is he in love with death ? Because

Christ , his Beloved , i s crucified , and perfect union with

H im wil l be attained by death , a martyr death l ike H is.

Because
,
his heart being with Christ , there i s no fire of

s in to drown the voi ce that cal ls h im . I f we translate

as proposed by Dr. Zahn and the Bishop ofDurham , we

not only do great viol ence to the word é
’

pcos, but lose an

impass ioned phrase qu i te in harmony with the general

colour of this h ighly figurat ive and enthusiast ic passage .
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Origen rarely misunderstands , except where some

s trong prepossess ion defl ects his judgment
,

'

and here his

mind was biassed rather in the other d irection . N ot

withstanding the difi
'

erence of t ime he was a strong con

servative precisely where Ignat iu s was a bold innovator,
but in thi s one instance he sanctioned the new modes of

expression , which , as L iicke pointed out
,
were brought

into vogue largely through the influence ofthe martyrs ,
and of Ignat ius above all.

I t remains only to express my gratitude to those who

have helped me on my way ; to the authorit ies of the

Bodleian ; to Corpus Christ i Col lege (my alma natrz
'

x to

whom I am indebted not merely for the loan of books

but for the wi ll and power to profit by them) ; to the

Librarian of Christ Church
,
whose i ron discipl ine has

been relaxed in my behalf and to many fri ends whose

advice , assistance and sympathy have been of supreme

value to me . One there i s in particular
,

’

ofa communion,

alas
,
that is not my own

,
on whose pat ience and erudition

I have been suffered to make prodigal
"

drafts . T o him I

could have wished to dedicate this book , Qalcgaz
’
a
’
aoc

libel/i Qaaleczmga
’

e, did I not know too surely that there

is much in i t of which he cannot approve, and that I

should vex the modesty
,
which vei ls learning that would

grace a professed theologian , by adding his name.

CH ARLES BIGG .

O XFO R D

S ept. 1 8, 1 886 .



SYN O P S IS O F C O N TE N T S .

LECTURE I .

IN T R O D U CT IO N . P H IL O AN D T H E GN O ST ICS .

TH E M U SE U M OF ALE X AN D R IA
Influence ofthe Pagan University upon C hristian thought only
distant and indirect

TH E E GYP TIAN [ E WS were the active mediators between
E uropean and Oriental ideas
Their wealth , numbers, and privileges
The Septuagint and consequent outbreak of literary Activity
Propaganda
Helleni sm

A ri steas
Aristobulus
Greek Philosophy stolen from the Jew
L ogos D octrine before Philo

PAU L O
Opposition to Anthropomorphism
N egative C onception ofD ei ty

L imitation ofthe Analyti c Method in Philo
E vil ofMatter

Hence C reation and Providence delegated to Subordinate
P owers

R elation ofPowers to Angels , L ogoi , Ideas , D emons
The Two POW ER S ofGOOD NESS and JUSTI CE
Their indistinct Personal ity
R elation to earlier Jewish speculations

The L ocos

History ofthe Term
R elation ofthe L OGOS to GO D

Wisdom
Intell igible World



Synopsis of Coateats.

PAGE

S chechinah

E ldest Son
Second God

R elation ofthe L oc os to the Two POW ER S
Book of C reation
King’ s Architect
C harioteer

R elation ofthe L OGOS to theWorld
Seal . D ivider. Bond
High P riest’ s Vesture
Creator
Helmsman, Pilot of C reation
Vicegerent ofGod

R elat ion ofthe L OGOS to Man

Heavenly Man

Mediator as P rophet and Law
as High Priest and A toner

T he TW O L IVES , corresponding to the distinction between
GO D and the L ocos

Faith and Wisdom . T he Sensible and the Ideal

T he Three Paths
Vision, E cstasy

R elation ofPhiloni sm to histori c Judaism
R elation ofPhilonism to kthe C hristian C hurch
Facili tated the defini tion ofthe Trinity
Impeded the understanding ‘

ofthe Atonement
Intellectual ism— its good and evi l

TH E GN O S TIC S

S ubordinate interest ofGnosti c Metaphysics
Thei r predominant E thical motive
P lutarch and the Heathen Gnostics
T he C hristian Gnostics
Their D ual ism
Their E xegesi s
Their Theory ofSalvation

C hristology ofTheodotus
T he Three N atures ofMan

E schatology
R elation ofGnosticism to P latonism

Mazdeism
E bionitism
S t. Paul

General Character and E ffects ofGnosticism
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LECTURE I I .

CL EME N T .

I
'

AG E

TH E ALE X AN D RIN E CH U R CH
Founded according to tradition by St . Mark
Its wealth and importance at the end of the second century
Its conservatism in ri tual and discipline
C hanges effected by D emetrius

T he C ol lege ofP resbyters
T he Suffragan Bishops

T he CATECHETI CAL SCHOOL
Object ofthe Insti tution
C ourse ofIns truction
T he first Master ATHENAGORAS
PA N T AE N U S

T . FL A VIU S CLE ME N S
His L i fe
His C haracter and A ttainment s
H is L ove ofL i terature
And ofP H IL OSOP HY
Unity ofTruth
Science a C ovenant ofGod
Apologists not unfriendly to Philosophy
Philosophy brought into discredit by the Gnostics
Clement proclaims its necessi ty to the Church
His position on one side R ational ist , on another M ) stio

The CANON OF SCR IPTU RE
H ow far settled in C lement’ s time
Paulini sm
The Uni ty ofScripture

D enied on moral grounds by the E bionites
and by the Gnostics

Clement defends the Moral L aw by maintaining the
essential identi ty ofJustice and Goodness

And the Sacrificial L aw on the ground of its per
manent doctrinal value

ALLEGORI SM the K ey to the Unity ofScripture
General character ofA lexandrine A llegorism
Opposition to popular Theology
R eserve



xvi Synopszs of Contents.

PAG E

TH E H OL Y TR IN IT Y

Universal admission ofthe doctrine in some shape or other
Previous Speculation on the subject . Emanationism . Modal ism
D ifference between the Philoni c and the Christian L ogos
D octrine

T he P rophori c L ogos

TH E FA TH E R

Method of C lement
T he R evelation ofScripture
Analysis or E l imination
T he Monad
T he Son the Consciousness ofGod
R elation of C lement to N eo-Platoni sm
Futili ty ofhis Method

TH E S O N .

His Personality. Coequal i ty. C oetemity
Terminology of C lement
U se ofPhiloni c phraseology
C lement rejects the term P rophori c L ogos
Subordinationi sm strictly secondary in Clement

TH E

His Personal ity notyet clearly defined
H ow far explained by C lement
O ffice ofthe Holy Spiri t
Jealousy ofPanthei sm

TH E IN CAR N A TIO N AN D R E D E M P TIO N

T he Human Soul ofJesus
Semi-D ocetism
T he Passion ofJesus undesigned by God
Christ the L ight Of the World
Hel lenism in C lement ’s view ofR edemption
T he R ansom
Forgiveness
R econciliation and Propitiation
Clement ’ s Typology
Manifestation of C hrist as Man in theL ower L i fe

,
asPhysician

,

Shepherd , Tutor, L awglver
In the higher L i fe as God , as L ight, Truth, L ife
A s High P riest.
R edemption the consummation ofthe spiritual development of
mankind
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PAG E

T H E LOW ER L IFE as described in the Pedagogue
Stoi cism
A ristotel ianism

THE H I GH ER L IFE
D escribed in terms borrowed from the Greek Mysteries

Knowledge. Gnosis . T he true Gnostic
Indefectibility ofKnowledge
O bject ofKnowledge
Holiness the indispensable condi tion ofKnowledge
C onnection with A llegori sm
N ecessity ofmental cul tivat ion

L ove
R elation to Knowledge
H ow affected by S toicism and P latoni sm
Apathy
D is interested L ove

R elation of C lement’ s View to Mysticism
Stress laid upon Hol iness
And upon R ighteousness
And upon due use ofthe Means ofGrace

S i lent P rayer
The indefectibili ty ofGnosi s excludes E cstasy

C onnection of Chri stian Mysticism with the Song of
Songs

THE CHURCH
O ne

Holy
T he P riesthood

T he Gnosti c the only H iereus
Sacrifice. A l tar . Incense
Penance
Spiritual D irection

T he E uchari st
N ot separate atA lexandria from the Agape
T he Public Agape
T he o 7

'

7

T he House-Supper
T he E ucharisti c Grace

It i s Gnosi s
E SCH ATOLOGY

R esurrection
Pagan doctrine ofImmortal ity
Variety ofOpinion in the C hurch



Sy nopsis of Contents. xix

R esurrection of‘this flesh ’

C hiliasm
Bel ief in the nearness ofthe E nd oftheWorld

Various opinions as to R ewards and P uni shments
P rayers for the D ead

Clement ’ s own view
T he glorified body
The double Office ofFire

Punishments
Spiritual in nature
T he prayers ofthe Saint s
Possibility ofR epentance till the L ast D ay

The State ofthe Blessed
All purged by Fire
The Seven Heavens
T he O gdoad ofR est
T he P oena D amnz

'

T he Beatific Vis ion

LECTURE

O RIGE N .

H IS L IFE AN D CH ARACTER 1 1 5
—1 23

H IS W ORK S
Textual Criticism

T he N ew Testament
T he Hexapla

O rigen’ s knowledge ofHebrew
T he C ontroversy with Africanus

E xegesis
T he Schol ia
T he Homilies

C hurch-buildings , L iturgy, Character of the C ongre
gation

O rigen as a P reacher
T he C ommentaries
Thei r general plan
Origen’s services as an E xpositor of the real sense of

Scripture
ALL EGOR ISM

General diflerence between C lement and O rigen
b z



X X Sy nopsis of Contents.

The L aw ofCorrespondence
The Three Senses ofScripture

H ow di stinguished
The N egative use ofA llegorism

D enial ofthe L iteral Sense
R easons for thi s
Biographical interest ofOrigen’s View

The Positive use ofA llegorism
T he D iscovery ofMysteries
E conomy or R eserve

T he Two L ives in O rigen
Scope and P urpose ofAlexandrine R eserve
E rroneous inferences that have been drawn
from i t

H ow far capable ofdefence
O bjections to the A lexandrine method ofA l legori sm

It i s seen at its worst on its Apologeti c s ide
May be charged with dishonesty
R easons for modifying this judgment

Its Positive use
D iffering judgment s

In application to the O ld Testament i t confounds
symbol with proof

X
In appl ication to the Church of the P resent it i s the
expression of spiritual freedom and enl ightenment

In application to the C hurch of the Future i t i s open
to the charge ofpresumption
But this may be extenuated

LECTURE V .

O RIGE N .

The R egnla Fz
’

o
’
ez

’

Anxiety of O rigen to keep within the Canon
His teaching always S criptural

The Three Methods ofPagan Theology
The Chri stian Method

TH E N A T U R E OF GO D .

T he N egative A ttributes
The Positive A ttributes

God notImpassible
O ur knowledge ofHim inadequate but true

PAG E



Sy nopsis of Contents. xxi

God i s Perfect , notAbsolute
L imitation of C reation
E ternity ofCreation
O ptimism
D ivine Power conditioned by Goodness and Wisdom

TH E H O L Y TR IN IT Y

Theodotus
The N oetians

Hypostasis . Ousia. Person . Substance
T he Mystery ofthe E conomy

His Hypostasi s
C oetemity. C oequal ity
E pinoiaiofthe S on

E ssential—Wisdom, Word
,
L ight

,
Truth

A ccidental—P ropitiation, R edemption,
Mediation

In what sense the office ofMediation ceases

His R elation to the other Persons undetermined
T he t itle God

C oetemity and Coequal ity
His O ffice

TH E U N IT Y IN TR IN IT Y .

T he Translations ofR ufinus
Persons numerically but not local ly di stinct

T he Allegorism ofthe Shew Bread
T he E ternal Generation
R ejection ofthe terms Projection,

’

P rophoric
U N ITY OF PERFECT H ARMONY
U N ITY OF SUBSTANCE

T he term H omoousios

U N ITY OF D ER IVATION
Subordinationism

O rigen’ s view Scriptural , notMetaphysical
His object is to restri ct the ancient idea of Subordina
tion and expand that ofthe E quality ofthe Persons

P rayer to the Son
H ow l imited by O rigen
C onservatism ofhis language
Influence of his C ommentary on the Song of

Songs
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TH E IN CAR N A TION

T he God-Man

T he Human Soul ofJesus
T he Flesh ofJesus

T he last trace ofD ocetism
T he Humanity ofJesus eternal

LECTURE VI .

O R IGE N .

CREATION
T he E terni ty before and after this World

D isorder ofC reation
Injustice, Inequal i ty

P re-existence
T he First Heaven and E arth

Free Will . T he Fall
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L E C T U R E I.

In Meoegz
'

nnz
'

ng was tne Woro
’

,
and t/ze Wora

’
was with Goo

’

,
and

Me Word was Goo
’
.
— ST . JOH N i . I .

I PR O PO SE to Offer in the Lectures , which I am to have

the privi lege Of del ivering , a contribution towards the

history Of Alexandrine Platon ism in the Christ ian

Church . It wi l l be my endeavour to Sketch the con

ditions out Of which it arose in the teaching of Phi lo

and the Gnost ics , to describe its ful l development in

Clement and Origen, to measure its reflex action on

Pagan religion and philosophy , and in conclus ion to

est imate the value Of its results , to ascertain
, as far as

may be, the services it was enabled to render to the

Church and to humanity . It is not poss ible within

the l imited time at my command to reap the whole

harvest Of a field 50 large and so fru itfu l . But I Shal l
be able at any rate to Show what profit i s to be

looked for. And though we can only fol low the

main outl ines Of the subj ect , we Shall succeed perhaps

in gain ing a j ust concept ion Of a great cris is in the

history Of the Church , and Of the great men who

played a conspicuous part in i t .

It was not without reason that the first systemat i c

attempt to harmonise the trad it ion Of faith with the

free conclus ions Of human intellect was made neither

at Rome nor at Athens, but in Egypt. Yet i t is not

to the famous University that we must look for i ts

B
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sou rce 1
. Alexandria stil l possessed its three great

royal foundat ions
,
the Museum

, the Serapeum ,
and the

Sebast ion its three l ibraries
,
i ts clerical heads

,
its

wel l- endowed staff of professors and s inecure fel lows .

N or did these misuse thei r advantages . Though the

hope Of imperial favour drew the more ambitious

teachers of philosophy and rhetori c i rres istibly towards

Rome, l etters were st i l l cu ltivated , and the exact

sciences flourished as nowhere else by the banks of

the Nile . But the influence Of the Pagan Univers ity

upon Christian thought was distant and indirect . T he

Greek professor
,
throned beneath the busts of Homer

and Plato, regarded himself as an apostl e Of Hel leni c

culture in the midst Of an al i en and barbarous race ;
and though a few , l ike C haeremon

2
, may have bestowed

serious attention upon the monuments
’

of the Pharaohs
,

the impulse would scarcely have passed the l imits of

a l earned curiosity had it acted upon the Greeks alone.

It was in the mind of the Jew that Eastern and Western

i deas w ere first blended in fru itfu l union .

The J ews of Egypt
,
i f we may cred it Phi lo , numbered

not less than a mill ion souls . In no city Of the Empire

were they so wealthy or so powerfu l as at Alexandria .

Of the five regions Of the town two were almost enti rely

given up to them
, and they swarmed in the other three.

1 The history Of the A lexandrine University may be read in Matter ,
H istoire de l

’

E cole cl
’

Alexana
’
rie, 2nd ed.

,
Paris , 1 840 , or in Parthey

’

s

excellent l i ttle book , D as Alexano
’

fi niscne Museum
,
Berlin

,
1 838. There

is some interesting information in Mommsen’s fifth volume. T he sinecure
fellows ’ are the dreAei‘s (ptAo

’

oocpor. Hadrian gave one of those places to
a successful athlete ; see Parthey, p . 94. I infer that the Sebastion or

C laudianum had a clerical Head : there i s no doubt that i t was so in the

case oftheMuseum or the Serapeum ; cp. Mommsen ,
v. 569, 579.

2 A ccording to Mommsen , v . 579, C haeremon was an E gyptian. See

Mul ler, Frag. H ist. Groec. i i i . 495.
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0

Many dwelt in the country distri cts also, and the con

vents of thei r Therapeutae were to be found in every

nome 1 . They had thei r own senate and magistrates .
who apportioned the taxat ion and settled the disputes

Of the commun ity. They enjoyed the r ights Of iso

pol ity 2, standing on an equal foot ing with the Greek

burgesses
,
and possessing immunities denied to the

nat ive Copts . It i s probable that the great corn- trade

Offered them faci l it ies which
,
with the commercial gen ius

of their race , they were not Slow in turning to profit .
In more than one respect thei r pos it ion Offers a striking

resemblance to that afterwards enjoyed by thei r country

men in Spain .

For our present purpose the first great event in thei r

history is the translat ion Of the Hebrew Scriptures into

Greek . In whatever way th is most ancient and famous

ofallVers ions came into existence, whether i t grew up

gradual ly out of the interpretat ion of the dai ly lessons ,
or was made by the order

, and under the patronage of

Ptolemy 3
,
i t gave the S ignal for a remarkable outbreak

1 Philo, D e Vita C ont. 3.

2 As to isopol ity, see D ahne, i . p . 19. E gypt was governed by the
Emperor as a crown colony, and the digni ty of all ci tizens was lower there
than in other provinces . But the Jews possessed the same privileges as the
Greeks . Burgesses were scourged when necessary by different officers, with
a different kind Of rod, from the Coptic non-burgesses . Philo complains
bitterly that Flaccus had ordered eminent Jews to be flogged l ike C opts ,
and not rat

’

s éAevOeprcu
-

re
'

pars nai q t
'

rmw‘
re

'

pats p
riortfw . Tiberius Julius

A lexander , a Jew and nephew of Philo, attained to the equestrian dignity
and was made governor Of E gypt by N ero, though at the cost of apostasy.
A vivid picture Of the numbers , wealth , privileges, and unpopularity of the
Jews in E gypt will be found in Philo, In Flaccum. S ee Siegfried, P /zilo,
p . 5 ; D

'

ahne, Gesc/zicntlic/ze D arstellung o
’
er j zia

’
isc/z -alexandrinisc/zen R e

l ions—p/zilosoj lzie, i . 16 sqq. For the magnificence of the O nias Temple
at Leontopolis and the great Synagogue atA lexandria, see D el itz sch, Zur
Gescn. der j zia

’

isc/zen P oesie, pp. 25 sqq.

T he story ofAristeas has long been given up . E ven that O f_Aristo

B Z
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Of l i terary act iv ity. S O far as this was apologeti c and

propagandist , a branch Of that new - born zeal which com

passed sea and land to make one prose te
,
i ts history ,

character
,
and effect on pagan l ife and l iterature , interest

ing as they are
,
l ie beyond our scope 1 . But s ide by

side with this outward aggress ive movement ran another

and a different one, the Obj ect Of which was to appro

priate, and to j ust ify the appropriat ion , Of Greek wisdom ,

to reconc i le J udaism with the culture Of the Western

world . Even before the complet ion Of the Septuagint

this tendency was at work . Platonism is d iscoverable

in the Pentateuch , Sto i c ism in the Ap
o

ocrypha 2. It i s

bulus appears to be now generally rejected . A ccording to the latter the
translation Of the L aw was made by the order and at the expense of

P tolemy Philadelphus , whose instigator and agent was D emetrius Phalereus;
E us. P raep. E 7) . xiii . 1 2 . 2 . But

,
as Scaliger first pointed out, H ermippus,

a writer of very good note, relates that D emetrius Phalereus was banished
by P hiladelphus , W hose succession to the throne he had endeavoured to
prevent . This error discredits the whole statement of Aristobulus , and i t
i s accordingly more than doubtful whether the translation Of the Pentateuch
w as in any way encouraged by Philadelphus , though such a work suits very
wel l with his general character as a magnificent patron of li terature.

Hence by some the translation i s supposed to have grown up gradually out
O f a custom introduced by E z ra. By the s ide of the reader of the L aw
stood an interpreter (Meturgeman) who translated the lesson from Hebrew
into the vernacular tongue. See D el itz sch, Zur Gescnicnte o

’
er j uo

’
isc/zen

P oesie, p . 1 9 ; R edepenning, O rigenes, i i . 1 58, 2 17; Siegfried , Pnilo, p . 7.

It i s certain that the Septuagint Version was made at different t imes by
different hands. The Pentateuch , the Oldest portion, dates from the first
hal f of the third century B . C . ; the Hagiographa, the most recent portion,
was in existence about 1 50 B . C . Schiirer (Gesc/zic/zte a

’
es j ucl. Volées

,

zweit . Thei l , 1 886, pp . 697 says nothing about the Meturgeman
, but

regards it as clear that the translation was originally a private work , and
gradually acquired Official recogni tion. T ischendorf, P roleg . in Vetus Test. ,

leaves the question Of P tolemy’s co- Operation undecided . D r. E dersheim,

L ife ana
’
Times of fesus tne AIessia/z , vol. i . p . 26 sq.

,
accepts the account

ofA ristobulus as substantially correct
,
and thinks that the whole transla

tion was completed by 2 2 1 B . C . at latest .
1 T he s tudent will find full information in Schurer .
The extent to which the translation of the Hebrew books is coloured
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the fable of Aristeas , which , transferring to the Greek

text the literal inspirat ion claimed for the Hebrew ,

rendered poss ible the appl icat ion of those modes of

interpretat ion , by which any language could be forced

to yield any sense des ired . Hence again the fict ion of

Aristobulus 1 , which asserted the existence of a previous

and much older translat ion of the L aw . By this means

it was poss ible to argue that Plato was but ‘an Attic

Moses and a swarm Of treat ises on Plagiarism solaced

the weaker brethren with ample proof that all the best

sayings ofall the Greek philosophers were ‘stolen
’

from

the Jew ,
and might lawfully be reclaimed . Thus fortified

the Hellen is ing party moved steadi ly onward in the

development of those ideas , which we now associate with

the name of Philo,
because he is to us thei r sole expo

nent . But in truth even the Logos doctrine, the key

stone of the? whole structure , was al ready in place when

lhe took up the work 3

1 E us. P raep . R 7) . xii i . 1 2 . This positive statement i s a pure fiction
(see Ewald, Gescn. a

’
es V. I. , iv . 337, ed. made for the purpose of

supporting his assertion that the peripatetic philosophy was based upon the
L aw and the P rophets . C lem . S trom. v . 14 . 97. For the character and
influence

,

of Ari stobulus
, see Valcken

'

ar, D iatrioe ; D ahne, i i . 73 sqq . ;

E wald ; Zeller, i i i . 2 . 2 19 sqq . Schiirer defends Aristobulus against the
charge of forgery, maintaining that he was himself deceived by the

adulterated passages which he quotes. C obet holds the same view ; see

P reface to D indorf’s edition ofClement , xxv. But there i s no ground for i t .
2 T he phrase i s ascribed to N umenius by C lement , S trom. i . 2 2 . I50 .

E usebius , P roep . E 7) . xi . 1 0 . 14 , only says that i t i s with good reason attri

buted to N umenius . But C lement ’ s language i s so clear and positive
(N ovmjmos d

’

un npvs ypricpet) that S chiirer (p . 830 ) cannot be right in
doubting whether that philosopher was really the author ofthe phrase.

3 Siegfried , p . 2 23 D ass er auch hierin Vorg
'

anger hatte, deutet er selbst
an. So erwahnt er o

’
e so7nn . i . 19 (i . 638) eine altere Auslegung von Gen.

xxviii . 1 1 , welche den 76m g aufden L ogos bez og .

’ Zeller, ii i. p . 628, insists
upon the remarkable“ passage in de C kerubim

, 9 (i . 143) where Philo speaks
ofboth doctrines, that ofthe Two Powers and that ofthe L ogos , as given to
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It i s only in a pecul iar sense that Phi lo i s to be cal led

a phi losopher 1 . His works form a discursive commentary

upon the L aw ,
taking up po int after point , not in thei r

natural order , but as they spring out of the text before

him . And his object is not to invest igate but to har

monise. The ideal ism of Plato i s to be discovered in

the history of the Patriarchs and the precepts of the

L aw , and amalgamated with the products of Rabbinical

specu lat ion . The rel igious interest i s with Philo the

predominant ; hence he starts not with the analys is of

the act ofknowledge , but with the definition ofGod. O n

this theme two very divergent views were entertained .

Some of the Rabbis
,
relying upon those passages Of the

Older Scriptures
,
where the Deity is spoken ofas wearing

the form and actuated by the feel ings ofhumanity, were

Anthropomorphists 2, and expressed this opin ion in the

S implest and most d irect fashion . Others
,
fol lowing the

him by special revelation . Philo, however, may mean only that the convic
tion of their truth and the sense of their full imp ort were imparted to him in
a divine ecstasy, as the knowledge ofChrist was given to St . Paul in the

same way .

1 My guides to the understanding of the text of Philo have been D ahne,
Gesc/zic/ztlicneD arstellungo

’
erj ua

’
isc/z-alexana

’
rinisclzenR eligions1Milosop/zie,

Halle
,
1 834 ;Grossmann, Quaestiones P /ziloneae Zeller ;and Siegfried , P /zi/o

won Alexandria, Jena, 1 875. The last is excellent and indispensable. All

other authorities on the subjectwill be found in Siegfried or in S chiirer, by
whom the l ist Of German l iterature i s continued down to the present year.
I have seen also the French writers Reville, S oulier, Vacherot, S imon.

For the relation between Philo and R abbinical speculation, a point on

which I cannot pretend to form an independent judgment, I have relied
implicitly on Siegfried

,
with some assistance from GfrOrer and Maybaum. I

may refer the reader also to D r. E dersheim
’

s forthcoming article in the

D ictionary Of C hristian Biography, the proof- sheets Of which I have been
enabled to use by the kindness ofthe learned author .
Zel ler rates him higher than D ahne ; i i i . p . 594, ed. 1 852 : Was den

P hi lo von seinen Vorgangern unterscheidet ist die Vollstandigkeit und

Folgerichtigkeit, mit der er ihren S tandpunkt zum S ystem ausgefuhrt hat.

’

See GfrOrer, D asj a/zr/zuna
’

ert cles H eils, Stuttgart , 1 838, i . p . 276 sqq.
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l ead of the Prophets , and developing the concept ion of

the Ineffable Name
,
refused to think or speak ofJehovah

except as a pure sp irit . ‘God sees ,
’

said one, and i s not

seen ; so the soul sees and is not seen
1

For the Hellenist truth lay whol ly in the latter con

ception,
which was maintained by the Peripatet i c Aristo

bulus
,
and developed by the Platonist Philo . In one

remarkable passage he comments upon the words ‘i t

repented God that He had made man T o accept such

language in its l iteral sense i s impiety greater than any

that was drowned in the Flood . In truth God i s not as

man
,
i s not as the world, i s not as heaven. He is above

space, being H imself Space and Place, inasmuch as He

embraces allthings and i s embraced ofnone ; above time ,
for t ime is but the register of the fluctuat ions of the

world
,
and God when He made the world made time

al so. His Life is Etern ity
,
the everlast ing N ow , wherein

i s neither past
,
present

,
nor future . He is unchanging ,

for the Best can change only by becoming worse, which

is inconceivable . Change, again , is the Shift ing of rela

t ions , the flux ofattributes
,
and God has neither relat ions

nor attributes . Hence He has no name . Man in his

weakness i s ever striving to find some title for the

Supreme . But , says Phi lo ,

‘names are symbols of

created things , seek them not for Him who is uncreated .

’

Even the venerable and scriptural t i tles ofGod and Lord

are inadequate, must b e understood as metaphors
,
and

used with reserve . T he phrases that Phi lo himself

prefers to employ are
‘the One,

’ He that is
,

’

Himself. ’

1 Gfrorer, D asj a/zr/zuno
’
ert cles H eils

,
i . p . 289.

1

Quoa
7
D eus Imnzutaoilis, 5 (i . 275) sqq. But I need not give detailed

references for this section. See S iegfried, 199 sqq. D ahne, i . 1 1 8 sqq.
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From all this it fol lows that God i s incomprehensible .

We know that He is , to know what He is transcends

the powers vouchsafed to man.

Thus in the extravagance ofhis recoi l from material ism

Philo transformed the good Father and Lord of the Bible

into the E ternal Negat ion of d ialectics . But Philo ,

though he marked out the way for later transcenden

talism,
does not himself push his argument to i ts extreme

conclusion . He does not mean all that he appears to

say
1

. The analyt i c method is Aristotel ian rather than

Platoni c
,
and the influences of the Tifnaeus, of Stoi cism ,

of the Bible, all combine as yet to modify its rigour .

When Phi lo tells us that God has no qual it ies , we are

to understand that He is immaterial , and can therefore

experience none of those pass ions that attach to the

body
z

. Hence again He cannot be said to possess any
of those virtues , that depend upon the regulat ion of the

passions by the reason . But reason itself He possesses

in the same sense as man
3

. If He has no relat ions , this

1 D ahne
,
i . p . 1 27sqq. , regards Philo

’ s conception of God as practical
Atheism .

‘E r philosophirte aber auch gar ni cht (wenigstens nicht z uerst )
im Interesse des menschlichen Geschlechts, dem er freilich auf diese VV

eise

seinenGott raubte, sondem lediglich im Interesse dieses Gottes selbst ’ (p . I
S iegfried too thinks that he was only able to save religion by a want of
philosophic perspicacity

,
which enabled him to mix up the Stoi c doctrine of

the Immanence ofGod with this theory of the Absolute without perceiving
that the two were irreconcileable. It is certain that Philo often speaks in
Stoic language of God, advancing at times to the very verge of Pantheism
S iegfried , p . 20 4 ; D ahne, i . 2 80 sqq . But he never for a moment ceases to
th ink ofGod in P latonic fashion as pure Spirit opposed to Matter . Whereas
to the S to ic Matter and Spirit were at bottom the same thing ; all is ul ti
mately resolved into Matter ; Zeller, vol. i i i . p . 77, ed. 1 852 . O n the side
of theology Philo was no more really Stoic than S t. Paul , who al so did not

hesitate to use the language of A ratus . Those who wish to see what
theology becomes in the hands ofa S toi c should read the H omilies.

2 See especially Quoa’ D eus Ira n. 1 1 (i .
3 See especially Quoa’ D eusInun . 6 (i . 2 God is changeless , notbecause
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merely means that He wants noth ing, and depends on

nothing , because He is perfect and the source of all that

i s 1 . Phi lo does not intend to exclude the relat ion of

subj ect and Obj ect l ike Plot inus , who den i es that God

can be said to think 2. Again
,
i f God i s One, i s incom

prehensible , so too i s the human mind . Of this also

though it i s our self, we know only that i t i s 3 .

‘
God,

says Phi lo,
possesses not intel l igence only but reasoning ,

and us ing these powers He ever surveys all that He has

made , suffering nothing to transgress i ts appointed

order N eo- Platomsm IS al ready In v 1ew
,
but between

Plot inus and Philo there are several stages to be passed .

O ne of these is marked by the name ofBasilides
,
another

by that of Clement .

I t i s evident that Phi lo was not prevented by any

metaphysical bar from attribut ing the work of Provi

dence, or even of Creat ion , to the Deity. There was

however a grave moral d ifficulty. For the world was

H e i s a blank, but because H e i s perfect. Since then the soul ofman by the
soft breez es of science and wisdom calms the surge and seething , roused
by the sudden bursting of the fierce blast ofvice, and al laying the swelling
billows reposes in sunny and windless calm , canst thou doubt that the In
corrupt and Blessed , H e who has girded Himself with the might of the
virtues and perfection itself and happiness, suffers no change ofmind ? ’

H e

is by no means the Aristotel ian D ei ty who ‘thinks Himsel f. ’ It i s
clear then that the father must know his ch ildren, the artist his works

, the

steward his charge, and God i s in truth Father, Artist , Steward of all that
is in heaven or in the world .

’

C onsciousness of the external does not in
P hilo’ s View imply change in God

,
who sees not as man sees in time

,
but

in etern ity .

1 T he idea ofR elation i s defined D emutatione N ominum
, 4 (i .

2 E nn . i i i . 9 . 3.

3 L egis A lleg. i . 30 (i . 62 ) einé‘rws O U V 6
’

A8ciy , rov
'

re
'

orw <5 V089
,

‘
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i

diAAa

6110/101n nainaraAapBo
'

u/wu éavrc?) O
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z/opa oz
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rt éavTOV nal

ifiiav (initi al . D emut. N am . 2 (i . 579) naiT iGavpao
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wots (ind-re real 0
‘
éu éndorco VO OS Kiwi/waresmay tort; T t's ¢vxijs

or
’

zm
'

au eZ
’

Beu

1
Quoa

’
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created out ofpre- exist ing matter. And matter
,
though

eternal , was evi l—‘l ifeless
,
erroneous

,
d ivis ible, un

equal It seemed impossible to bring the Perfect

Being into direct contact with the senseless and cor

ruptible
2

. Hence when Phi lo speaks of the royal or

fatherly Operat ions of the Deity
,
he i s general ly to be

understood as referring not to God Himself but to His

Powers or Ministers . ‘Though throned above Creat ion

He nevertheless fi l ls H is world , for by His power , reach

ing to the utmost verge, He binds together each to each

by the words of harmony.

’

Here the meaning is so

Obscure that it might pass w ithout detection
,
but the

language that fol lows is more expl ic it : ‘Though H e be

far off
,
yet is He very near

,
keep ing touch by means of

His creat ive and regulat ive Powers , which are close to

all, though He has banished the things that have birth

far away from His essential nature

What are these Powers ? O n one s ide they are the

Angels , on whom a world of curious ingenuity had been

expended in the Jewish schools . On the other they are

1 Quis rer. a
’
iu. lzaeres. 32 (i . The idea that Matter i s E vil

,
which exer

cises so important an influence on thewhole system ofPhilo , rests especially
on his explanation of Gen. i . 31 , God saw everything that H e had made,
and behold it wasvery good .

’ But H e had notmade Matter , and spoke no
prai se Of this. T he bel ief in thepre-existence ofMatter had found acceptance
among the Jews before Philo Siegfried , p . 230 .

2 D evict.mf
’
er. 1 3(ii . of) yelp 7

2

7VOe
'

pts cirreipov naiu scpvppe
'

mysiJ
'

Anszpatiew

966V. D e confus. ling . 34 (i . xpeios [JEV yap éorw 6 706 rat/769

war/1p, tbs Offbeat
“
rijs dqf ére

’

pwv eiéOe
'

AO I Soutovp
‘
yfioat

'

75 62upe
'

rrov épé
’

méav'

rc?)

1
'

s nai T ois ytvoy e
'

vow rafs Own/£60 13 Ovvdyeow E
'

O
'

Tw d. StarrAd‘r‘rew e
’

dn
'

jnev .

Another more tender and certainly more beautiful way of expressing the
same thing is found in passages like D e 7nuna

’
i op . 6 (i . where it is said

that God ’s goodness i s bounded by the receptivity of His creatures . A

ful l revelation, an un l imited gift, would undo us . C ompare p . 1 3, below .

E ven God ’ s Powers must divest themselves of their fire before they can
touch ourweak and tainted nature w ithout consuming i t .

3 D epost. C aini, 5 (i .
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the Logo i of the Stoi c , the Ideas of the Platonist
,
the

thoughts of God, the heavenly models of things upon

earth
,
the types which , imprinted upon matter l ike a seal

upon wax ,
give to i t l ife, real ity, durabi l i ty

1
. The Ideas

,

again, could be ident ified with the discrowned gods of

Olympus
,
the heroes and demons

,
who in the Platonic

rel igion play a part analogous to that of the angels 2 .

In either aspect they are innumerable 3 But cons idered

as types they may be summed up in two great master

types
,
considered as Angels they are ru led by two great

Archangels , representing one the Goodness , the other the

1 They are iOe
’

at, dpxe
’

rvrror iBe
’

at, 7 15110 1, pérpa, agbpa
‘
yifies. These are

P latonic terms denoting the E ssence or Form
, the principle of reali ty .

Again
,
Ad'yot, Ad

‘
yor arrep/aan noi

, 0
'

1re
'

pjua1
'

a naifiigat na9696ioat 13116 7 09 9600 .

These are S toi c terms denoting, not the E ssence which to the S toi c was
matter

,
but the principle ofL ife, Force, the particle of divine spiri t inherent

in things . Again, they are Out/duets, dorby aroc Our/duets, Oopvcpdpor Ovvdp ets,
d
’

y
—
ye r

, xc
'

tpt
’

res. These are Jewish terms. See Grossmann
, Quaest. Pnil.

p . 23 ; D ahne, i . 2 0 5 sqq. ,
253 sqq .

What the student hasmost to be afraid ofi s the giving to Philo more consis
tence and system than he really possesses . In a rapid account i t is impossible
to avoid this fault . What I have said in the text i s I bel ieve in the main
correct, but everything is floating and haz y . Thus D e conf. ling. 34 (i . 431 )
the Powers are distinct from the Ideas which they create, and apparently
from the Angels . They are certainly distinct from the Angels, D eM on . ii . I
(i i . But D eM on . i . 6 (i i . 2 1 8, 2 19) they are the Ideas . N or can I find

that the Powers are anyw here expressly identified with the Angels
,
though

Siegfried , p . 2 1 1
,
says that they are.

T heAngels and the L ogoi are identified, D eS omniis, i. 1 9(i . dear/67 0 19

Ad‘yots oi
l

s naAei
’

V 390 9 And when we consider the close affinity
ofAo

’

yos and i650 , and the fact that tne L ogos i s the Sum ofthe Powers , i t
is very difficult to see how the Angels can be kept apart .

2 D egigantious, 2 (i . 263) D e sonzniis, i . 2 2 (i . ratiras Oat/tom s“EV

oidAAoc 6 Bé fepds Adyos 61776o 9 670q naAei
’

v.

3 As Ideas certainly : see note above. Zel ler, p . 6 19. D e profugzs, 1 8

(i . 560 ) Philo counts six powers corresponding in number to the C ities
Of R efuge. His enumeration is : (I ) Oefos Aé‘yos ; (2 ) 7} worn

—
run) Oriya/u s ;

(3) (4) i
’

Aews ; (5) 77vouoeertnfi ; (6) 6 ndayos yon
-
N 59. 2 and

4 belong to Goodness, 3 and 5 to Justice, 6 i s a mere etcetera= all the

Ideas .
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In all this Philo was fo l lowing in the track of earl ier

J ewish Speculat ion 1 The Rabbis of Palest ine had

made many efforts to penetrate the mystery of the

creatures who in Ezekiel
’

s vision sustain the chariot

throne of the Almighty
,
and found in them a symbo l

of the divine j ust ice and goodness . The subj ect was

t reated as a profound mystery, and there was a party

which d iscouraged all attempts to pry into i t . Only

four men , it was said , had penetrated this magic garden ,
and one only

,
the great Akiba, had returned in safety.

But the Hellenists of Alexandria were more audacious .

They had ‘eaten too much honey,
’

and intoxicated by

the Sweets , of which they had r ifled the hives of the

Greeks
,
they dared to speak of the Powers in a way

that seemed to impair the un i ty of God. They had

ventured even farther. The dual ity of Persons d id not

sat isfy thei r craving for phi losophic completeness .

Behind this pai r of persons , or personifications, there

must be one more pu issant Being
,
one more compre

hensive general isat ion . This was the Logos
,
a term

which Phi lo found al ready in use .

1 Logos 2 i s a phrase Of the Hellen i c schools . I t has a

Gfr
'

Orer, Pnilo, p . 239. The fact i s that Philo wavers between the one

mode of conception and the other. This applies to the L ogos also . See

Zeller, ii i . 6 26 .

1 For this section see Siegfried, p 2 1 1 sq.

2 An excellent account of those Jewish speculations which paved the way
for the A lexandrine L ogos theory will be found in Siegfried , pp . 2 19 sqq .

T he actual ti tle L ogos comes to Philo in a direct line from the Greek
Pantheists H eraklitus and the Stoi cs . T he reason why he preferred this
t itle to that ofIdea i s to be found in the Biblical Word of God.

’

T o the

Stoi c the A670 5‘ non/69, the A670 9 oneppan nés i s theD ivine Force, theAnima
M undi ofwhich Virgil sings—Aen . vi. 724 : P rincipio caelum ac terras
Spiritus intus al i t, totamque infusa per artus Mens agitat molem et magno
se corpore miscet. ’ It i s resolvable ultimately into the D ivine Mat ter . E s

durfte nur dieser stoi schen L ogoslehre durch die Unterscheidung des L ogos
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long history, and had al ready gathered round itself many

assoc iat ions , that fitted it for the new part it was now to

It denotes with equal faci l i ty the uttered word
,

the reasoning mind , or again a plan,
scheme

,
system . It

i s the Platon i c Idea of Good
,
the Sto i c World - Spir it

,
or

Reason ofGod, immanent in creat ion which it fosters and

sustains . Round th is heathen stem clustered a number

of ideas that were float ing in solut ion in the schools of

the Jews— the Shechinah
,
the Name of God , the T en

Words ofCreat ion that might perhaps be One
,
the great

Archangel and chief ofthe Chariot- bearers
,Metatron , the

Heavenly Man, the High Priest . Phi lo has gathered

together from East and West every thought , every

d ivinat ion
,
that could help to mould his subl ime con

ception of a Vicegerent of God
,
a Mediator between the

Eternal and the ephemeral . His Logos reflects l ight

from countless facets . It i s one of those creat ive phrases
,

struck out in the cris is of proj ect ion , which mark an

epoch in the development of thought .

What the Logos became in the hands of Philo we

shal l see most clearly by considering him in his fourfold

relat ion—to God— to the Powers— to the World— and

to Man.

In his relat ion to God he is first of all Wisdom 1

von der Gotthei t ihr pantheistisches , durch seine Unterscheidung von dem
gebildeten Stoff ihr material istisches Gepr

'

age abgestreift werden, und der
Philonische L ogos war fertig ’

(Zeller, i ii . The word is emptied , that
i s to say, of its true Stoi c significance, and becomes partly the Idea, partly
the Agent by whom the idea i s impressed upon matter .

1 T he precise relation of Wisdom to the L ogos is by no means without
difficulty

, for here as everyvVhere Philo
’ s language fluctuates. S ome have

maintained that they are identical . D ahne, i . p . 2 2 1 , thinks that Sophia is
a theilkraft ofthe L ogos ; so that L ogos may always be used for Sophia,

but not the reverse. But S iegfried points out (p . 2 2 2 , cp. p . 2 1 5) that
Sophia i s sometimes spoken of as the higher principle, the Fountain or



I6 s
’

lo. [L ect.

Already , in the Book of Proverbs 1 , Wisdom appears

as the eternal Assessor of the Most H igh When H e

prepared the heavens I was there .
’

In the Alexandrine

Book ofWisdom 2
, written probably under Sto i c influ

ences, this Power assumes new t it les and s ignificance .

He is ‘the loving Spirit of the Lord that filleth the

earth ,
’ holy, only- begotten ,

‘the brightness of the ever

lasting l ight , the unspotted mirror of the Power of God ,

the image of His Goodness .
’

Philo is but translat ing

this hymn of praise into sc ientific terminology, when he

cal ls the Word the Intel l igible World
,
that i s the sum of

the thoughts of God, or again the Idea of Ideas, which

imparts real ity to all lower ideas
, as they in turn to all

sensible kinds 3 . T he Word is the whole mind of God,

cons idered as travell ing outs ide itself
,
and express ing

itself in act. Hence he is styled its Impress
,
its Like

ness
,
i ts House . This is his abstract Greek side . In his

more real ist ic Hebrew aspect he i s the S chechinah or

glory ofGod ; or again , as that glory fal ls upon our sight

only vei led and dimmed , he is the Shadow ofGod. And

Mother , of the L ogos . T he differing gender of the two words in Greek ,
the one being feminine and the other masculine, was a difficul ty. This
Philo endeavoured to solve in the curious allegori sm on the name of

Bethuel , D e P rof. 9 (i . Bethuel signifies ‘daughter Of God, ’ that is,
Wisdom . But this virgin daughter is father of R ebecca, that is, Patience.

S O all the virtues have feminine names (in Greek) , because in relation to

God they are derivative and receptive. But in relation to us they are mas

culine. Hence we may say that Wisdom, the daughter of God, i s a man

and a father, begetting in the soul knowledge, understanding , and all good
and prai seworthy actions . T he drift of this passage is no doubt to blend
the L ogos with S ophia. T he confusion of gender with sex offers a curious
instance ofthe tendency ofPhilo’ s mind to turn abstractions into things .

1 vii i . 27.

2 i . 6
, 7; VII. 2 2 sqq .

2 D eM andi Opif. 6 (i . For the numerous other passages referred to
in this account of the L ogos it is suffi cient to refer generally to Siegfried
and Grossmann.
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growing ever more definite and personal
,
he i s the S on

,

the E ldest S on , the Firstborn of God. Many of the

divine t itles are his by right . He too i s the S un
, the

Darkness , the Monad , God 1
, the Second God .

In h is relat ion to the other Powers , again , there is the

same graduated ascent from the abstract to the real . If

the Powers are Ideas , the Word is thei r Sum . He is

the Book of Creation , in which all the subord inate

essences are words . But
,
again

,
he is their Creator,

the K ing
’

s Arch itect
,
in whose brain the plan of the

royal city is formed . H e stands between them divid

ing,
yet uniting, l ike the fiery sword between the

Cherubim at the gates Of Eden . He is thei r leader ,
thei r Captain , thei r Char ioteer , the Archangel of many

names .

A S regards the world he is on the one side the Arche

typal Seal , the great Pattern according to which all i s

made . He is the D ivider
,
in so far as he differentiates ,

and makes each thing what it i s . He is the Bond , in so

far as all existence depends on the permanence of form .

Hence in him both worlds , the intell igible and the sen

s ible , form one great whole , a figure of which is the

vesture of the High Priest . On the head is the plate of

gold with its legend ‘Hol iness to the Lord ;
’

the blue,

the purple, the scarlet of the robe are the rainbow web

ofNature ; the bells about the feet , whose S i lver sound
is heard when Aaron goeth into the Holy Place, s ignify

the rapt joy of the human spirit when it penetrates into

the divine mysteries . The robe is woven of one piece ,

and may not be rent
,
because the Word binds all

1 6 669
,
but not 0

‘
9 669, D e S omn . 39 (i . the distinction recurs in

Origen .
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together in l ife and harmony 1 . S o far we are sti l l

breathing Greek air. But then again the Word is the

Instrumental Cause
,
the Organ of Creat ion . H e i s the

Creator , the Helmsman , and Pilot of the universe .

‘God with j ust ice and law leads His great flock
,
the

four elements and all that is Shaped thereof, the ci rcl ings
of sun and moon , the rhythmic dances of the stars

,

having set over them H is upright Word , His Firstborn

S on, who wil l receive the charge of th is holy flock as a

Vicegerent of the Great K ing Here Phi lo i s thinking ,
not ofWisdom , but of the mighty ‘God said

’

of the

Book of Genesis . The word i s , not the Sp irit only, or

the Mind , but the Wil l ofGod 2
.

But the crowning interest of these speculations

depends on their relat ion to human l ife . What is this

S on ofGod to us ?

The answer i s given by the pecu l iar pos it ion of the

Logos , who stands between God and Man partaking of

both natures . For Man , as regards his reason , i s the

image of the Logos , as the Logos is the image of God .

Hence the Logos is the Med iator
,
the Heavenly Man

4

who represents in the eyes of God the whole family

upon earth . He is not indeed the point of union ,
because we may rise above him . The knowledge which

1 See the beautiful passage in D e nzzgrat. Aor . 1 8 (i . C p . D e Vita

M os. i ii . 14 (i i .
2 D e Agric. 1 2 (i .
3 C anon Westcott (Introd . to tlze Gospel of S t. j ofin ,

p . xvi ) maintains
that the L ogos ofSt. John i s derived not from Philo, but from the Palestinian
School s, mainly on the ground that in Philo L ogos is R eason and notW 111.

But to a Platoni st l ike Philo there i s no difference between R eason and

Will . And the passages referred to in the text are sufficient to show that
the L ogos of Philo i s conceived of as a divine Will sensibly manifested in
personal action.

’

4 Siegfried , p. 2 2 1 .
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he gives is a lower knowledge
,
the knowledge of God in

Nature, and our al legiance to him is therefore but

temporary and provis ional . But he is necessary as the

door, through which we must pass to direct communion

with his Father

Here Phi lo could borrow no l ight from the Greeks
, to

whom the idea of Mediat ion was foreign though , as we

Shall see, there were elements in the current Platonism ,

which were readily adapted to this end 1

The Logos then is first the Prophet of the Most

H igh , the Man whose name is the Dayspring , the

Eternal L aw . He is the Giver of the d ivine Light and

therefore the Saviour, for to the Platonist Sin is dark

ness . But it is not enough that our eyes should be

opened . For the visual ray within us is weakened or

quenched by vice
,
our rebel lions have al ienated us from

God. We need therefore an Atonement . St i l l more

do we need strength and sustenance .

All these requ irements are sat isfied by the Logos .

For his atoning funct ion Phi lo found a fitt ing symbo l

ready to hand in the High Priest 2
,
who s ince the days

of the Exi le , in the abeyance of the throne , had risen in

J ewish eyes to a d ignity almost superhuman . His

vesture , as we have seen, was the type of the who le

world
,
forwhich he interceded with its Maker. He alone

1 See the doctrine ofthe D emons in L ecture vi1.

2 See Siegfried, p . 2 2 1 . T he four prayers uttered by the High P rIest on
the D ay ofA tonement, most precious fragments of the L iturgy ofthe O ld
Testament Temple worship, ’ will be found in D el itz sch (Zur Gesc/zic/zte
der j ud. P oesie, pp . 184 T he firs t three, pronounced by the High
P riest with his hand on the head of the sin offering, were (i) for himsel f
and family ; (i i) for the sons of Aaron ; (i ii ) for the whole people. T he

fourth was uttered immediately on leaving the Holy of Holies . In each
the Ineffable N ame was pronounced three times .

C 2
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might pronounce the Ineffable Name. He alone might

enter into the H o ly of Hol ies , beho ld the glory of God,

and yet l ive . He held th i s h igh prerogat ive , because

when he entered into the sanctuary he was, says Philo

with an audacious perversion of the text , not a man
1

The true H igh Priest is S inless ; i f he needs to make an
o ffering and utter prayer for himself, i t i s only because

he participates in the gui lt of the people
,
whom he

represents . Thus the Word is the Suppl icato r
,
the

Paraclete, the Priest who presents the sou l of man

‘with head uncovered
’ before God 2

. He is figured by

Aaron
,
who stands with burning censer between the

l iving and the dead . I stand ,
’ Philo makes him say ,

‘between the Lord and you,
I who am neither um

created l ike God nor created l ike you, but a mean

between the two extremes , a hostage
-to either side

And as he teaches, as he atones, so he feeds and sus

tains his people, fal l ing upon every sou l as the manna

fel l l ike dew upon the whole earth . In this s ense he i s

Me lchisedech
,
priest of the Most High God

,
K ing of

Sal em , that i s of peace , who met Abraham returning

from his victory over the four kings
,
and refreshed him

with the mystic Bread and Wine 4

1 D e S omn . 11. 28. (i. 67av ydp, (17770 511, 6i9 7d c
'

i'yta 765V 6.7w
6 d wpet

'

zs
,
cit/911071709 oz

’

m 6
'

0
'

7at (L ev . xvi. T59 0511 ci dye/Janos ; dpé

76 0669
2 D e C lzer. 5 (i . 3 Quis R eru7n D iv . H er. 4 2 (i .
1 Ammon and Moab the Intellect divorced from God)

refused Israel bread and water. But letMelchisedec give wine instead of
water , and refresh the soul with pure juice of the grape, that i t may be

possessed by divine intox1cation, more sober than sobriety itself. For he i s
the Priest Word, ’ L eg . Alleg. i ii . 26 (i . Ibid. 56 (i . 1 19) Philo
goes on to explain what i s this heavenly food of the soul. It i s L ight

,

true E ducation, the knowledge ofGod
,
which i s given by the Word. T he

passage is referred to by Clement, S trorn . iv. 26. 161 .
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l earns with a shock of amazement , that the world is ,

not a tavern , but a temple . Wherefore i t exclaims, It

i s not as I fanc ied
,
for the Lord i s in th is place .

’

This sensib le world is indeed the House of God
,
the

gate of Heaven . For the spiritual world Of ideas can

be comprehended only by cl imbing upwards from what

we see and feel . Those who wish to survey the beauty

ofa c ity must enter in at the gate ; so those who wou ld

contemplate the ideas must be led by the hand by the

impressions of the senses We must know God as He

is manifested to us in the experience of l ife
,
first by fear

of His Justice , then by love of His Goodness , before we

can attain to Jerusalem
,
the Vision of Peace . But the

Powers are summed up in the Word . Hence the In

terpreterWord is the God of those that are imperfect
,

but of the wise and perfect the First God i s K ing 2 .

The knowledge of the Most High is Vis ion, the direct

personal communion of a soul that no longer reasons

but feels and knows . It was reached by Abraham

through learning , by the wrestler
’ Jacob through moral

effort
,
by Isaac

,

‘the laughter of the soul
,

’ through the

natural development of a sweet and gracious spiri t . I t

is attainable
,
if not by all

,
yet by the purest and keenest

sighted
,
if not in permanence

, yet frequently .

‘I wi l l

not be ashamed to relate
,

’ says Phi lo
,

‘what has hap
pened to myself a thousand times . O ften when I have

come to write out the doctrines of philosophy , though

I wel l knew what I ought to say ,
I have found my mind

1 D e S o7nn . 32 (i .
2 L og. Alleg . i i i . 73 (i . 1 28) 0 1170 9 yelp 77pc

’

6V “
N OV dn Aé

’

JV 61V 9669
,
763V 66

oogbc
’

bV nai7 6 ) “i 6 17705817 0 9. T he difference between the knowledge ofGod

in His works and the knowledge ofGod in Himself (the latter Philo calls the
Great Mysteries) is explained in the sublime passage beginning L eg. A lleg .

i i i . 31 (i .



I E cstasy . 2 3

dry and barren
, and renounced the task in despai r. At

other times
,
though I came empty , I was suddenly fi l led

with thoughts showered upon me from above l ike snow

flakes O r seed
,
so that in the heat of divine possession

I knew not the place, or the company, or myself, what I

said , or what I wrote 1

Here then
,
but st i l l i n a s ingularly cool and tem

perate form ,
we have the second great doctrine of N eo

Platonism E cstasy, the logical correlat ive of the

Absolute God. A S held by Numenius and his fol

lowers it is certainly derived from Philo, though here

again there was in Paganism a germ
,

‘

which only needed

fert i l isation . The idea of a personal Revelat ion comes

to Philo from the Prophet ic Vis ion of the Old Testa

ment . I t is al ready found in Plutarch 2, by whom i t i s

connected with the frenzy of the Pythoness or the

Corybant . But its later systemat ic form and scient ific
grounding are historical ly connected with the specula

t ions Of the Alexandrine Jew.

Such was the teaching ofPhi lo so far as i t fal ls within

our present scope . W e need not dwell upon its rela

t ion to historic J udaism . Phi lo remained to the last

a devout and trusted Jew . Yet he placed a new re

ligion, a Greek philosophic system ,
above the faith of

1 D e M igr. A6r. 7 (i . See also the account of the ‘divine in

toxication ofSamuel ’ s mother, D eE brz
'

etate, 36 (i . 380 ) Quis R erufn D iv .

H eres. 14 (i . D e Vita C onte7np. 2 , 3 (i i . 473, 475) actual vision
seems to have been enjoyed by the Therapeutae only in dreams . D e C lzer. 9

(i . 144) Philo says that he had learned the significance ofthe two C herubim
and the fiery sword rrapd pvxfjs eiwfivfas 7d. troAAd 060A771r76i

'

0 9a1.

2 See D e Py tniae O rac. 2 1 , 2 2 ; D e def. O rac. 48 ; Anzatorius, xvi . 4 .

P lutarch recognises only the offi cial ecstasy of priest and prophetess. His
attitude i s apologetic ; he has to explain how it is that the revelation i s
sometimes imperfect

,
deceitful, impure. E nthusiasm is a part Of his religion,

but not ofhis philosophy. See Zeller, vol. i i i .
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his fathers . He retained the L aw as the worship of

the
,

Logos ; high over this stands the free spiritual

worship of the E ternal . The one i s but the preparat ion ,

and in its ancient nat ional form
’

not even a necessary

preparat ion
,
for the other .

‘ It wil l be obvious how this

faci l itated the task of the Christ ian teacher 1

But what concerns us at present is his di rect influence

upon the Church . This falls into two branches , for i t

i s probable that Phi lon i sm coloured the N ew Testament

i tself
,
and it i s certain that it largely affected the after

development of Christian doctrine . The fi rst conse

quence i s no doubt capable Of exaggerat ion . The ideas

of the purely Palestin ian schools coinc ided in many

points with those of the Alexandrines
,
of which they

formed the bas is, and it i s perhaps by this fact rather

than by any immediate contact that we should explain

the resemblances of St . Paul , St . James , and even of

the Epistle to the Hebrews
,
with Phi lo. But there can

be l ittle doubt that St . John acquired from Alexandria

that conception of the Word , which fi rst brought

Christ ian theology within the sphere of metaphysics 2.

1 Siegfried , pp . 1 57sqq.

2 N ot necessarily from Philo
,
i f
,
as seems probable, the L ogos doctrine i s

somewhat older than Philo’ s t ime. T he question turns mainly upon (i ) the
exact significance and (i i ) the date of the Memra of the Targums . May

baum , D ie Antlzropomorpnien und Antlzropat/zien 6ei O nkelos, Breslau ,
1 870 , maintains that in O nkelos ‘Word ofGod i s a mere periphrasis for
G od, and i s never regarded as having a hypostatic existence. GfrOrer,

j alzrlzundert des H eils
; i . 31 0 sqq.

, maintains the Opposite, but regards the
idea as unquestionably Alexandrine in origin. With this agrees the View of

D r. E dersheim,
L ife and Tinzes of j esus t/ze M essian

,
vol. i . pp . 46, 56 .

Siegfried (p . 317) asserts that ‘i t is universal ly acknowledged that John
borrowed from Philo the name of L ogos to express the mani festation of

G od.

’
H e refers to Ballenstedt , D ahne, Gfrorer, L iicke, de Wette- Brtickner,

D omer, N eander , T holuck , L utterbeck . N evertheless his language i s too
peremptory. Ewald (v . I 53 sqq. ; vi. 277) holds that the doctrine of the
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Philo
’s influence upon the mind of post - apostol ic

t imes was partly helpful, partly detrimental . It was

given to the Alexandrine J ew to divine the poss ibi l ity

and the mode of an eternal d istinction in the Divine

Un ity, and in this respect the magnitude of our deb t
can hardly be overest imated . H ow large i t is we may

measure in part by the fact that the doctrine of the

Holy Spirit
,
which has no place in his system

,
remained

for a long time meagre, inarticulate, and uncertain . But

the Logos i s not Christ, i s not the Messiah
1

. Far less is

he Jesus , for from the Platonic po int Of V iew the Incar

nat ion is an impossib i l i ty. Hence though Phi lo suppl ied

the categories
,
under which the work of J esus cont inued

to be regarded , his influence on this s ide was upon the

Word grew up among the Jews and had become an article of the

popular bel ief aswel l as a tenet ofthe schools . And that the book ofE noch
shows that before the beginning of the second century B . C . the Word was
identified with the Messiah . (O ther authorities however regard the Book
of E noch as, in part at any rate, C hristian .) Harnack , D ogmengescfiic/zte,

p . 79, note, says, D ie Auffassung des Verh'

altnisses von Gott und Wel t im
vierten E vangel ium ist ni cht die Philonische. D aher ist auch die L ogos
lehre dort im wesentlichen nicht die Philo’ s . ’ This is maintained at length
by D r. Westcott, Introduction to the Gospel of S t. j o/zn ,

pp . xv. sqq.

,
and by

S chanz , a recent R oman C athol ic editor ofthesameGospel . But thedifference,
whi le suffi cien t to show that S t. John i s applying a partially heathen phrase to
awholly C hristian conception, is byno means such as toexclude the possibili ty
of connection ,

and in any case very little weight can be attached to this line
ofargument in default of proof that a homegrown L ogos doctrine existed in
Palestine before the time of S t. John. S ome importance i s perhaps to be
attached to the fact that in the P seudo- C lementine H omilies, a work which
seemsto be built upon a Palestinian system,

we have God and the Two Powers
but not the L ogos . Yet the writer was acquainted with St. John, and would
surely have given this title to the Son i f he had found it current in the

Palestinian schools .
1 T he traces of a Messianic hope in Philo are very indistinct . D e E xecr.

9 (11. 436) the dispersed ofIsrael shal l return from exile feva
'

yozijueVoz 17p69

7 1V0 9 96 10 7 6
'

pa9 77nan
’

t ¢60 1V dVOpwuZVns (we Should surely read dVdpwm
'

VnV)

6112 6079 . Siegfried (p . 2 2 2 ) refers this to the L ogos . D ahne, p . 437, thinks
i t not improbable that the L ogos is meant .
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whol e hurtfu l . T o Philo rel igion is the emancipat ion

Of the intell igence from the dominion of sense . In

such a scheme knowledge is more than Faith 1 , For

giveness has no real place, and Vicarious Suffering no

meaning . Such words as Atonement , Mediator, High

Priest
,
could not mean to the Platonist what they must

mean to the Christ ian , and down to the t ime of Clement

Philo
’s great name stood between the Church and a

clear understanding of their real s ignificat ion .

Other parts of his l egacy were more quest ionable

st i l l— his vicious Allegorism,
his theory of the Absolute

God . But upon thes e we shal l be compelled to dwel l

at some length further on,
and therefore need speak no

more in the present place . Let us only add that

Alexandrine intel lectual i sm , though it leads to an over

estimate of human effort and to a self- centred concep

t ion ofvirtue
,
has yet the great merit of finding blessed

ness in the soul itself. The K ingdom of God i s with in

us, even in this l ife. Thus it affords the means for

rect ifying a tendency very prevalent in the early

Church
,
that of looking for happiness only in another

world as a compensat ion for suffering in this . Its

1 Philo speaks of Faith—the most perfect of virtues , the queen of virtues
n in very Splendid terms . See especially D e Abra/zamo

, 46 (i i . Quis
R erunz D iv . H eres . 1 8 (i . But in section 2 1 ofthe last - named treatise
i t appears to be d istinguished from oocpt

’

a in the same way as by C lement,
as the cause of obedience, as the characteristic of the lower stage of the

Spiritual life. This indeed i s a consequence of his system . But Philo
has a clearer View that Spiri tual heal th is the one thing desirable, and i s
not hampered by the question that pressed heavily on Clement—what
i s the minimum condition of salvation ? Hence his conception of Fai th is
nobler, i t may be said more Pauline,

than C lement’ s . S O again
,
not being

troubled by the problem of R esponsibility
,
he uses much stronger and

grander language on the subject ofGrace. See Siegfried , p . 30 7; D enis,
P /zilosoplzie d

’

O rigene, p . 2 2 2 .
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reward is hol iness, the vision of God ; its punishment

is that of being what Sinners are. Thus it is d irectly

Opposed in principle, if not always in practice
, to the

vulgar paradise of Chiliasm
,
and even to Ascet icism .

For Asceticism , as distingu ished from temperance , rests ,
not upon the antithes is of Spirit and matter

,
but upon

‘Other-worldl iness
,

’ the delus ion that heaven can be

purchased by self- torture in th is l ife .

Our V i ew of the cond it ions out of which Christ ian

Platonism sprung would be incomplete without a bri ef

not ice of Gnost i c ism 1
. It wil l be needless to enter into

the confused detai l s of the so - cal led Gnost ic systems .
The Aeons ofVal ent inus and others are but the Ideas

of Plato seen through the fog of an Egypt ian or Syrian

mind . They were not understood to affect the unity of

God, and, except as guard ian Angels, play no pract ical

part . Clement and Origen scarcely ever al lude to them ,

and they have no place at all in the systems of Marcion

and Basilides 2. For us they have main ly th is interest

1 The standard authorities on the subject of Gnosticism are—N eander ,
C lzurclz IIistory ,

vol. 2 ; Baur, D ie C lirz
'

stliclze Gnosis, T ribingen, 1 835 ;

Matter
,
H istoire C ritique da Gnosticisme, 2nd edition

,
S trasbourg and Paris

,

1 843 ; L ipsius, art icle Gnosticismus in E rsch and Gruber
,
Leipz ig, 1 860 ;

Mansel, Gnostic H eresies, 1 875. All except the last two are anterior in date
to the publication in 1 851 of six addi tional books of the P /zilosoplzunzena
which have given an entirely new View of Basilides. W e are concerned
entirely with what L ipsius counts as the second orA lexandrian stage of

Gnosticism . T he View taken in the following pages rests mainly on the

Gnostic fragmentswhichwillbe found coIc tedinStieren
’

sedition ofIrenaeus,
on the E xcerpta ex Tlzeodoto

,
and the general impression left on the mind by

the study of C lement
,
O rigen,

and the P seudo- C lementine H omilies.

2 T o Valentinus the Aeons were simply the ideas , the thoughts of

God. Tertullian , Adv. Valentin . iv : E am postmodum P tolemaeus
intravit, nominibus et numerisAeonum distinctis in personales substantias,
sed extra deum determinatas, quas Valentinus in ipsa summa divini
tatis ut sensus et affectus motus incluserat.’ This is confirmed by a striking
extract from an E pistle Of Valentinus given by C lement , S tro/n . i i . 20 . 1 1 4 ;
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that they complete the work of the Philonic analys is .

God i s final ly separated from His attributes
, the Aeons

of Reason and Truth , and becomes the Eternal S i lence

ofVal ent inus
,
the N on—existent God of Basilides 1 .

I t i s a mistake to approach the Gnost i cs on the meta

physical s ide . There i s a certain wild poetical force in

Valent inus , but otherwise thei r world - phi losophy is

purely grotesque . The ord inary Christ ian controver

sialist fel t that he had nothing to do but set out at

unsparing length their ted ious pedigrees , in the wel l

grounded confidence that no one would care to peruse

them a second t ime . The interest
,
the meaning

,
of

Gnost icism rest entirely upon its eth ical mot ive . It

was an attempt
,
a serious attempt

,
to fathom the dread

mystery of sorrow and pain , to answer that spectral

doubt , which is mostly crushed down by force —C an

the world as we know it have been made by God ?

Cease , says Basilides,
‘from idle and curious variety ,

and let us rather d iscuss the Opinions
,
which even bar

barians have held , on the subj ect of good and evi l

I wi l l say anything , rather than admit that Providence

is wicked Valent inus describes in the strain of an

ancient prophet the woes that affl i ct mankind . I durst

S tieren, Irenaeus, p . 91 0 . ut the same thing is probably true ofP tolemy
and ofH eracleon. Theuse of the word aeon by the Gnostic writers them
selves is Obscure. I find it used to denote

, (1) God ; H eracleon apud

O rigen in Ioan . 11 . 8 (L omm , i . 76V 013631701 i) 761 6V 792) aic
'

bm. Hence
6 6

’

V aZOVI
,
iéid. xiii . 1 9 (L omm ,

i i . i s Jesus (i i) Aeons= Ideas ?
Emanations ? E xc. ex Tlzeod. 23, ibid. 32 , 67170 0 7 0 9 763V ait wV i610V 6x6 1

101777161710 , T 77V (ii i ) Angels ; E xe. ex Tlzeoa
’
. 25, the Valentinians

Aé‘yovm aic
'

DVas o
’

jq iJ/s 796 A674: A6yov9, Here Aeon= A670 9=Angels
Stars . S O in section 7, 61

'

v 0
'

70 9 0 5V 6 rra71
‘
7p 6

1

IV 7796
'

A770
'

6V w oefivat

airflow cp . St . Paul, E ph . i i . 7. As to the Guardian Angels , see below ,
p . 33.

1 P /zilos. vii . 2 1 0 157019 0 1
’

c 86V 9669 n60'

,
uO V 0 1311: 6V7a 65 oinc 6V7c .

2 Stieren
’

s Irenaeus, p . 90 1 .

3 Stieren
’

s Irenaeus, p . 90 3 Clem . Strain . iv. 1 2 . 82 .
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From Plutarch sprang a succession of purely heathen

Gnostics , against whom
,
more than a century later ,

Plot inus felt i t necessary to take up the pen 1 . Between

these and the Gnostics known to Christ ian controversy

there is no essential d ifference. Both start from the

same terrible problem , both arrive at the same conclu

s ion
,
the existence of a second and imperfect God.

They identified this Being with the Creator oe emi

u rge
, and ascribed to him the authorship of the who l e

,

or the greater part , of the Old Testament . For, though

they al legorised the N ew Testament
,
the Gnost ics d id

not
,
in any of their voluminous commentaries

,
apply

this solvent to the Hebrew Scriptures . These they

crit icised with a freedom learned from the Essenes 2.

They found there , S ide by side with the eternal
sp iritual law

,
the code of an imperfect and transient

moral ity ; worse than all
,
they found there pass ion

,

revenge , and cruelty ascribed to the Most
’

High . I t

i s not poss ible to read the remarkable letter Of Ptolemy

to Flora, without perceiving that Old Testament exegesis

was the real strength of Gnosti ci sm . It was so power

ful because i t was so true . On this one point they

retained thei r advantage to the last . The facts were

in the main as they al leged,and the right explanat ion

depended on principles equal ly foreign , at that t ime, to

Gnost i c and to orthodox .

Their V i ews of re l igion
,
of salvation

,
were as various

as their strange and perplexing cosmogonies . We may

1 Porph. Vita P lotini, 16 .

2 C ompare the exegesis of the P seudo-C lementine H omilies with that of
P tolemy’ s Epistle to Flora . T he author of the H omilies considered that
he was refuting Gnosticism, but there was certainly a historical connection
between his views and those ofthe Valentinians . See below, p . 34.
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leave out of S ight the Paul ini sm ofMarcion
,
and take as

a type the system ofTheodotus , a leader of the Eastern

Val entinians, with whose writings C lement had an in

t imate acquaintance 1 . Christ came
,
he taught

,
not for

our redemption alone , but to heal the disorders of the

who l e universe . For Earth , and Heaven
,
and even God

Himself
,
were d iseased by the revol t ofWisdom

,
who in

bl ind presumption had given birth to she knew not

what . But for man
’s sake Christ became Man

2
,
taking

1 It is doubtful what the E xcerpta ex Tlzeodoto really are. D escripta

videntur ex libris H ypotyposeon ,

’ says Valesius on E us. H E . v . 1 1 . 2 .

Zahn
, Forsclzungen zur Gesclc. des IV. T . K

'

anons, E rlangen, 1884 , vol. i i i . p .

1 2 2
,
thinks that they are a collection of extracts from the eighth book of

the S tromateis. R enan, M arc-Aurele, p . 1 1 8, regards them as a collection
ofextracts from the writings ofthe Valentinian Theodotus made by C lement
for his own use

,
and this seems the best View . It i s doubtful again who

Theodotus was. N eander and D omer think him the same as Theodotus the
money- changer . Zahn inclines

,
rather fancifully, to identify him with the

T heodas (if that is the right name ; the reading is doubtful ) of S trom . Vii.

I7. 1 0 6, the disciple ofPaul and teacher ofValentinus, and thinks that there
may have been a book bearing the name of this supposed pupil of the
Apostle. It should be added that Theodotus is referred to by name only
five times , and that much ofthe information forwhich C lement refers vaguely
to
‘
the Valentinians may come from some other source. T he text is ex

ceedingly obscure and corrupt. Bunsen, Anal. Ante-N ic. vol. 1
,
gives the

conjectural emendations and L atin translation ofBemays. T he accusations
brought byPhotius against the orthodoxy ofClement mayrest in part upon a

misunderstanding of this curious and difficult treatlse. See also D r. West
cott ’ s article, C lement of A lexandria, in the D ictionary of C hristian
Biography.

2 T he C hristology of Theodotus differs somewhat from that ascribed to
Valentinus by the author Of the Pnz'losoplzumena . (i) T he O nly-Begotten
God 6 ; this i s I suppose the earlies t authority for this reading in John
i . N ous, Aletheia, L ogos, Zoe appear to be only different names for
the Spirit of Knowledge, the 17770602177, or external ised thought of God .

(i i) Christ is a upoBoM
’

) of exiled Wisdom who returns to the 111 77770171 11 to

beg aid for his mother
,
i s detained there, and apparently uni ted to the

O nly-Begotten ; 23, 39, 44 . (i i i) Jesus the wpoBoM
’

; of all the Aeons
i s sent forth to comfort Wisdom 23. (iv) Jesus is never separated from
the O nly -Begotten ; 7, 43. (v) Jesus descends to the world through the

realm of Space
,
that i s the D emiurge

,
and takes to himself the P sychic
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upon Him our threefold natu re
,
body

,
soul , and spiri t,

though His body was Spiritual , not gross as ours . Yet

H e i s not the Saviour ofall, but of those only who can

receive Him
,
and in so far as they can receive H im 1

.

Some there are who cannot know Him . these are they

who have flesh but not soul , who perish l ike the beasts .

Some again
,
the sp iritual , are predestined to l ife

eternal 2. They are akin to the l ight
,
knowledge once

given leads them on inevitably to perfe ction
,
annihi l

ating all thei r earth ly passions . Between these hover
‘
the psychic ,

’

th e feminine sou ls
,
to whom fai th i s

granted
,
but not knowledge . Before the coming of

Christ these were creatures of destiny
,
the sport of evi l

angels
,
whom they could not res ist 3 . But the Incarna

t ion and Baptism of our Lord broke thei r bonds , and

by faith and disc ipl ine they become capable of eternal

1ae 4

In that future existence the sou l needs no body, for

C hrist, 59, the WpOBOAfi O f the D emiurge, 47—that is to say, his V089

assumes a pvxfi—andw eaves for Himsel f a body 611 7779 d¢aVofi9 pvxmf
’

p

060 1
’

a9
, 59. (Vi) H e was born of the Holy Ghos t and the Vi rgin ; 23.

T he whole ofthe Gospel narrative then follows .
1

7: 6 66 016769 60 71 70 10870 9 61V 611616 79) 0 1
2
0 9 nexcvpfiodm 615Va7a1.

2
56 76 [1 6V 06V 77V6v/.1a71n6V 41150 6 1 ow§6,116V0V, 76 66¢vx1n6V ai17 6£0 150 10V

6V 611177766 16777
-
ra 6X 6 1 77p69 76 r7t0'71V ital dtpdapofaV Kai r7p69 0

’

11710
'

71
’

aV nai

¢90p6V 111176. 777V oZn61
'

aV ai
'

p60
'

1V
, 76 66 6A1n6V (17150 6 1 0

’

1176AAv7a1. T he

S piritual , the E lect , are masculine, children of Adam ; the P sychic
,
the

C alled, are feminine, children of E ve ; 2 1 . This idea i s found in the

H omilies. The Spiritual must be ‘shaped ’ by knowledge ; 57, 59
the P sychi c must be ‘grafted on to the fruitful olive ;’ 56,

‘changed ’

from slavery into freedom, from feminine into masculine, 57, 79. Unless
they become spiritual they are burnt up in the fire, 52 , body and soul
perish in Gehenna (proved by Mat t . x . 51 , that i s to say before
they rise to Paradise the fourth heaven, which earthly flesh may not

enter, 51 th is last idea i s based upon 2 C or. xii . 2 .

3 69
—75.

76
-

78~
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i t i s itself a body, as the Sto i cs taught 1 . It is im

mortal and for ever blessed . But there are degrees of

fel icity . The spiritual soar up at once through the

seven planetary orbits to the Ogdoad , the region of

the fixed stars
,
where i s no more labour nor change .

There they await the c onsummation
,
when Christ

,
the

great High Priest , shal l lay aside H is soul
, and enter

through the Cross— that i s the upper Firmament— into

the Ho ly ofHo l ies
,
taking with Him His chi ldren

,
now

become pure Words l ike Himself. The Psychic are

cleansed by fire
,
the sensible and the intel l ectual fire 2

,

the pangs of sense
,
the stings of remorse . Aided and

comforted by guardian angels 3
,
who were baptised for

them
,

’ whi le yet they were ‘dead in trespasses and

1
14, dAAc

‘
t trait) pux7701567110 . Forhow , the author asks , can the souls

who are chastised feel their punishments if they are not bodies ? C orporeal
also, though in an ever - ascending scale Of fineness , are the demons, the
angels , archangels and Protoctists , the Only- Begotten, and apparently even
the Father ; 1 0

,
1 1 .

2 8 1 .

3 Theodotus appears to custinguish two classes ofAngel s those created
by the D emiurge, who l ike all his work s are imperfect copies of the

existences of the spiritual world , 47, and the
‘male angels, ’ the creation

of the O nly-Begotten, 2 1 . It i s by union with these that the ‘female
soul ’ becomes masculine and capable of entering the P leroma. It i s
these angels that are

‘baptised for the dead ’

(1 C or. xv. Hence
the Valentinian was baptised 629 Aérpwo 6776A1n7

’

7V, in the same N ame
in which his guardian Angel had previously been baptised ; 2 2 . T he

male Angels came down with Jesus for our salvation, 44, and
‘pray for

our forgiveness that we may enter in with them . For they may be said
to have need of us that they may enter in, for without us this is not

permitted to them 5 35. Similar ideas will be found in the religion of

Mithra, see below
,
L ecture vii

, and in the H omilies, ix . 9 sqq. (though
here the union i s between the bad man and his demon) . S O H eracleon

says (apud Origen in j oan . xiii . 1 1 ) that the Samaritan woman
’ s husband

i s her P leroma. C p . also Irenaeus , i ii . 1 5 . 2 est inflatus i ste talis , neque
in caelo neque in terra putat se esse, sed intra P leroma introisse et com

plexum iam angelum suum .

’

A lso the Valentinian epi taph quoted by
R enan

,
M arc-Aurele, p . 147.
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s ins
,

’

who love them ,
and yearn for them as thei r

Spiritual brides
,
they rise , through three

‘mansions ’

or

stages of discip l ine, to the O gdoad their final home ,

their Rest 1 . Thus spiri t
,
soul

,
and body , the com

mingl ing ofwhich is the cause of all evi l and suffering ,

are final ly separated into thei r appo inted p laces , and

the heal ing work of Christ is achieved . It i s not diffi

cult to trace here a barbaric Platonism , mingled with

Mazdeism ,
co loured by the influence of the Ebionites

,

and strangely refracted echoes of St . Paul 2. St . Pau l

1 Jesus in his descent puts .O n the P sychic Christ in 76110 9
,
Space, the

realm -of the D emiurge ; 59. It was the P sychic Christ
,
that i s the

Human N ature, that died , 6 1
,
and now sits on the right hand of the

D emiurge, 62 , till the R esti tution ,

‘in order that he may pacify Space
and guarantee a safe passage for the Seed into the P leroma ,

’

38 . Then
H e lays aside glvx'l) and 0 561101 and passes through the Vei l, 27, taking
with him H is children, H is Body, the C hurch , 4 2 . T i ll then the

elect await Him in the Ogdoad , the eighth heaven , the changeless region
of the fixed stars, 26

,
63, becoming Words

,
Intelligent Aeons

,
A670 1,

aic
’

6V69 V0 6p0 1
’

,
27, 64 . At the same time the P sychic rise from the

Kingdom ofthe D emiurge to the O gdoad, 63.

2 T he barbaric cast of their Philosophy may be seen in the grotesque
character assumed by the fL ogoi or Aeons in the popular systems

,
in

the crude description of the N on-E xistent God by Basilides, and generally
in the Gnostic incapacity for abstract ideas . Thus the inner Vei l which
divides the O gdoad from the P leroma, the world of Ideas , i s Heaven .

B tit one derivation given for the word 0 6pav69 i s 6p0 9, a boundary or

division . Horos migh t mean a pole, such as Greeks employed to mark
the limits Of a field. Hence the upper firmamentmight be called Eravp69,
the C ross which divides believers from unbel ievers ; E xcerpta , 4 2 . T he

passions were conceived Of in StO IC fashion as actual bodies hanging on

to the soul , the or 71p0 0¢v779 pvxfi. Man thus becomes , says
C lement, a kind of Trojan Horse ; S trom . i i . 2 0 . 1 1 2 sqq. As to the

Maz deism
,
there is clear h istorical proof of the connection of Gnosticism

with the system of Zoroaster ; cp. L ect . Vii
, the passages referred to above

from Plutarch and Porphyry, D uncker, vol. v . pp . 53 sqq . of the E nglish
translation . As to E bionitism , Inotice the following points of resemblance
between Theodotus and the H omilies—Anthropomorphism— the Syzygies
the anti theses ofMale and Female, Fire and L ight, R ight

’

and L eft—the

union of the soul with its Angel—the idea that the Water of Baptism
quenches the fire of sin, suggesting or suggested by the ancient reading in
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was held in high esteem by these sectaries
,
and to thei r

sini ster admiration is largely due the neglect of his

special teaching in the early Church .

This Dual i sm , this Fatalism,
for the three natures are

a modified fatal i sm ,
are vain and worse than vain.

They belong to a lower stage of rel igious l ife
,
above

polythei sm , yet far below C hristianitv . From this

semi - barbarism spring all the fau lts of Gnost i c ism
,
i ts

conceit , i ts uncertain moral ity , i ts chimeras , i ts peremp
tory sol ut ions of the insoluble . Like all half- truths it

perished self- convicted , melt ing away l ike Spenser
’

s

woman of snow in presence of the l iving Florimell. I t

l eft a certain mark upon Cathol i c ism ,
and partly by

Shaking the older faiths , partly by preparing men
’

s minds

for a better bel i ef, partly by compell ing the leaders

of the Church to ask what they bel ieved and why they

bel ieved it , aided not inconsiderably in the triumph of

the Gospel , and in the development ofthe Creed 1 . But

in the second century , while i t was yet l iving and

aggress ive , i t consti tuted a danger greater than the

Arian controversy, greater than any peri l that has ever

menaced the existence of the Faith .

Matt . i i i . 1 5, which tel ls how a fire shone in the Jordan at the baptism
of Jesus . L astly

,
the doctrine of several Incamations of Jesus is found

in the E xcerpta, 19. Zahn i s therefore mistaken in saymg (p . 1 23) that
there is no trace ofE bioni tism in the C hristology ofC lement’ s Theodotus .

1 T hefirst philosophical statement of the R eal P resence i s to be found
E xcerpta, 82 . T o Gnost ics is due the importation of the words 060 10 ,

131160 7a0'19, 671 0 0 150 10 9 into theology. They held the Virgin in high honour
R enan , Marc-Aurele

,
p . 145. They were the first to speculate on the date

of the N ativi ty, S trom. i . 2 1 . 145, and to attempt the portraiture of C hrist
Iren. i . 25. 6 . Beyond this I see nothing but the influence of antagonism .

See however H amack , D ogmengesclzic/zte, pp . 1 85 sqq.



L E C T U R E II.

T[ ml was tne true L iglzt, w lziclz lzglztetlz every man tlzat comet/t

into tlze world—ST . JOHN i . 9.

A CCO R D IN G to the earl iest tradition , that which is

preserved in the Pseudo- Clementine Homil ies , Chris

tianity was first preached in the streets of Alexandria

by Barnabas 1 . But for ages the Egyptians have attri

buted the foundat ion of thei r Church to St . Mark , the

interpreter of St . Peter . At a later date the Patr iarchs

of Alexandria were el ected beside the tomb of the

Evangel ist in the great church of Baucalis, the most

ancient ecclesiastical edifice in the city , i n c lose prox

imity to the wharves and corn-magaz ines of the crowded

harbour .

At the close of the second century th e Church of

Alexandria was al ready a weal thy and flourishing com

munity. Its warfare i s said to have been comparat ively

bloodless . Three times within a hundred years Egypt

had endured all the horrors of unsuccessfu l rebel l ion , and

once a sanguinary r iot had been occas ioned by the dis

1 H om . i . 8 sqq. The claims of Mark find no support from C lement .
But Bishop L ightfoot thinks there i s no reason to doubt the tradition ;
P lzilzppians, p . 2 23, ed. 1 873. See R edepenning

, O rigenes, i . p . 1 85, note.

The sources employed for thi s sketch of the history of the Alexandrine
Church are C ontextio Gemmarum sive E utychii P atr. A lex . Annales,

P ocock , O xford , 1 656 ; E utychii O rigines E ccl. Alex ,
Selden, L ondon,

164 2 L e Quien , O riens C /zristianus ; R enaudot, H istoria P atriarclzarum
A lex . j acobitarum ; N eale, H oly E astern C hurcn. S ome information i s
to be gathered from the O racula S iby llina, see E xcur . in A lexandre

’s ed .

,

and much from Clement . O rigen’ s church w as that O f Pales tine. The

letter ofHadrian to Servianus in Vopiscus, Vita S aturnini, is regarded as a
forgery by Mommsen, v . p . 579 note.
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Church seems to have moved less rap idly than its neigh

bours . The traces of a written l iturgy in Clement are

scanty and vague 1 . The Eucharist was not yet disjoined

from the Agape . Infant Bapti sm was not yet the ru le .

Discipl ine was not so severe as elsewhere . T he Bishop

was not yet sharply distingui shed from the Presbyter ,

nor the Presbyter and Deacon from the lay - brother.

The fidel ity
,
with which the Alexandrines adhered to

the ancient democrati c model; may be due in part to

the social standing and intel l igence of the congregat ion .

The same reason may account for their immunity from

many of the ecclesiastical storms of the t ime. Gnosti

cism indeed was rampant in this focus of East and

West . But of N oetianism
,
of the Easter controversy,

ofMontanism hardly a sound is to be heard 2 .

About the same time C allistus was overseer of the cemetery at R ome ;
P lzz

'

los. ix . 1 2 .

1 P robst (L z
'

tnrgie, p . 9) gives reasons for supposing that the firs t sketch
of a written L iturgy existed in the middle of the second century, and
pp . 1 35 sqq. ) finds in C lement traces ofa L i turgy resembling in i ts main out

l ines that given in the eighth book ofthe Apostol ical C onstitutions . It i s most
difficul t to say what precise facts underlie C lement

’ s allusive phrases . T he

only passages , so far as I know
,
in which written formularies may be re

ferred to are S train . vii. 1 2 . 8o
,
where 7d {93a 76. fioféAoya T a

‘
z 6rd

‘
H craiov 01A

Anyoooéuem seem to allude to the Trisagion uttered by the C herubim and

S eraph im (R enaudot, L z

'

tnrgz
'

arnfn O rient. C olleetz
'

o, i. p . and P rotrep .

xi . 1 1 1 , where the outstretched hands of C hrist ’ may be explained by a

phrase in the ancient A lexandrine L i turgy translated by L udolfus, from the

E thiopic (in Bunsen ,
H zppoly tns, iv. p .

‘
ut impleret voluntatem tuam

et populum tibi efficeret expandendo manus suas .
’

For the Agape and

Infant Baptism, see next L ecture.

2 O fN oetianism C lement does not speak . H e wrote a treatise H epl 1 0 8

wdaxa, in which he considered the relation ofSt . John’ s narrat ive to that of
the Synoptists ; see theFragments , the best account is that ofZahn , Eorse/z

ungen ,
ii i . p . and the K ai/(biz énnAnacam

-

cnos zrpés robs ZovBaig
'

ov
'

ras

may have been directed against the Quartodecimans (see Zahn ,
p .

T he Treatises (Sermons , Zahn thinks) on Fasting and the promised but
not written treatise on P rophecy were certainly aimed at the Montanists

,

W hom he mentions with forbearance, S traw . iv. 1 3. 93 ; vi. 8 . 66. But
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Nevertheless wealth and numbers brought dangers of

their own
,
and Alexandria was driven along the same

road which other Churches were al ready pursu ing . T he

lowering of the average tone of piety and morals among

the laity threw into stronger rel ief the virtues of the

clergy
,
and enabled them with a good show of j ustice

and necessity to claim exclusive possess ion of powers
,

which had or iginal ly been shared by all mal e members

of the Church .

We can sti l l trace the incidents, by which this mo

mentons change was effected . The most interesting

feature in the Alexandrine Church was its Col lege of

twelve Presbyters , who enjoyed the singular privi lege of

elect ing from among themselves , and of consecrating
,

thei r own Patriarch 1
. They were the rectors of the

twelve c ity parishes , which included certain districts

he does not seem to have been troubled at home by either Montanism or

Judai sm .

1 C ontextio Gemmarum,
p . 331 C onstituit autem E vangelista Marcus

,

una cum H ananiaPatriarcha
,
duodecimPresbyteros, qui nempe cumPatriarcha

manerent
,
adeo ut cum vacaret Patriarchatus unum e duodecim Presbyteris

eligerent, cujus capiti reliqui undecim manus imponentes ips i benedicerent et
Patriarcham crearent; deinde virum aliquem insignem eligerentquem secum
Presbyterum constituerent loco eius qui factus est Patriarcha

,
ut ita semper

extarent duodecim. N eque desiitAlexandriae institutum hoc de P resbyteris,

ut scilicet P atriarchas crearent ex P resbyteris duodecim ,
usque ad tempora

A lexandri Patriarchae Alexandrini qui fui t ex numero i l lo CCCX V II I . Is

autem vetuit me deinceps Patriarcham Presbyteri crearent et decrevit ut

mortuo Patriarcha convenirent E piscopi qui Patriarcham ordinarent.

A tque ita evanuit institutum illud antiquius.

’

In Selden, p . xxxi .
C p . Jerome, E p . 146 (inMigne) , Aa

’
E vangelw n N am etA lexandrine a

Marco E vangelista usque ad H eraclam et D ionysium E piscopos Presbyteri

semper unum ex se electum in excelsiori gradu collocatum E piscopum

nominabant : quomodo si exercitas Imperatorem faciat.

’

E utychius also
tells us that D emetrius was the first to appoint Suffragans . S ee Bishop
L ightfoot

,
P /zilippians, E xcursus on tlze C /zristian M inistry . T he inference

that there w as a prolonged struggle between the two orders is R itschl's
E ntsteliung a

’

er Alta. [ fire/ie, zud ed. p . 432 .
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outside the wal l s . Even in the t ime of E piphanius

they exercised a sort of episcopal j urisdiction 1
. They

formed a chapter , of which the Patriarch was Pres ident ,

and to thi s chapter all provincial letters were addressed .

But towards the close of the second century thei r chief

and distinguish ing prerogat ive had been lost . While

the Patriarch Jul ian lay upon his death- bed
,
he was

warned by an angel in a vis ion
,
that the man

,
who next

day should bring him a present of grapes
, was dest ined

to be his successor . The sign was fu lfi l led by Deme

trius
,
an unl ettered rust ic, and, what to later ages seemed

even more extraord inary
,
a married man . In obedience

to the divine warn ing Demetr ius was seated almost by

force in the throne of St . Mark . He proved a stem

and enterpris ing ruler. He stripped the people of one

of their few remaining privi leges by the censure , which

he pronounced on Origen for preaching while yet a

layman , and he broke the power of the Presbyteral

Col lege by the appointment of a number of Suffragan

Bishops , whom he afterwards persuaded to pass sentence

of degradat ion upon Origen
,
a sentence which the Pres

byters had refused to sanction 2 From this t ime the

Chapter never succeeded in regain ing its prerogat ive ,
though the struggle appears to have been protracted

t i l l the incumbency of the Patriarch Alexander . Thus

was final ly abo l ished this most interest ing relic of a

t ime
,
when there was no essential difference between

Bishop and Priest , and of a later but stil l early t ime,

when the Bishop was chairman or l ife- president of a

1 E piph . lxix . I .
2 R edepenning, O rigenes, i . p . 4 1 2 ; Huet , O rzlgeniana, i . 2 . 1 2 (L omm .

xxu. 44) Photius, cod. cxviii .
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counci l of Priests , by whom the affairs of a great city

church were admini stered in common .

A large and rich community
,
existing in the bosom of

a great Universi ty town
,
could not long submit to exclu

s ion from the paramount interests of the place . Thei r

most promising young men attended the lectures ofthe

heathen professors . Some l ike Ammonius relapsed into

Helleni sm
,
some drifted into Gnosti cism l ike Ambrosius

,

some l ike H eraclas passed safely through the ordeal
, and

as Christian priests sti l l wore the pal l ium ,
or philoso

pher
’

s cloak
,
the doctor

’

s gown we may cal l it of the

pagan Academy. Learned professors l ike Celsus
,
l ike

Porphyry
,
began to study the Christ ian Scriptures with a

coo l interest in this latest development of rel igious

thought
,
and pointed out with the acumen of trained

critics the sc ient ific d iffi cu lt ies of the O lder Testament

and the contrad ict ions of the N ew . I t was necessary to

recognise
,
and if poss ible to profit by

,
the growing con

nection between the church and the lecture - room .

Hence the catechetical instruction, which in most other

communities continued to be given in an unsystemati c

way by Bishop or Priest
,
had in Alexandria developed

about the m iddle of the century into a regu lar institu

t ion.

This was the famous Catechet i cal S chool 1 . I t st i l l

continued to provide instruction for those desirous of

admission into the Church
,
but with this humble rout ine

i t combined a higher and more ambitious function . It

was partly a propaganda, partly we may regard i t as a

1 S chools of a similar description existed at Ant ioch , A thens , E dessa,
N isibis Guerike, D e S clzola Alex. p . 2 ; H amack , D ogmengese/zie/zte, 50 1

sqq.
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denominat ional col lege by the side of a secular un iver

sity . There were no bui ldings appropriated to the

purpose. The master received his pupi ls in his own

house
,
and Origen was often engaged t i l l late at night

in teaching his c lasses or giving private advice or in

struction to those who needed it . The students were

of both sexes
,
ofvery different ages . Some were con

verts preparing for baptism ,
some ido laters seeking for

l ight
,
some Christians reading as we should say for

orders or for the cu lt ivation of thei r understandings .

There was as yet no rigid system ,
no defin i te classifica

t ion of Catechumens
,
such as that whi ch grew up a

century later. The teacher was l eft free to deal with

his task
,
as the ci rcumstances of his pupils or his ow n

genius led him . But the general course of instruct ion

pursued in the Alexandrine school we are fortunately

able to discover with great accuracy and fu lness of detai l .

Those who were not capable of anything more were

taught the facts of the Creed
,
with such comment and

explanat ion as s eemed des irable . Others , Origen tel ls u s ,
were taught dialectical ly. The mean ing of this phrase

i s interpreted for us by Gregory Thaumaturgus , one of

the most i l lustr ious and attached of Origen
’

s d isciples .

At the outset the student
’

s powers ofreason ing and exact

observation were strengthened by a thorough course of

sc ient ific study, embracing geometry, physio logy, and

astronomy . After science came phi losophy. T he writ

ings ofall the theological poets
,
and of all the philoso

phers except the
‘godless Epicureans ,

’ were read and

expounded . The object of the teacher was no doubt in

part
‘

controversial. He endeavoured to prove the need of

revelation by dwelling on the contradictions and imper
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fections of all human systems
,
or he po inted out how the

partial l ight vouchsafed to Plato or A ristot le was but an

earnest of the dayspring from on high . But the attitude

of C lement or O rigen towards Greek thought was not

controvers ial in any petty or ignoble sense. They looked

up to the great master-minds of the Hellen i c schools

with a generous admiration , and infused the same spiri t

into their d isc iples .

Phi losophy culminated in E thics , and at this point

began the d ialecti c train ing properly so cal l ed . T he

student was cal led upon for a defin it ion of one of those

words that l i e at the root ofallmoral ity, Good or Evil ,
Justice or L aw ; and his definit ion became the theme of

a close d iscuss ion conducted in the form of question and

answer. In the course of these eager systemat i c con

versations every prej udice was dragged to l ight
,
every

confusion unravelled
,
every error convicted

,
the shame

of ignorance was intensified
,
the love of truth kindled

into a passion . S o far the course pursued d id not differ

essent ial ly from that famil iar to the heathen schoo ls .

But at this point the characteristi c features of the Chris

t ian seminary come into View. We find them in the

consistency and power
,
with which virtue was represented

as a subj ect not merely for speculat ion but for practice
-in the sympathy and magnetic personal attract ion of

the teacher—but above all in the Theo logy, to which all

other subj ects of thought were treated as anc i l lary 1

I t may be doubted whether any nobler scheme of

Christ ian educat ion has ever been proj ected than this ,
1 T he materials for this account will be found in Guerike and the

P anegy ric of Gregory Thaumaturgus (in L omm . xxv . Gregory is
describing the teaching of O rigen as he had profited by it in C aesarea. But
the description wi l l hold good ofhis earlier work atA lexandria.
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which we find in actual working at Alexandria at the

end of the second century after Christ I have dwel t

upon it at some length , partly because of the l ight i t

throws upon the Speculations of the great Alexandrine
divines , partly in V iew of the charges of ignorance and

credul i ty so often level led at the early Christ ians . The

truth is
,
that so far as the Church d iffered from the rest

of soc iety i t di ffered for the better. Whatever treasures

of knowledge belonged to the ancient world lay at

i ts command
,
and were freely employed in i ts service,

and i t possessed bes ides the inestimable advantage of

purer morals and a more reasonable creed .

The first master of the Alexandrine school i s said to

have been the Apo logist Athenagoras . But the state

ment rests upon evidence so insufficient that we may be

permitted to disregard it 1 . The teacher
,
under whom

the institution first attains to a place in history ,
is Pantaenus

,
a converted Sto i c phi losopher 2, who in

the course ofa mission journey to India is said to have

discovered a Hebrew version of the Gospel of St . Mat

thew. He was an author of some eminence, but all that

we possess ofhis writings is a fragment ofsome half- dozen

lines
,
contain ing however a sensible and valuabl e remark

on the relations of the Greek and the Hebrew verb .

H is pup i l and successor was the more famous Clement .

T i tus Flavius Clemens was a Greek
,
and probably an

Athen ian 3 . He was born about the middle of the
1 T he name of A thenagoras i s found fi rst in the list of masters of the

A lexandrine school given by Philippus Sidetes in a fragment discovered by
D odwel l . Guerike incl ines to accept the s tatement . R edepenning, i . 63,
regards i t as

‘highly doubtful . See also O tto
,
P roleg . to Athenagoras ,

p . xxii .
2 S ee Guerike, R outh .

3 E piph . xxxii . 6 : KAfiwys E5V qbam
'

“
I
'

ll/GS grepoz 62
’

A9qva?ov. It
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temper rendered him averse to di rect controversy and

the bustle of practical l ife . His writings are the fai thfu l

mirror of his studies and thoughts , but tel l us l i ttl e of

incident . In later t imes he was cons idered a marvel of

learning . N or was this estimate i l l - grounded , for the

range of his acquaintance with Greek l iterature , eccle

siastical1 Gnostic , and classi cal , was varied and extensive.

There are indeed deduct ions to be made. H is c itations

are often taken at second - hand from dubious sources
,

and he did not s ift his acquisitions with the scholar’s in

stinct 2 . H e passes many a sharp remark on the rhetori

1 C lement was acquainted with Barnabas, Hermas , C lemens R omanus ,
with Melito , Irenaeus (E us. ff. E . vi. 1 3. 9 ; compare S trom . Vii. 1 8. 1 0 9

with Irenaeus v . 8 , and perhaps P rotr. xi . 1 1 1 with Irenaeus iii . 2 2 . 4 ; in

both Adam is created as a child , and E ve i s at fi rst his playmate) , possibly
with Papias (but the naval nor/ch at may come from Irenaeus V . aa

’

fi n . or

elsewhere ; see R outh
,
Papias

,
frag . 5) and Tatian . With Justin (or the

author ofthe C oliort. aa’ Gentiles and deM on .) and A thenagoras hehas certain
quotations in common . These however are probab ly drawn by all three from
H ecataeus ; C p . S trom. V . 1 4. 1 13 . H e has no knowledge of Ignatius or
Tertul l ian. O f other books quoted Imay name the Gospels ac cording to
the Hebrews and E gyptians

,
the R evelation ofPeter, the P reaching ofPeter,

the P reaching of Paul . (a distinct book) , the A cts of P eter the

A ssumption of Moses (Aa
’
nmb. p . the S yllogisms of Misael , the

MaT OZov 1rapa560
‘
ets

,
D octrina Apostolorum ,

D uae Viae, E noch (Aa
’
nmo.

Sophonias (S trom. v . 1 1 . O thers
,
the prophecies of H am

,

N icolaus , Parchor, &c . , seem to be distinctively Gnost ic. R eferences wil l
be found in editions of the Pp . App. , H ilgenfeld, Bryennius, 850 . I think
ih

'

probable that he had read the H omilies. See L ardner, C redibility ,
vol. 2 . A l ist of quotations from unknown Apocryphal sources will be
found in Bishop Kaye.

2 O n the dxpcoia of C lement see D indorf
, P refare, xxu . E ven when he

quotes ward Ae’fu/ there can be no doubt that he i s general ly following some
secondary authority, often dishonest Jews, H ecataeus or A ristobulus .
Anthologies abounded at A lexandria, and often bore fanciful names

,
such as

Aa jucbzf , éAwéJV, mypiov, 7re
’

1 e s, wapdfiew os (S trom . vi . 1 . A mere refer
ence to the indices will show that C lement ’s knowledge of the dramatists i s
not to be compared with that ofA thenaeus . The lengthy passage begin
ning S trom . i . 2 1 , with all i ts imposing array ofauthori ties , is compiled from
Tatian and C asianus. L astly, though Clement refers to Varro and to R oman
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cians 1 , but at bottom he i s h imself a member of thei r

gui ld , cloudy, turgid , and verbose . But Theo logy had not

yet driven out the Muses . His love of letters is s incere
,

and the great classics ofGreece are his friends and coun

sellors. Even the comic poets are often by his side. If

we look at h is swel ling periods , at his benignity and

l iberal i ty and the l imitations of his l iberal ity , at his

quaint and mul t ifarious learning , at his rare blending of

gentle piety and racy humour, we shal l find in him a

strik ing counterpart to our own author of the Liberty

of Prophesying .

Clement i s not a great preacher
,
for he has neither

acted nor witnessed such a sou l
’

s tragedy as that d is

c losed by Augustine in his Confessions . He is no such

comforter for the doubting and perplexed as the fearless

O rigen . Stil l less is he one of those dial ect ic ians who

solace the logical mind with the neatness and precis ion

of their statements . H e i s above all things a Mis

sionary . For one thus minded the path of success l ies

in the ski l l , with which he can avai l h imself of the good ,
that l ies ready to his hand . H e must graft the fruitfu l

o l ive on to the wild stem
,
and aim at producing

,
not a

new character , but a richer development of the old.

This i s hi s guiding principle. The Gospel in hi s view

i s not a fresh departure, but the meeting- po int of two

customs and history in four or five places , he seems to have been almos t
wholly ignorant ofthe West .

1 They are a river of words
,
a drop of sense,’ or l ike old boots ofwhich

all but the tongue i s worn out(S trom. i . 3 . full ofquibbles and disputes
about shadows (S trom. vi. 1 8 . 1 8 2 S trom . i . 5. C lement says ofthose
who give themselves up to R hetoric , ‘as mos t do,

’ that they have fallen in
love with the handmaid and neglect the mistress . This last figure i s
from Philo , D e C ongr . E rita

’

. Grat. 27: the handmaid is Hagar, secular
knowledge ; the mistress Sarah , divine philosophy. H e disparages style,
S trom. i . 1 0 . 48 ; i i . 1 . 3.
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converging l ines of progress , ofHellenism and J udai sm .

T o him all history is one
,
because all truth is one.

‘There i s one river of Truth
,

’ he says , ‘but many

streams fal l into i t on this s ide and on that Among

Christian writers none ti l l very recent times , not even

Origen, has so clear and grand a conception of the

development of spiritual l ife . The c ivi l isat ion of the

old world had indeed led to idolatry . But idolatry
,

shamefu l and abominable as i t was, must be regarded

as a fal l , a corruption 2. The fruits of Reason are to be

j udged not i n the ignorant and sensual
,
but in Hera

c l itus , i n Sophocles , in Plato . For such as these Sc ience

had been a covenant of God 3
,
i t had j ustified them as

the L aw j ustified the J ew ‘1
. He stil l repeats the old

1 S trom. i . 5. 29. So a drachma is one and the same, but i f you give i t
to a ship - captain i t is called fare, ’ if to a revenue officer tax,

’ if to a land
lord rent , ’ i f to a schoolmaster fee,

’ i f to a shopkeeper price S trom. i .
2 0 . 97, 98. Truth is like the body of Pentheus , torn asu nder by fanatics ,
each seizes a l imb and thinks he has the whole ; S trom. i . 1 3. 57. This last
famous simile i s borrowed from N umenius

,
E us. P raep . E 7) . xiv . 5. 7.

2 Itwas a corruption of Star-worship which God gave to the Gentiles
as a stepping- stone to a purer rel igion ; S trom. vi . 1 4 . 1 1 0 sq . This idea,
which is also found in O rigen (R edepenning, ii . i s based partly on a mis
interpretation of D eut . iv . 19 (see Potter

’ s N ote) , partly on the history of

Abraham as told by Philo. T he origin ofMythology C lement has analysed
with considerable skill ;P rotrep. i i . 26 . But in general he hovers between
the two views p revalent in the early C hurch . Sometimes he speaks of the
gods, with E uemerus, as dead men

,

’ sometimes as demons . ’ A thenagoras ,
Tertullian, Minucius Fel ix combine these two bel iefs and represent the gods
as dead men whose temples , images , and tombs were haunted by the

demons for the sake ofthe steam and blood ofthe sacrifices .
3 S trom. vi. 8. 67.

‘1 S trom. i . 5. 28 vi. 5. 42 sqq. Philosophy is an imperfect gift bestowed
of) wpoqyovjue

'

z/ws dM o
‘
c na

'

r
’

énanok ozffimua, i. e. not by Special revelation
but as a natural consequence of the possession of reason. Hence its right
eousness i s imperfect and preparatory, and cannot avail those who del i
berately reject the Gospel ; S trom . i . 7. 38 . It justified the Philosopher
when i t led him to renounce idolatry, vi. 6. 44 , and carry his principles into
practice, vi . 7. 55. But aixatos 5maiovm ob Shroudséa‘rw of} 5¢a<pépez, vi. 6 . 47.
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delusion that the Greek philosopher had ‘stolen ’ his

best ideas from the books ofMoses 1 . But his real belief
i s seen in the many passages where he maintains that

Phi losophy is a gift not of devils 2 but of God through
the Logos , whose l ight ever beams upon his earthly

image
,
the intel l igence of man.

‘Like the burning

glass , its power ofkindl ing is borrowed from the sun 3

I t was not only a wise but a courageous view . The

Apologists had not as a rule been host i le to secular

learn ing
,
but they made l ittle use of i t . Pleading for

to leration ,
for l ife

,
to educated men they laboured to

prove that the Christian doctrines of God, the Word ,
Virtue , Immortal i ty, are those of all true phi losophy,
that Revelation is the perfection of Common Sense 4 .

But they did not go beyond this ; thei r obj ect was not to

set out the whole of Christian teaching , s ti l l less to

coord inate it . T he Gnostics alone had attempted this .

But the Gnostics endeavoured to combine the Evan

gelical theory with whol ly al ien beliefs . Hence, rejecting

the Old Testament , they denied what all Christians

C hrist preached in Hades notonly to Jews but to Greeks itwould be very
unfair

,

’

wAeoz/efias of; rfis rvxoémysé
’

p
'

yov, that the latter should be condemned
for ignorance of what they could not know. S ee for o ther quotations,
G uerike, R edepenning , O rigenes, i . 1 39 sqq.

1 C lement refers to theGreek Philosophers thewords‘ofourL ord , John x . 8 .

Yetalltheir knowledge was not
‘stolen ;’ S trom .

~i . I7. 87. But he maintains
the hypothesis of theft ’ at great length , v . 14 . 89 sqq.

2 Here too C lement vacillates . S trom. v. 1 . 1 0 he adopts the doctrine of

the H omilies (or E noch ? ) that the fallen angel s betrayed the secrets of

heaven to thei r earth ly wives . E lsewhere philosophy i s a frui t of the in
dwel ling of the divine spirit, the q nimyya , P rotr. vi . 68 S trom. v. 13 . 87.

Its doctrines are b anana
-
ré rwa 7 08 Ao

’

yov, P rotr. vii. 74 . O r it i s given
by the good Angels, S trom. vi. 17. 1 56 sqq.

3
S trom. vi. 17. 1 49. S trom . i . 5. 37i t i s finely compared to God

’ s rain
which falls upon all kinds of soil and causes all kinds of plants to grow.

1 See H amack, D ogmengeseliie/ite, pp . 379 sqq .
E
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regarded as the principal evidence of the D ivinity of

Christ
,
thei r Docet ism reduced Redemption to a purely

moral and intel lectual p rocess , thei r Dual ism cut away

the
‘

testimony of Scriptu re and of experience to the

existence and character ofGod 1 . There arose a vio l ent

react ion . I renaeus maintains that God has given to

us two infal l ib le criteria, our own senses and Scripture
,

and that all beyond is superfluou s and fal lacious . Tatian

inveighs against the Schools with fierce deris ion . Her

mias and Tertu l l ian 2 assert with the Book of Enoch

that Greek Science i s the invention of devi ls , the bridal

gift of the fal len Angels to the daughters of men .

This opinion was strongly represented . at Alexandria,

w hich was i ndeed the hotbed of Gnost i cism . The

rul ing party there was that of the O rthodoxasts, whose

watchword was
‘Only bel ieve

,

’

who took their stand

upon the Creed and refused to move one step beyond 3 .

Even in that age and place C lement saw and dared

to proclaim , that the cure of error is not l ess knowledge

but more . fi encev he s trenuously asserted not only the

merits of Philosophy in the past but its continuous

necessity in the Church 4 . N ot merely does learn ing

1 This argument against D ualism i s nowhere so forcibly expressed as by
the ingenious editor oftheR ecognitions, i i . 52 ‘Aperinobis quomodo tu ex
legedidiceris deum quem lex ipsamescit. ’ [ oia’. 60 : D a ergo nobis sensum
aliquem novum per quem novum quem dicis deum possimus agnoscere ; isti
enim quinque sensus, quos nobis dedit creator deus

,
creatori suo fidem

servant .’ Simon Magus replies that the sixth sense required is E cstasy, and
Peter in answer finely exposes the vani ty of such a source ofknowledge.

2 See Irenaeus, i i . 26, 27; Tert . Apol. 35 ; D e Idol. 9 ; Hermias
,
ao

’

init. (Cp . O tto’ s P rolegomena, pp . xliii . Tatian
,
25 sqq.

3 T he 6p90 5o§aarai, S trom. i . 9. 45. H e calls them also
They demand WNW 7 7

1

71/ m
'

o
‘
rw , i . 1 . 1 8 ; 9 . 43. For a l ively

but malicious picture of thi s party by the hand of a clever unbel iever, see
O rigen, C ontra C elsnm,

i i i . 44—78.

S trom. i . 5. 28.
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grace the preacher, not merely does it impart clearness ,
security, el evation to the convictions

,
but i t is essent ial

to conduct . For Christiani ty is a reasonable service.

T he virtue of Justic e in particular is imposs ible without

intel l igence. Science is the correlat ive of Duty. And

though Scripture is the all- sufficient guide , even here

the Christian must borrow assistance from the Schools .

For Philosophy is necessary to Exeges is . Even in the

Scriptures the distinction of names and things breeds

great light in the sou l 1

Thus , however much the field of enquiry i s l imited by

Authority
,
learning is sti l l ind ispensable as the art of

expression
,
as logic

,
as ethi cs

,
as soc iology, as philology .

But the Alexandrines went further . They professed

and exhibited the most entire loyalty to th e Creed .

But outside the c irc le ofApostol ical dogma they held

themselves free . They agreed with the O rthodoxasts

that Scripture was inspired . But thei r great Platonic

maxim , that
‘nothing is to be bel ieved which is un

worthy of God,
’

makes reason the j udge ofRevelation 2.

They held that this maxim was a part of the Aposto

lical tradit ion , and accord ingly they put the letter of the

Bible in effect on one s ide
,
wherever

,
as in the account of

Creat ion or of the Fall , it appeared to confl i ct with the

teaching of Science . But though there i s in them a

1 S trom. i . 2 . 19, 2 0 ; 20 . 99, 1 0 0 ; vi. 6 sqq. ,
1 0 sqq. The L ord an

swered Satan with a play upon the word bread , ’ i . 9. 44 , and I fail to see

how Satan
,
i f he were, as some consider, the inventor of philosophy and

dialectics
,
could be baffled by the well-known figure of amphiboly .

’ For

the relation of S cience to D uty see especial ly S trom. i . 9. 43 1 0 . 46 ; for

i ts service to E xegesi s
,
i . 9. 44 sq. ; Vi. 1 0 . 82 .

2 This maxim is enunciated by Clement , S trom . vi . 1 5 . 1 24 ; v11. 1 6. 1 96,

and l ies at the root ofAllegorism . It i s the guiding principle also of the

H omilies (i i . 40 , 116V AeXGEV 7pa<pév nard 1 08 06 08 ¢efi5és éorw ) , and of

the Gnostics .
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strong vein of Common Sense or Rat ional ism , they

were not less sensib le of the mysti c supernatural s ide

of the rel igious l ife than Irenaeus . The d ifference is

that with them the mystical grows out of the rat ional ,
that they th ink always less of the historical fact than of

the idea, l ess of
1

the outward s ign than of the inner

truth . Their obj ect is to show,
not that Common Sense

is enough for salvation , but that neither Faith without

Reason nor Reason without Fai th can bring forth its

noblest fruits , that ful l communion with God
,
the

h ighest aim of human effort , can be attained only by

those who in Christ have grown to the stature of the

perfect man, in whom the saint and the thinker are

bl ended t ogether in the unity of the D ivine Love .

Hence they represent on one side the revol t of Pro

testantism against Cathol i c ism
,
on the other that of

Mysticism against Gnosticism . And their great service

to the they endeavoured faithfu l ly to

combine the two great factors of the sp iri tual l ife.

The Canon of Scripture had al ready assumed very

nearly its permanent form 1
. Gradual ly , with infin ite

care and discussion, those documents , which cou ld be

1 See D r. Westcott , O n tlie C anon
,
pp . 354 sqq .

, ed. 1 881 ‘Clement i t
appears recogni sed as C anoni cal all the books of the N ew Testament
except the E pistle of St . James , the second E pistle of St . Peter, and the

third E pistle of S t. John. A nd his silence as to these can prove no more
than that he was not acquainted with them .

’ Most of the references to
James given in the Index are doubtful . But in S trom . vi. 1 8. 1 64 there
seems to be a clear al lusion to the royal law of love. And the mention
of James with Peter, John, and Paul as the founders of C hris tian Gnosis,
S trom. i . 1 . 1 1 ; vi. 9. 68

, would be very remarkable unless James were
known to C lement as a C anonical writer. Again, E usebius (H . E . vi. 1 4) and
C assiodorius both testify that James was commented upon in the H ypoty

poses. O n the authori ty attributed by C lement to Barnabas and the

R evelation ofPeter (both were included in the H ypotyposes) , see D r. West
cott , App. B .
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different shapes in the Western and the Eastern doctors 1

In the former the antithesis of the First and the Second

Adam is al ready point ing the way to the August in ian

doctrine of Grace
,
in th e latter the vision of the great

day ,
when Christ shal l del iver up the kingdom to His

Father
,
l eads on to Universal ism .

The second great question aris ing out of the com

pletion of the Canon was that of the Unity of Scripture .

This the Cathol i c strenuously asserted , the Gnosti c denied

or admitted only with large reservat ions .

What i s the relat ion of the Old Testament to the

New ? What i s that L aw which Jesus came not to

destroy but to fu lfi l ? The Ebionites repli ed that i t was

the Spiritual L aw ,
that is to say the Moral L aw , with

the addition of certain pos it ive precepts—circumcis ion
,

the sabbath , abstention from blood 2. The general body
1 Harnack , D ogmengese/ziente, pp . 424 sqq.

2 I refer to the H omilies. C ircumcision i s there regarded as of eternal
obligation ; thus in theEpistleofP eter and TheC ontestation it i s ordered that
the sacred books ofthe sect shal l be entrusted to none but a circumcised
bel iever . In the body ofthe work this condi tion i s not insisted upon . But
C lement had become a Jew at R ome ; iv . 2 2 . T he observation of the

Sabbath, again, i s not insi sted upon, but i t underl ies the éB6oaciBos pvofl
’

ypwu

of xvii . 1 0 . T he precepts ofthe Spiritual L aw are given in vii.4 . Abstention
from blood was the law ofthe whole Church (see O r. S ioy llina ,

i i . vii i .
40 2 ; E usebius, H E . v. 1 . 26 ; Tert . Apol. 9 ; Clement , P aea’. i i . 1 . 17
Origen, [ n R om. i i . 1 3, L om . vi . It was fall ing into desuetude in the

t ime of Augustine ; see note in H einichen on E useb . H E . v . 1 . 26 . T he

Sabbath was kept as a holy day ; see Bingham
,
xii i . 9 . 3 . It was still

necessary to argue the higher sanctity of the L ord ’ s D ay , the eighth day .

Hence the earnest iteration with which C lement dwells on the
’

O yBodb
‘
os

pva
'

rfiptov, S trom. iv. 17. 1 0 9 ; v . 6 . 36 ; 1 4 . 1 0 6 ; vi. 1 4 . 1 0 8 ; 1 6. 1 38 .

In the last passage he argues that L ight w as created on the first day, then
follow six days of creative work , then the eighth a repeti tion of the first

.

Imay notice here that in one passage (S trom. v . 1 1 . 74 ) C lement speaks of
the L aw as actually forbidding Sacrifice. This i s the View of the H omilies

,

ofBarnabas, i i . 9, ofthe E pistle to D iognetns, iii. iv, and ofthe P raea’ieatio

P etri apud S trom. vi . 5. 4 1 . It i s a good instance of C lement’ s erudite
uncertainty.
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of the Church d iffered from this defin ition only in so far

as they rej ected the rite ofcircumcis ion . But the E bion

i tes went on to declare, that the who le of the Old Testa

ment , so far as it was not in strict agreement with this

standard
,
i s a forgery ofthe Evi l Spirit . They involved

in one sweeping condemnat ion the Temple ritual , the

history of the wars , and the Monarchy, and a large part

of the prophetic writ ings 1 . This was in substance the

view of the Gnostics also . These maintained that the

Author of the O ld Testament is described sometimes

as evi l
,
sometimes as imperfect

,
commanding fierce wars

of exterminat ion, caring for sacrifice, governing by pay
ment and pun ishment . He is Just

,
they said , at best ,

but surely not Good .

Clement, whose intel lect is penetratin but not te

matic
,
did not grasp thewhole range of the

,p ¥9blem.

h aw -l i Rx “ m g-M
u ? "

bfi fiifi
m

fi a fi fi é
‘

fi E fi gm the task of deal ing

with those passages , in which , as the Gnost i cs affirmed ,

the Scriptures attribute direct immoral ity to Jehovah ,
and confines h imself to the propos it ion that goodness i s
not inconsistent with severity , that He who teaches must

also threaten , and He who saves correct . Justice, he

insists , i s the reverse side of Love . He , who is Good

for His own sake , i s J ust for ours
,
and Just because H e

i s Good 2.

’

The moral L aw then,
though inferior to the

Gospel L aw
,
because it works by fear and not by love,

and reveals God as Lord but not as Father , i s yet one
1 N ot all the prophets ; see the references in L agarde

’

s edition of the

H omilies. In particular
,
Is. vii. 6 , ix. 6 are applied to C hri st, H om. xvi . 14 ,

from which i t would seem that the first chapter ofMatthew w as not omitted
by the E bionites . This was quite consistent with a denial of C hrist ’ s
D ivini ty , as in the case ofTheodotus ofByzantium P /zilos. vi i . 35.

2 P aea
’

. i . 1 0 . 88 ; the theme i s dwel t upon at great length in this book
from chap . 8 onwards. C p. S trom. i . 27. 171 i i . 7. 32 sqq. ; iv. 3. 9.
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w ith it in the way of development , as a needful prepara

tory discipline
,
as a step in the d ivine educat ion of the

world , or of the individual
1

. The rest of the Old Testa

ment
,
though in one sense t ransient , has yet an eternal

s ignificance as the shadow of good things to come , as

revea l ing Christ throughout , though but in riddles and

symbol s . It has therefore a high doctrinal value for

those who can read it aright . Already the S acrificial

L aw was looked upon as the charter of the Christ ian

h ierarchy 2. But this opinion
,
so pregnant of conse

quences in later t imes , Clement del iberately rej ects . In

this point he differs from Origen
,
by whom the Priest

and Levite are regarded as types of the Christ ian

P resbvter and Deacon , though even he does not carry

the paral lel so far as was afterwards done .

The method by which this inner harmony is d iscover

able , the key to the riddles of the Old Testament , is Alle

gorism. What this s ingular system effected in the hands
'

of the Alexandrine Jew , we have al ready seen . By the

Christian it was adapted to fresh purposes— the explana

t ion of Prophecy and of the New Testament itself. It

was in universal use , and was regarded by all as one

of the arti cles of the Ecclesiasti cal Canon or Tradition 3
.

1 For the uni ty of Inspiration, and so of all Scripture
, see S trom .

11 6 . 29 ; ii i . iv. iv. 2 2 . 1 35 ; vi . 1 3. 1 0 6 ; vi. 1 5. 1 25 ; vii.

1 6 . 95 ; vii. 1 8. 1 0 7. T he L aw is inferior to the Gospel as teaching only
abstinence from evil , yet this i s the way to the Gospel and to well - doing ;
i v. 2 1 . 1 30 . T he L aw and P rophets taught in riddles what the Gospel
teaches clearly ; vi. 7. 58 ; 1 5. 1 2 3 . T he L aw governs by fear, i i . 6 . 30 ,

and reveals God as L ord, i . 27. I73 , a very P hiloni c passage.

2 In the Testament oftheTwelve Patriarchs . See L ightfoot, P /zilippians,
PR 252 sqq.

3 O rigen, D e P rine.
,
P reface, 8 . C lement appears to distinguish between

two traditions, the E cclesiastical and the Gnostic, the frat/Curt ‘
rfis e

’

c nofas,

S trom. i . 1 . 15 ; 19. 96 ; vii. 15 . 90 ; 1 6. 95, 1 0 4, and thewow—rm?) napdooms
,
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We shal l be compel led to revert to this topic at a later

period , and it wi ll be sufficient here to not ice , that the

Alexandrines differed from thei r contemporaries in three

important points . T hey/
regarded

‘A llegorism as having

been handed down frail Christ and a few chosen Apostles
,

through a successmn,
not of Bishops

,
but of Teachers 1 .

They employed it bold ly , as Philo had done before them ,

for the reconci l iat ion of Greek culture with the Hebrew

Scriptures . And lastly they appl ied it to the New Testa

ment
,
notmerely for the purpose offancifu l edification, but

with the serious object ofcorrecting the l iteral , mechani cal ,
F

hfi n chical tendencies ofthe day
2
. This is in truth the

noblest s ide ofAllegorism ,
for here i t deals with cases ,

where the antithesis of letter and spirit is most real and

S trom. i . 1 . 1 5, or warn s, iv. 1 5. 97. T he latter was communicated by
C hrist to James , Peter, John, Paul , and the other Apostles, vi. 8. 68, but
only to the Four

,
i . 1 . 1 1 ; cp iv . 1 5. 97. T he former i s the L it tle

,
the

latter the Great Mysteries . The former gives the facts of the C reed , and
Faith and O bedience

,
being ‘watered ’ by Greek philosophy

,
lead up to the

spiritual interpretat ion ofthe facts . See the opening ofS trom. i . generally .

T he Gnostic tradition i s secret in so far as all C hristians do not as a matter
of fact understand it , yet not secret in so far as all ought to understand i t .
Hence C lement, P aea’. i . 6 . 33 , denies that the C hurch has 6c6axois c

’

iAAas‘

(inappfirovs, Whi le he yet speaks of 1 5 Tfis 71/4)a dfl éppn
‘
roy

,
Quis D ives

S alons, 5 ; S trom. i . 1 . 13. T he difference between this teaching and

O rigen’ s is merely verbal .
1 See S trom. i . 1 . 1 1 ; vi. 9. 68.

2 I may notice here that I our Senses_ gf Scripture.

T he MS . reading T erpaxc
'

bs in quite right
,
in spite ofthe

doubts of Bishop re 176 , 77 [J EV oily k arci

v ae
'

a ¢LAO G O¢la rerpaxij
“
rem/6 1m,

that i s to say into History, L egislation
E thics) , Sacrifice Physics) , and Theology or E popteia D ialectic

or Metaphysics) . Here the three higher divisions answer to the branches
of Philosophy as taught in the Greek schools . In 179 C lement repeats
this : We must interpret the law in four ways as giving a type, or a moral
command or a prophecy .

’

T he literal sense i s omitted . T he identification
of Sacrificial Typology with Physics i s very arbitrary. Theodotus , E x
cerpta, 66, speaks of Three Senses , the L i teral , the Parabol ic, and the

Mystical , just like Origen, but finds them only in the N ew Testament .
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v ital . Yet it was th is crown ing merit of the Alexandrines

that led to one of their most serious errors . O n many

po ints—the explanation of those much - contested words ,

Priest , Altar, Sacrifice , the Body and Blood of Christ
,

the Power of the Keys
,
Eternal Life , Eternal Death

they were at variance with the spirit of the age. Hence

they were driven to wha t

bel ief of the enlightened‘ C hristian becomei afl ystery ,

that may not be revealed brother, for

whom the letter is enough . They strove to j ustify them
N “ _ f ‘“

d
a d —fl

selves in this by texts of Scripture
,
but thei r Reserve is

in fact the medicinal
.

l i e 1
’

of
'

PlatBTthe freemasonry of

the Gnostics
,
and thei r best defence is that in practice it

i s l itt le more than a figure of speech .

From the Un i ty ofTruth flows the necess ity ofReve

lation . For all knowledge must rest u lt imately on the

same smal l group ofAxioms, which cannot be proved , as

the Greek understood proof2. There is then no third term

between a self- communication of the Divine and absolute

sceptic ism .

T he ultimate and therefore
,
strictly speaking

,
only in

demonstrable axiom ofrel igious phi losophy is that , which

concerns the Being and the Nature of God. By the

grace of the Logos He has been known though imper

fectly in all ages and climes to those , who di l igen tly

sought Him . But to us H e is revealed in the N ew

Testament as a Triad 3— Father
,
S on , and Holy Ghost .

1 S trom. vii. 9. 53, ofthe Gnosti c : dAnG?) ye
l

p (ppm/e? dpa ital c
’

rAnOebet,

wk 'bzx ei jw/7wore éV Gepafl et
'

as p e
’

pec, naflo
'

urep ia
'

rpos wpbs vocroiz
’

z/ras évrl aw'
rqpt

'

q

763V Raul/611m mzpev
’

ae
‘
rat ¢efi§ os épei

’

narc
’

r.
“
robs oocpw

-
rcts.

2 S trom. 11. 4 . 1 3 ; vi . 7. 57sq.

3 S trom. v . 14 . 1 0 3. T he word is used by Theophilus, Ad Autol. i i . 1 5 .

But i t is doubtful whether Theophilus was the fi rst to employ it . C p.

E xcerpta ex Tlzeoa
'

. 80 , where i t is said that the bel iever 51d. rpcc
'

bu car/ 0mm »
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What i s the exact s ignificat ion of these t itles ? What

is the precise relat ion to one another and to us of the

E ntities they denote ? The answerto these questions was

the first and most difficul t task of Christ ian Theology .

From the very outset allC hrist ian sects baptised and

pronounced the benediction in the Triple Name. Even

those, who could not understand , did notventure to abj ure

this authoritat ive formula, and the problems agitated ,
serious as they undoubtedly were

,
tu rned solely upon

the manner of i ts explanation . Some l ike the author of

the H omilies, and the Gnosti cs general ly, tried to fit i t

on, by the most vio lent methods , to opin ion s derived

from external sources 1 . Others endeavoured to recon

ci le the One with the Three
,
by what i s known as

Emanat ionism . The S on
,
the Ho ly Spirit, were occa

s ioual expansions of the Divine Nature, shoot ing forth

l ike rays from a torch , and again absorbed into the

parent flame 2. Others
,
again

,
regarded the Three Names

as three phases
,
or manifestat ions, of the O ne Divine

lA ctivity
3

. But the main body of the Church asserted

midns 7779 e
’

u (peopéi T pidBO s o
’

mqk ko
’

ryq. T he form of the antithesis seems
to imply that the Three N ames were already spoken ofas a Trias .

1 T he H omilies afford perhaps the most striking of all external proofs of
the authenticity ofthe Baptismal Formula. T he S on, one ofthe two powers
of God, is emphatical ly not God.

’

T he Holy Spirit is a mere occasional
emanation, ‘a hand put forth for the purpose of creation and then
drawn back again

,

’ xvi . 1 2 1 5 xx . 8. Yet the sect which adhered to this
Jewish ante- Philoni c system bap tised in the Triple N ame

,
ix. 19, and used

the doxology , ii i . 72 . T he po int is urged by D orner, vol. i . p . 1 68 of the

E nglish translation. A widely different view is maintained by Harnack ,
D ogmengese/zielzte, p . 56 ; Schol ten, D ie Taufiormel.

2 T he S on
,

\
Justin, Twp/to, 1 28 (p . 458 in O tto

’ s This passage i s
wrongly referred to by Bishop P otter, and apparently by Siegfried , p . 334 ,

as giving Justin’ s own opinion. T he Holy Spirit, A thenagoras, p . 48 of

O tto’ s ed.

3 Perhaps the Alogi , see D omer but D r. S chaff (D iet. of C hristian B ioet ,
A logians) doubts this . T heMonarchians, N eander, i i . p . 295 ofthe E ngl ish
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the Deity and Personal i ty of the S on,
and, though with

less unanimity
,
those al so of the Holy Ghost, and spoke

of the Three as united in Power or in Spirit.

T he Christ ian doctrine d iffered from that of Phi lo in

many important features . In the latter, as we have

seen , a certain doubt hangs over the number and even

the existence of the Powers . They are a d ivinat ion,
a

poet ’s vision ofwhat may be, ofwhat must be , but hardly

more. A nd
,
because they form an indefini te series

,
the

Powers are essential ly inferior to thei r source . The

Divine E nergy is degraded as i t approaches the Sphere
of material existence, the Logos has the l ight but not

the fi re of God. I t is because he is inferior that he i s

the Demiurge
,
the Eternal H imself may not be brought

into contact with evi l . But the Christ ian held that God

made the world out of nothing , and made it good .

Hence the concrete is no longer pol luted , and creation

is a mark rather of the exaltat ion than of the inferior i ty

of its Agent . ‘In Him was Life .
’ Thus there remains

no other difference between the Father and the Logos

than that between the O ne and the Many, an eternal

ant ithes is , which in C lement
’

s V i ew impl ies the mutual

necessitv of the two terms
,
i n that of Origen

,
who lays

more stress upon the idea of causat ion , a distinct ion of

dign i ty but not of nature . This mode of thought was

immensely strengthened by the Incarnat ion
,
by which

translation. Monarchianism was especially strong in R ome, E us. H . E . v .

28 ; P /iilos. ix ; Tert . A a
’
v P rax . It is to be regarded nei ther as the pre

vai l ing view of the R oman C hurch , nor as a heresy introduced at a late
date, but as an ancient Opinion which had always existed side by side with
the bel ief in a Personal Trini ty. T he incompatibility ofthe two modes of
conception was not distinctly real i sed till towards the end of the second
century . T he chronology and detai ls ofthe history ofMonarchianism are

very obscure. See Harnack , 564 sqq.
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creed of the lower l ife
,
of those who have not risen above

the gu idance of the Logos . But Clement knows the

world only through books , and hardly touches upon th i s

fru itfu l and persuasive theme 1 . For him the channels of

revelat ion are only Scripture and abstract reason . He

ought on his own principle to have regarded the second

as merely anc i l lary to the first . This . however i s far

from being his real V i ew. Scriptu re gives us such an idea

ofGod
,
as i s sufficient to start and guide us in our efforts

to attain moral purity. But purity i s only a negative

state
,
valuable chiefly as the condition of insight. He who

has been purified in Bapti sm and then init iated into the

Little Mysteri es
,
has acqu ired that i s to say the hab its

of self- control and reflect ion , becomes ripe for the Greater

Mysteries 2
,
for E popteia or Gnosis

,
the sc ient ific know

ledge of God. From this point he i s led on by the

1 H e touches upon i t , P rotrep. i . 5 ; iv. 63. But we should notice that
the P rotreptieus i s addressed to the unconverted heathen.

2 T he three stages are represented loosely by the three surviving treatises
ofClement . T he P rotreptieus i s an exhortation to the heathen world to
turn to theWord , the L ight , and leads up to Baptism . T he P aea

’
agogus

shows how the baptised Christian i s further purified by discipline which
eradicates passion= ~

ro
i

naeo
’

zpoza , 1 aampav Tfipta . T he S tromateis as we

have them are a rambling account of the moral s ide of Gnosis . They
describe Book i the relation ofFaith to E ducation ; Book i i the definition
of Fai th and its relation to Knowledge ; Book ii i the Gnostic virtue of

Temperance ; Book iv Courage and L ove ; Book v R elation of Fai th to
Symbol ism ; Book vi Knowledge, Apathy, the use ofPhilosophy ; Book vii
description ofthe Gnostic life. T he last two books concludewhat he cal ls
the 77e.m Tom

,
and were to be followed by an investigation ofthe dpxac

’

,

the Gnosis proper. This he never wrote. The logical treat ise which
forms Book viii may have been intended as an introduction to the C hristian
metaphysics . Thus C lement never really reached the ne'ycik a juvorfipta or

énom a
’

a . See S trom. i . 1 . 1 5 v . 1 1 . 71 ; vi. 1 . 1 ; vii. 4 . 27; P rotrep . xii .
1 18 sqq. ; P aea’. i . 1 . For a fuller analysis of his w ritings, see Westcott

,

C lement of Alexandria, in D ict . of C h. Biog . O verbeck, T/ieol. L it. Ztg. ,

1 879, N o . 2 0 ; and H ist. Ztse/zr. ,
N . F. ,

Bd. xii . pp . 455
—
472 ; Zahn,

Forsenungen . Other information in Fabricius, D ahne, D e714 60 61.
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method of Analys is or El im
’

inat ion 1 .

‘Stripping from

concrete existence all physical attributes
,
taking away

from it in the next place the three dimensions of space
,

we arrive at the conception of a po int having pos it ion .

’

There i s yet a further step , for perfect simpl ic ity has not

yet been gained . Rej ect the idea of pos it ion
,
and w e

have reached the last attainable abstraction
,
the pure

hdonad.

This i s God. W e know not what He i s , only what

He is 'not . He has absolutely no predicates , no genus ,
no differentia, no species . H e i s neither un i t nor

number
,
He has neither accident nor substance . Names

denote either qual i ties or relat ions . God has neither
‘H e i s formless and nameless , though we sometimes

give Him titles , which are not to be taken in their proper

sense, the One, the Good , Intel l igence, or Existence, or

Father , or God, or Creator, or Lord .

’ These are but

honourable phrases
,
which we use

,
not because they

real ly describe the Eternal , but that our understanding

may have something to l ean upon
2

.

The next step must obviously be to find some means

of restoring to the Supreme Being the actual i ty
,
of

which H e has been deprived in this appal l ing definition.

This C lement effects through the doctrine of the S on.

The God then
,
being indemonstrable, i s not the obj ect

1 dvdkvozs
, S trom. v . 1 1 . 71 , or nara

‘
. d¢aip€6 w ,

A l cinous, chap . 1 0 . T he

samemethod is applied by Maximus T yrius, xvii . 5 sqq. See L ecture V ao
’ in .

2 T he leading passages are S trom. v . 1 1 . 71 ; 1 2 . 81 sq. ; vi . 1 8. 166 ; cp .

al so i i . 2 . 6. God i s éne’newa 7053 éuos Kaiinrép az
’

rrfiv uovdoa, P aea
’
. i . 8. 71 .

But though this really means the same as ém
’

newa rfis oooc
'

as
,
C lement

avoids the use of this P latonic phrase. God is or has ouot
’

a
,
S trom. i i . 2 . 5

iv . 26. 1 6 2 ; v . 1 0 . 66 Fragment of weptnpovoias, D indorf, iii . 497 Zahn
,

i ii . 40 . Clement departs from Plato again in applying the term Infinite to
God.
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of knowledge, but the S on i s Wisdom , and Knowledge ,
and Truth

,
and whatever el se is akin to these, and so i s

capable of demonstration and definit ion . All the powers

of the Divine Nature gathered into one complete the

idea of the S on,
but H e i s infinit e as regards each of

His powers . He is then not absolutely One as Un ity
,

nor Many as divis ible
,
but One as All i s One . Hence

He is All . For He is a c ircl e
,
all the powers being

orbed and united in Him .

’

The S on in thi s Pythagorean mode of statement is

the c irc le , ofwhich the Father is the central po int . He

i s the ideal Many
,
the Mind , ofwhich the Father is the

principle of ident ity . He is in fact the consciousness of

God 1

We are here brought into contact with one of the

most pregnant thoughts ofthe second century. Clement

i t wil l be seen , though Phi lo i s before his eyes , has

taken the leap from which Philo reco i l ed . He has

d istingu ished between the thinker and the thought
,
be

tween Mind and i ts unknown foundation
,
and in so

do ing has given birth to N eo - Platonism 2

1 S trom. iv . 25. 1 56. If Zahn i s right (Forseli . i ii . 77) in ascribing to
the H ypotyposes the fragment preserved by Maximus Confessor, C lement
expressly denied to God any consciousness ofthe external world . H e sees
the object only as mirrored in the Son . This will then be the signification
of the words obs i

’

5ra Gekv
'

nua
-
ra 6 0669 7aO

’

VT Cl ywofiovcet. R outh (vol. i . p .

378) with better reason attributes the fragment to P antaenus. But in any

case C lement ’ s meaning seems to be clear.
2 T he doctrine of the Absolute God C lement may have drawn through

Basilides or Valentinus from Aristotle. T he conception ofthe Son as the

Father’ s complement , the Vo
'

ncn s which the Father rod
“

,
is not, so far as

I am aware, to be found in any Gnostic wri ter . Contrast with C lement
’s

language E xcerpta, 7. T he doctrine of N umenius , as I shal l endeavour
to show in L ecture vii , i s quite different. N or can C lement have been
indebted to Ammonius S accas. For Ammonius would be only about
thirty years ofage in 290 A . D . Philosophers rarely began to teach before
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It i s essential ly a heathen conception , and can be

developed cons istently only on heathen principles .

Clement has gone astray from the first by his mode of

approach ing the subj ect . The question as he has posed

i t is
,
not what i s Sp irit ? or what is the Idea of Good ?

but a very different one, what i s the s implest th ing con

ceivable ? A nd he assumes that this is
,
and that i t i s

the cause ofall that exists . Nothing that i s part ofthe

effect can belong to the Cause . Hence
,
instead of

seeking for the Perfect Being
,
he has fal l en upon this

futi le method of Analysis
,
which deal s with words not

with things
,
and asks

,
not what i s d ivis ible in real ity

,

but what i s d ivi s ibl e in logic . The resu lt is a chimera
,

a bare Force, which neither is nor i s not, neither thinks

nor thinks not, a Cause divided by an impassable gulf

from all its effects . N or has Clement been at any pains

to surround h is doctrine with the needful explanat ions

and safeguards . This work he left entirely to Plot inus .

Some indeed of the consequences Clement foresaw .

Thus he tells us that man may become by virtue l ike

the S on, but not l ike God 1 . O thers he does not appear

to have felt at all. The transcendental God
,
who i s not

the obj ect
'

of knowledge
, can be approached only by a

faculty other than reason, by direct Vision or E cstasy,

that age, and Ammonias, who is said to have been originally a porter, prob
ably did not attain any eminence till even a later period of l ife. This
renegade C hristian was most l ikely himsel f indebted to C lement . O n the

relation of C lement to P lotinus , see especially A . R ichter, N eu- P latoniselze

S tua
’
ien

,
Halle

,
1 867. A lso D ahne, D e

1

71/( wet Vacherot, [ fistoire d
’

e

l
’E eole d

’
Alexana

’

rie.

1 S trom. vi . 1 4 . 1 14 , i t i s impious to suppose (as the Stoics did) that the
virtue ofGod and that ofman are the same. Some C hristians ,

’ however,
maintained that man by vi rtue becomes like God, S trom. ii . 2 2 . 131 . See

Irenaeus, v . 6 ; Tert . D e B apt. 5 ; R ecognitions, v. 23 ; D ahne, D e

p . 1 0 3 note.
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but C lement does not teach th is 1 He beli eved in the

revelation of God by H is S on. But what gospel has

revealed thi s Monad
,
how could He be reveal ed , what

good would the revelation do us if given , or how cou ld

we test the revelation ? The true conclusion from

Clement
’

s premisses i s the moral paradox
,
which has

been maintained with consummate abi l ity from this

very place 2
,
that , as we can know nothing of God, w e

must accept without question whatever we are told .

But he was far from thinking this
,
and his who le argu

ment against Gnostici sm proceeds upon the assumption,

that the Goodness and Justice of God are the same in

kind as our own . I t i s true that he sometimes draws a

distinction between having virtue and being virtue
,
from

which we might suppose that , l ike Phi lo , he regarded

the difference between human and divine moral ity as

lying in the mode of its possess ion . But this merely

proves , that in practic e he den i es , what in theory he

asserts
,
because to the Christian conscience God i s , and

must be , not the EverlastingN o
,
but the EverlastingYea

3
.

Clement’ s mode of statement is such as to involve

necessari ly the Unity
,
Equal i ty

, and Etern i ty of the

First and Second Persons ‘1 . It has been asserted , that
1 S trom . v . 1 1 . 74 . D irect Vision i s granted only in heaven the instru

ment ofknowledge in this l ife i s D ialectic . See next L ecture.

2 T he al lusion i s to D ean Mansel
’

s L imits of R eligious Tnouglzt, the

Bampton L ectures for 1 858. T he reader who i s interested in the discussion
ofthe point should refer also to the controversy between D ean Mansel and
Mr. Goldwin Smith, and to F . D . Maurice’ s Wlzatis R evelation Cambridge,
1 859 ; and S equel to tiie Inquiry what is of R evelation, C ambridge, 1 860 ,
with the R eply ofD ean Mansel .

3 T he distinction between having virtue and being virtue is applied , notto
God but to the Gnostic , Strom. iv. 6 . 40 ; vii. 7. 38. God i s V069 ; P ro
trep . x . 98 S trom. iv. 25. 155 vi. 9. 72 i s good, just, beneficent, omni scient
v. 14 . 14 1 ; vi. 1 5. 1 4 1 ; 17. 155.

1 See passages in Bull , i i . 6.
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he hardly leaves suffic ient room for a true distinction of

Hypostasis 1 . But, though he possesses no technical

name either for Substance or Person 2, there is no

doubt that the latter conception was clearly present to

his mind .

‘O mystic wonder
,

’

he exclaims
,
O ne i s the

Father ofAll
, O ne also the Word ofAll

,
and the Holy

Ghost i s One and the same everywhere H is method

of developing this proposit ion i s determined partly by

language inherited from his predecessors
,
partly by

veins of thought afterwards seized and expanded by

Origen . But he differs in a marked degree both from

his pupi ls and his teachers .

Many of the phrases which he appl ies to the S on

the Name
,
the Face

,
the House of God, and so on—are

borrowed from Philo ‘1 . From Christian writers he had

l earned to speak of Christ as ‘begotten of the Wil l of
1 D omer, vol. i . p . 288 C ognat, C le

’

ment d ’
Alexana’rie, p . 448.

2 Substance i s Taé’ppn'

rov, w efiua , (pr
i

ors. But the word oz
’

zm
’

a i s already
emerging into use as the distinctive expression. See note above, p . 63 .

S trom. vi. 1 6 . 1 38. Person is (poms
,
S trom. vii. 2 . 5 To

‘
e
’

V
, P aea

’
. i . 6 . 4 2

and even fméorams, S trom. ii . 1 8. 96 : 7 135: 7pims pox/fig (so we should
read, not as Potter

,
Klotz

,
D ind .) G U I/(1717 0 150 779 érrl 708 nvpiov

re
-
ro

'

zpmu fméo‘raow . T he third ‘mansion ’ i s C harity, which joining on

to the Person of the L ord makes up the rerpds ofVirtues . Potter is quite
mistaken in explaining this obscure passage so as to make rero’zpm {méomms

signi fy humanam Christ i naturam quae cum tribus divinis personis numerata
quatemionem quodammodo efficit.

’

3 P aea
’
. i . 6. 4 2 ; i i i . 1 2 . 1 0 1 S trom. vi . 7. 58.

1 N ame of God, S trom. v. 6. 38 : Face, P aea’. i . 7. 57; S trom. v. 6 . 34

Image, d
’

uepcunos dwaefis, Heavenly Man, P aea
’
. i . 1 2 . 98 S trom. v . 14 . 94

High Priest, S trom. v. 6 . 32 : Charioteer, P aed. i i i . 1 2 . 1 0 1 P ilot (perhaps
directly from N umenius) , S trom. vii. 2 . 5 : Idea or Sum of Ideas , S trom.

v. 3. 16 : Sum of the Powers , P aea’. i . 8 . 74 ; S trom. iv. House
of God

,
P aea

’

. i . 9. 8 1 : Melchisedech, S trom. iv. 25. 1 61 : The Mystic
Angel , P aea’. i . 7. 56 sqq. E bionite is the identification of C hrist with
‘
the Beginning

,

’

S trom. v . 6 . 38 ; vi . 7. 58. Valentinian probably is the
Angel of the Great Council, P aea’. i . 5. 24, cp. E xcerpta, 43 and the

representat ion of Christ as chief of the Seven Protoctists, S trom. v. 6 . 32 ,

35 ; vii. 6. 143.
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the Father
,

’

as
‘coming forth for the sake of creat ion

But to Clement such words could only mean , that the

difference of Persons is first manifested in their external

relat ions . He rej ects the d istinct ion between the

Spoken and the Unspoken Word 2
. There was no

doubt in his mind as to the timeless Personal ity of the

Logos . If God i s Father
,

’

he says , ‘He is at the same

time Father of a S on Again God i s J ust from all

eterni ty because the S on i s i n , yet distinct from ,
the

Father
,
so that the ‘equipo i se of knowledge and love

between the T wo i s the first idea of j usti ce ‘1 .

He does not i ndeed shrink from giving expression to

the ministerial capacity implied in the very name of

S on. In a famous passage of the S tromateis 5
all

rational existence is figured as a vast and graduated

hierarchy , l ike a chain of i ron rings
,
each sustaining and

sustained , each saving and saved , held together by the

magnetic force of the Holy Spirit, which is Fai th . I t i s

the bel ief in the so l idarity of all that th inks and feels ,
which was afterwards the master- thought of Origen .

Father, S on, and Ho ly Spirit are succeeded by the

orders of Angels
,
and these in their turn by men . If

we look upwards
,
the S on i s ‘next to the Almighty, a

kind of Energy of the Father .
’ If we look downwards ,

He is the Great High Priest , i n whom all are reconciled
1 S trom . v. 3 . 16. Similar language IS used by Tatian, Ad Graeeos, 5 ;
Theophilus , Ad Aut. i i . 2 2 Tertullian, Adv . P rax. 5.

2 S trom. v . 1 . 6 N itzsch, D ogmengesek . i . 2 0 3 ; R edepenning, O rzlgenes,
i . 1 1 2 . But Zahn, Forselz . i ii . 145 note ; Harnack, D ogmengesefi . 531 note,
explain the passage differently. In S trom. vii. 2 . 5, the words of”: c

’

wro

repvépevos imply a rejection ofthe word wpoBoAi) by which the Generation
ofthe Son was sometimes described .

3 S trom. v. 1 . 1 .

1 S ee the three remarkable passages , P aed. i . 8 . 71 74 1 0 . 88.

6
Vii. 2 . 9.
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Down to this point the expansion of Christian doc

trine had been faci l itated by the speculat ions of Philo .

But here the l ight of philosophy fai l s . Philo had no

Trin ity
,
unless the World be counted as the thi rd term .

Hence perhaps it resulted , that a certain doubt hangs over

the Personal i ty ofthe Holy Spiri t in Hermas , in Athena

goras , and even in H ippolytus
1
, notto speak oflater t imes .

Clement proposed to enter at length upon the subj ect

in a separate treat ise, perhaps with a special view to

Montanism 2
. But the plan was never carried out. Hence

,

though there i s no doubt that he regarded the Spirit as

a distinct hypostasis s, we cannot state with precis ion how

he considered the Third Person to be related to the First

and Second . I t is the Holy Spirit , equal ly with the Logos ,
who speaks by the Prophets‘1 . I t i s He

,
as we have seen

,

who binds together the Church Visible and Invis ible 5
.

It i s He whose dew
’

washes away our s ins , and sanctifies

both soul and body 6 . Out of this last office of sancti

fication ar ises the only point , that Clement has deemed

i t needful to define . The Third Person of the Platonic

Tr inity is the World Spirit , of which the soul of man i s

a part or effluence. Clement is j ealous of the sl ightest

approach to Pantheism , and takes occas ion more than

once to warn hi s readers , that the Holy Spirit , though

L ogi must rest upon a blunder ; see D r. Westcott , C lement ofAlexandria,
in D iet. Christ. Biog . ; Zahn, Forsclt. ii i . 144 ; and L ect . viii .

1 See the commentators on Hermas, S im. v . 6 Athenag. S upplieatio, 1 0 ;
Hippolytus, C ontra N oetum,

1 4. p . 52 , ed. L agarde. T he author of the
P hilosopnumena in the sketch of vital C hristian doctrine with which he
concludes his work omits all mention ofthe Holy Spiri t .

2 S trom. v. 1 3 . 88.

3 P aed. i . 6 . 42 ; i i i . 1 2 . 1 0 1 ; S trom. v. 14. 1 0 3 ; vu . 2 . 9 ; R edepenning,
i . 1 2 2 ; Guerike, i i . I 34.

1 R rotrep. i . 8 ; vii i . 79.

5 S trom. v11. 2 . 9.

6 Quis D . S alvus, 34 ; S trom. iv. 26. 163.
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said to be breathed into the bel iever, i s present in the

sou l not as a part of God ,
not in essence , but in power .

What he means he explains by a quotat ion from the

A postol i c Barnabas . ‘Wherefore in us as i n a temple

God truly dwells . But how ? By the word ofHis fai th ,
by the cal l ing of His promise

,
by the wisdom of His

statutes
,
by the precepts ofHis doctrine 1

We have yet to speak of the Incarnat ion and the

redeeming work of Jesus .

The Word
,
the whol e Word , took flesh of the Virgin

Mary
,
and became Man. Jesus alone is both God and

Man
2

. He who i s God became Man, that we might

become gods 3. I t has been doubted whether Clement

ascribed to the Lord a human soul
,
but without reason

,

for i t is the soul of J esus that was our Ransom‘1
. But

His Flesh was not whol ly l ike ours , inasmuch as i t was

exempt from all carnal des ires and emotions
,
even the

most necessary and innocent 5 . A nd as his Platonic d is

1 S trom. vu. 1 4. 87; vi . 1 6 . 1 38 ; i i . 2 0 . 1 17; v . 1 3. 88.

2 See esp. S trom. i ii . 17. 1 0 2 ; P rotrep . i . 7; x . 1 0 6 ; Quis D . S alvus,

37. In the last very striking passage the words 76 dppqrou az
’

rroi) 11a‘r7
'

7p, 76

66 1}u ov/ura069 wimp refer to the E ternal Generation, from which
C lement passes on to the Incarnation.

3 R rotr. i . 8 ; cp. S trom. iv. 23. 1 52 ; vii . 3. 1 3 ; 1 0 . 56 ; 1 3. 82 , referring
to John x . 34. T he same strong phrase i s used by the author ofthe P fiilos.

x . 34 ,
1

76) /onus yelp 0669 of) yap 111
'

wx6 156 1 0669 nai (16 066V 1r0 11
'

70 as 6is

fio
’

fau ail
-

rot}. It i s a favourite with Origen also.

1 R edepenning, i . 40 1 C lemens nurvon einer Verbindung des L ogos mit
einem menschlichen Korper ohne Seele wei ss . ’ But R aed. i . 2 . 4 , H e is

o
’

ma07
‘
79 76V govxiyv ; cp. z

’

éid. i . 9. 85, 6 76 ju6
'

1 10
'

70 1/ 61r6p z/xvxfiv

abrofi 61n § ¢50 1
5

s
,
and O . D . S . 37. C lement probably held with O rigen that

the R ansom was special ly the Soul and not the Body of C hrist .
5 S trom. vi. 9. 71 , H e was cirrafa

'

zmc
'

bs 6.1 m0fis, and ate and drank only to
forestall D ocetism . S trom. i i i . 7. 59 the O pinion of Valentinus is quoted ,
apparently with approval . Indeed the view of C lement differs but l i ttle
from that ofValentinus and Apelles , who held that the Saviour

’ s body was
propriae qualitatis, Tert . de R es. C arnis, 2 Adv. Marc. i ii . 1 1 Rlzilos. vi i .
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l ike of the body has l ed Clement here,
‘
though no

Docetist
,
peri lously near to the confines of Docetism ,

so another Platonic theory
,
that all suffering is corrective,

has induced him to speak of the Passion of Jesus as

undesigned by God.

‘We must say then that God did

not prevent i t, for this alone saves both the providence

and the goodness of God.

’ But in truth Clement has

saved neither. What he has done i s to introduce dis

sension into the counsels of the Most H igh 1 .

Clement
’

s Christology is often spoken of as meagre

and unsat i sfactory. In one aspect this i s unj ust . For

Clement
’

s idea of the Saviour i s larger and nobler—may

we say less convent ional P— than that ofany other doctor

of the Church . Christ i s the Light that broods over all

history, and l ighteth every man that cometh into the

world . All that there is upon earth of beauty
,
truth

,

goodness
,
all that distingu ishes the civ i l i sed man from

the savage
,
the savage from the beasts

,
i s H is gift . N o

later writer has so serene and hopefu l a view of human

nature as Clement , and though this may seem to depress

his estimate of the Redeemer
,
i t surely exal ts in the

same measu re his bel ief in the fostering bounty of the

Eternal Word . Especial ly is the goodness of Christ

manifested towards His Church
,
to whom He has given

a l ife, and promised a future
,
which He alone can bestow .

But if we ask why the Birth
,
the Pass ion , the Cross ?

why J esus redeemed us in this way ,
and no other ?

Clement has no answer. I t may be urged that all

38. This was al so the teaching ofTheodotus
, see above, p . 32 . The curious

tradi tion recorded Adumé. in Epist. j oan . i . p . 1 0 0 9 refers apparently to
the flesh ofJesus after the R esurrection

,
but i t i s doubtful whether this pas

sage i s not an interpolat ion. See D r. Zahn’ s note.

1 S trom. iv. 1 2 . 86.



https://www.forgottenbooks.com/join


74 Clement. [L ect.

He is our Propit iat ion
,
but this word , which , i f more than

a figure of speech , i s so supremely difficult , Clement leaves

unexplained 1 . Notw i thstand ing his Allegorism Clement

quotes few Messianic prophecies , and, in respect of typo

logy, does not venture beyond th e track marked out by

Philo and Barnabas , except when authorised by the New

Testament . Hence the only sacrific ial t i tl e , which he

distinctly applies to our Lord
,
i s that of the Lamb of

God 2
.

T o the Christian pi lgrim ,
i n the lower l ife

,
Christ

manifests H imself as Phys ician
,
Shepherd

,
Tutor , L aw

giver
,
calm ing the fever of passion by gentl e words of

admonition or bitter roots of fear . This He does as

Man,
by virtue of His humil iation and perfect obedience

hence for this no remedy i s necessary except light . In all other cases the
penalty is itself the earnest of forgiveness .

1 H e rarely touches upon this aspect of R edemption. R aed. i i i . 1 2 . 98,

real aim-6s iAaojuo
'

s 60 7 1 1T€pi 751V 6171071715111 75745615 659 (Maw 6
’

Iw0
’

1w ns (i. 2 .

6 ids/J ew s 77745611 [cat 0&3ya Kai z/xvxiw. P rotrept. i . 6 , viobs (i1r6 106i’s 61aAAoi§a¢
71a 1

'

: x . 1 1 0 , 6 na0dpmos Kai awrfipzos naipaMxtos 6 0 110V60¢6pos nai

SiaAAam-

fis real owrfip imamAéyos. P aed. i i i . 1 . 2
, moi—ms 6 Aéyos.

E verywhere the barrier i s notGod’ s wrath
,
but man’ s impurity.

2 P aed. i . 5. 24, C hrist is aim/6s 706 06 0 17in respect ofH is innocence : S trom.

v . 6. 32 , H e i s the L amb with seven eyes of R ev. v . 6 : S trom . v . 1 1 . 70 ;

Vii. 3. 14, H e i s 67ton0iprrwua , in the latter passage 611670 77716611 i6p6v06
'

1/
‘
ra

P aed. i . 5. 23, Isaac is 1
‘
6p62

’

oz/ abs 6 nupzos P aed. i . 6 . 47, the blood of Abel
i s a type : P aed . i . 8. 61 , Joshua : R aed. i . 1 1 . 97, Christ i s our iepei

‘
ov

P rotr. xi . 1 1 1
,
the outstretched hands of Moses are a type P aea

’
. i i . 8. 75,

the burning bush foreshadows the crown of thorns : R aed. 11. 9 . 8 1
,
L ot the

Just : R aed. i i i . 1 2 . 85, 6Av
-
rpcb077u6v 7 1”q ai

'

uan Ci}? rim/oi) 017164 10 0 frat

da1rmu s oroz
’

) (Peter i . 1 . 19) S trom. v. 1 1 . 72 , the Tree ofL ife : v . 1 . 8
,

Abraham, the E lect Father of Sound
,
i s the L ogos (from Philo) : S trom .

vi. 1 1 . 84, the 3 1 8 servants ofAbraham signi fy C hrist (from Barnabas th is
is the only passagewhere C lement appears to imply literal inspiration 3 1 8 ,

in Greek writing TIH , denotes the C ross and the name IH EO T E ) i i i . 1 2 . 86,

L and ofJacob (from Barnabas ; another very forced al legory) v . 6 . 32 , the

High Priest ’s Mitre signifies C hrist the Head of the C hurch (adapted from
Philo) vi . 1 1 . 88

,
D avid ’ s lyre is a type : iv. 25. 16 1

,
Melchisedech (from

Philo) .
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unto death 1 . Gradual ly He makes Himself known to

us in the higher l ife as God, feeding us in the Eucharist,
or Agape, with H is Body and Blood , the sacred food of

Gnosis , becoming our Light , ourTruth , our Life, bestow

ing upon us the Adoption of Sons , binding us in closest

unity with the Spirit
,
leading us on to the holy mountain,

the better C ithaeron
,
the sp iritual Church 2. Clement

speaks of J esus as our High Pri est , but only in the

Philonic sense
,
as our Representative and Intercessor 3

The idea\of the ‘Recapitulation ’

of all men in Christ

as the second Adam , so fru itful in the brooding soul of

I renaeus
,
i s strange to him . He looks upon Redemption,

not as the rest itution of that which was lost at the Fal l ,

but as the crown and consummation of the destiny of

Man
,
leading to a righteousness such as Adam never

knew, and to heights of glory and power as yet un

sealed and undreamed .

‘The Word of God became Man,

i n order that thou also mayest learn from Man,
how

man becomes God ‘1

1 P rotrept. i . 7, 76 65 (73V 66i6a§6 11 611¢<pa1l 6is (D9 6160
'

w
'

naA09, £310. 76 6162(fiv

i50 7ep0 1/ 619 0669 X Opn
'

yfioy : R aea
’
. i . 3. 7, 76. ,

u61/ duap
-
rfipafl z (219 0669 dcpzeis,

639 66 76m) éfayapfi

rdua u warBayw
'

yé
’

Jv 0t (ix/07101110 9.

2 See especially the fine outburst at the close of the P rotrepticus, and the

opening of the R aedagogus.

3 P rotrept. xii . 1 20 ; S trom. v11. 2 . 9. But S trom. v. 1 1 . 70 , though
’

Apx16p6159 i s not used, C hri§t offers Himself to the Father as a dnvpov ,

a phrase borrowed from E uripides
,

‘
the scenic philosopher? In v . 1 0 . 66

H e i s the d’nopoxf ofP lato, R ep. i i . p . 378 A . S o closely are C lement’ s
reminiscences ofthe Classics intertwined with his theology.

2 P rotrept. i . 8. The reader will find i t instructive to compare with this
sketch of the Christology of Clement

,
D r. Harnack’s account of the teach

ing ofIrenaeus, D ogmengescnic/zte, p . 478 sqq.



L E C T U R E III.

And. now abideth faith, hope, charity ,
these three but the greatest of

these is charity .

—1 C O R . xiii . 1 3.

CL E ME N T did not admit the pre - existence of the sou l

or the eternity ofMatter 1
,
but in other respects fol lowed

closely the Ph i lonic Vi ew of Creation . God of His

goodness and love created the world of Ideas , the in

vis ibl e heaven and earth
,
and i n accordance with th is

d ivine model the Word gave shape and substance to the

material universe 2. The six days are not to be under

stood l iteral ly. They express in an al legory the d iffer

ing dign i ty of the things recorded to have been creat ed

on each in success ion 3 . The pre- eminence of Man i s

further shown by the fact
,
that he was not cal l ed into

existence by a mere command
,
but mou lded if we may

so speak , by the very hands ofGod
4
,
who breathed into

his nostri ls the ‘spi ri t
,

’

or
‘intel lect

,

’ the sovereign

faculty ’

of the tripartite sou l 5. Thus Man received at

1 T he eterni ty of matter is denied
,
S trom . v . 1 4 . 89. T he pre

- existence
of the soul i s rejected, S trom. i i i . 1 3. 93 ; iv . 26. 1 67; E clogae P roph.

1 7. Yet i t appears to be implied , O . D . S . 33, 36 ; S trom. vii. 2 . 9 .

2 S trom . v . 6 . 39 14 . 93 sq.
3 S trom. vi . 16. 1 42 .

1 P aed . i . 3 . 7.

5 C lement analyses the pvxfi, a. philosophically into 6111001250 , 0vu09 and
Away/4 09 from the ethical point of view , S trom . i i i . 1 0 . 68

,
and into the

7pia ne
’

rpa or np177
’

7p1a , 070 0770 19, Aé
‘
yos, V089 from the logical , S trom . i i . 1 1 .

50 (the latter i s from Philo , see Potter’s note) ; 0. theologically, S trom .

vi. 16. 1 34 sqq.

,
into ten parts, corresponding mysti cally to the D ecalogue.

From the point of view of the N ew Testament these ten facul ties may

be summed up in two, the 610 0 6 m mv
’

pa
'

ra. The firs t adpf, aapn1n6u 1111 68
,
ua ,

76 unonefpevov, the animal and emotional nature
,
i s actually materialised
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part of the intention of Him
,
who gave all things being

because He i s Good .

Here again Clement does not grasp the whol e range

of the problem . He is not affected by the disorder of

external Nature, as was the troubled and far- glancing

spiri t of Origen . T o the former all that seems to

demand explanation is the existence of Sin , and for this

h e found an adequate reason in the Freedom of the

Human Wil l .

This conception is as new as the difficulty out of

which it sprang . It i s to be found in the Apologists
,

but the Alexandrines were the first to define i t and

make it the foundat ion of a system .

St . Pau l speaks of Freedom from confl ict ing mot ives
,

but never ofFreedom of the Will . There are those who

being servants of sin are free from righteousness
,
those

agai n who being free from sin are servants to God.

Between these stand a third c lass
, who are in bondage

yet longing to break their fetters to wil l i s present

with me, but how to perform that which is good I find

not.

’ This i s in fact the doctrine of the Platonist
, who

held that the sou l has two inst inct ive and antagonistic

movements , that of Reason towards the Ideal and that

of Sense towards Gratification,
and that the man i s then

only truly free , when his sovereign faculty soars freely

towards the Good unimpeded by the clamour of Desire.

In what sense Wil l itself i s free the Greeks did not

attempt to decide . General ly speaking they regarded

it as the express ion of character, and did not or could

not c lear up the previous question , how character i tself

i s formed 1

1 The difficulty was felt but not removed by Aristotle. See especially
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Yet prec isely at this point , where Plato and St . Paul

are in substantial agreement , the Alexandrines broke

loose from their al legiance . There were strong reasons

for thi s revo lt . They had to account for the Fal l of the

First Man. This was no mere academical thesis
,
i t was

pressed upon them by an active
,
subtl e , and formidable

antagoni st . If Adam was created perfect
,
said the

Gnost ic , he could not have fal len. He was then created

imperfect , and i n that case the Creator was the cause of

h is imperfection , and must therefore be imperfect H im

self 1 . Closely connected with th is argument i s the

Gnost i c Dual ism and thei r pecu liar doctrine of pre

dest inat ion . At a later period
,
when nosticism was

practical ly vanquished , Augustine did not hesitate to

maintain that , though God predestines , He is yet not the

author of evi l . But to the Alexandrines thi s did not

seem possib le . Determinism in any shape appeared to

them to impugn both the divine goodness and the divine

right to punish sin , and though they held that in truth

God does not punish , they would not acknowledge thi s

in set terms . Hence they were driven to make Wil l an

independent facu lty , knowing both good and evi l and

choosing between them ,
selecting and in fact creating its

own mot ive . The actual phrase Free Wi ll
,
L iherum

Arhitrium, i s due to Tertul l ian
,
but it expresses with

E th. N ic. i ii . 5. 17, 61 66
’

7 19 Aé'ym 671 7rciV769 6¢f6V7az 7 08 (pawouéVov 6170 008,

7 139 66 <paVT aoias 06 1: 15pm , dM
’

6170769 1100
’ ‘
6
'

na0 769 60 71 70 10870 nai76 76A0 9

(paiV67at ah7e8, x.7 . )t

1 T he Gnostics went so far as to assert that 6 111) nwk 150 as a
’

1
’

7 109, he

who did not prevent evil i s the cause ofthe evil . T he argument is retorted
upon them with unanswerable force in the R ecognitions, i i . T he D emiurge
i s evil becausehe tolerates evil . Why then does God tolerate the D emiurge ?
T he d ifficulty was strongly felt by C lement , whom it drove to the assertion
that C hrist’ s Passion was not ordained by the Father , S trom. iv . 1 2 . 86 sq .
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Lat in precision what C lement and Origen real ly

mean .

N o wise man wil l attempt to find a precise solution

for the eternal antinomy ofFreedom and Necessity . I t

is enough to po int out what the Alexandrines d id . In

thei r recoi l from Gnostic i sm they abo lished Necessity

al together , and gave Freedom a new meaning . We can

only j udge of the ir action by its results . It has become

possibl e to ask whether God can do wrong, and almost a

heresy to speak ofChrist as begotten by the Wil l of the

Father . And already the door is Opened for all the

barren disputes , that troubled the Church and the

Schools from the days ofAugustine to those of Pascal 1

Evi l then in C lement
’ s Vi ew is , not a Power, but an

Act . I t i s not the Platonic ‘l i e in the soul ,
’

nor the

Paul ine ‘law Of sin
,

’

not a vic ious mot ive nor a false

bel ief
,
because these have no constrain ing force . Vice

consists in acting the l ie , and we need not act i t unless

we choose . Clement cou ld not then bel ieve in any

inheri ted depravity of human nature . This fol lows

indeed already from his opinion , that the Reason comes

in each case fresh from the hands of i ts Maker. Adam

1 O rigen has formal ly explained the A lexandrine doctrine of Freedom
in the third book ofthe D e P rincipiis. N either he nor C lement clearly saw
what Jeremy Taylor insists upon

,
that ‘in moral things liberty is a direc t

imperfection , a state of weakness
,
and supposes weakness of reason and

weakness of love.

’ But practical ly they admit , as we shall see, that at

a certain point in the upward progress Grace absorbs theWill, and that at
a certain point in the downward progress evil becomes second nature. Thus
the demons have sinned so deeply utrevocarinolintmagis quam non possint,

’

D e R rinc. i . 8. 4 . But this point of irremediable depravity, of complete
0
’

1110A0 0 1
’

a , they refused to fix . This seems to be the essential
'

difference

between the Alexandrines on the one hand and the Gnostics and Augustine
on the other . Mehlhorn, D ieL ehrevon der menschlichen Freiheit nach O r . ,

Zeitsch. fiirKirch . Gesch. 2 Band
,
p . 234, i s referred to by D r. H ar

‘
ack , but

I have not seen the article.
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fel ic ity
,
which yet we can on ly attain by grasping the

D ivine Hand outstretched to l ift u s up .

‘N ot without

special grace does the sou l put forth its wings 1

T he secrets of th is d iviner l ife cannot be expressed in

ru les and formulas . But there is a po int where grace

and nature meet , which i s the proper field of discipl ine.

Knowledge must be gradual ly assimi lated . Love must

creep before it can fly . Christ has reveal ed to us all

truth
,
but truth is precept before i t i s conviction . It i s

by obedience to Authority , that the carpenter and the

p ilot acqu ire their ski l l . S o the Christian life begins in

Fai th 2
, that i s belief in the des irabil i ty of the End , and

wil l ing submission to the Means in thei r regular pro

1 T he ball - player
,
S trom. i i . 6 . 25. S o in P aedx i. 6 . 28 regeneration

i s compared to waking or the removal of a cataract ; we open our eyes
and the light streams in. T he words ‘no man can come to Me except
my Father draw him,

’ Clement explains differently at different times ,
S trom. iv . 2 2 . 1 38 v. 13. 83. In the latter passage he quotes with approval
the saying of Plato in the Meno, that virtue comes to those to whom
it comes, 0610 uoipqt. C ompare also v . 1 . 7; vi. 6. 45 ; Q . D . S . 1 0 , 2 1 .

2 See especially S trom . i i . 2 , 3 , 4 . C lement was very anxious to connect
Faith

,
the C hristian watchword , with philosophy. P lato, who refers i t

(R ep . vi . adfi nem) to the 7 08 0 20 0177 08 and regards it as unintelligent
belief in material objects , gave him no assistance

,
and perhaps helped to

mislead him . H e found better definitions in A ri stotle
,
Topics, iv. 1 26 B .

1 8
,
171110 7 19 6116A17¢19 0 <po6poi, in the 11poa1

'

p6 0 19 ofthe E thics, in the E picurean
1rp6A17¢19, in the S toic ovy fca70

'

1060 19 . It i s the faculty by which we grasp
the 6pxa1

’

. These to C lement are not, as to the Stoi c and E picurean
,
the

facts of sense alone, but the a priori data of deduction identified with
the articles of the C reed . Hence Fai th in S trom. i i . 4 . I3, 14 is an act

of V089 conditioned by 070 0110 19. That is to say, experience brings home
to us and ratifies the di cta of R evelation. Hence Knowledge and Fai th
may be spoken of as in substance identical ; S trom. iv . 16. 1 0 0 ; v . 1 . 2 ;

vi. 17. 1 55 ; V11. 2 . 5. But generally speaking 11100 ) 111
’

0 71s i s sharply
distinguished from Gnosis . It i s the 1110 na00Auc1

‘
; 0 w717pia , R aed. i . 6 . 30 ,

or rather the 11710
3

717 11p69 0w7 17pZaV V680 19
, S trom. i i . 6 . 31 . But ‘honour ’

i s more than salvation, vi . 1 3. 1 0 9. Faith is in fact the minimum condition
of admittance into the Kingdom of Heaven. But i t is not full spiritual
l ife, P aed. i . 1 . 3, 70 0 1 6

’

0 61: 60 76V 671610 c 8 0 19.
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0

gression .

‘But we can learn only within the school , and

we must fi rst be cleansed . Hence the gate of the

Church is the Baptism of Regenerat ion . Herein we

receive Forgiveness
,
the only free forgiveness

,
of all past

s ins , which leaves the mind l ike a sheet of blank paper
,

not good yet not bad,

’

we are brought within the circle

Of l ight
,
within reach of all wholesome sacraments and

aids . We have started fai rly in the race for the eternal

c rown 1

Beyond this point stretches out the Christian Life ,
and here begins the most distinctive portion of C le

ment ’s teaching. We shal l fai l to do him j ustice unless

we bear steadily in V iew the two influences that deter

m ined his path— on the one hand the love of St. Pau l ,
on the other the dread ofGnosticism , a dread which did

not prevent h im from seeing that th is pecu liar form of

error answered to a real and pressing need ofthe human

mind . Gnostici sm was i n one aspect distorted Paulinism .

The cure lay i n a fu l l and true presentat ion of the

Apostle
’

s teach ing . But C lement only half understood

1 T he locus classicus on Baptism is P aed. i . 6 . It carries with i t a double
grace

,
Forgiveness and L ight . For the first see 30 , 116V1-a 71 6V 08V

0
’

1110A0 v6/1 60a 7d cipaprfiyan r 061167 1 66
'

60 11 6 1/ 11017161 1166a9 nanoi. L ight in a

sense has been given before
,
for and na7fix170 19 precede Baptism . But

dua 60 11710 11 117 1 617q 1ra166667ar 11V6 15ua71. T he gift i s perfect ,
because it is the gift of the perfect God. That is to say, i t is objectively
perfect ; our subjective perfection, 76 7éAo9

, the P romise, R est, i s attained
only in the R esurrection. It i s a perfect gift at first imperfectly grasped .

C lement gives no details about na—rfixqozs. S trom. i . 19. 96 he speaks of
the 0 81: oinei

’

oV teal7V1
’

70 10V i56wp ofheretical baptism . T he only ritual usage
he mentions i s that of giving milk and honey to the newly baptised at their
fi rst communion, R aed. i . 6 . 35. SeeTertullian, D e C or. M il. iii; Bingham ,

xii . 4 . 6 ; P robst , K irchliche D isciplin ,
p . 32 1 . P robst finds allusions to

C onfirmation and to a week of instruction and daily communion succeeding
Baptism

, S akramente, pp . 1 59 sqq. , 1 93 sqq.
, but they are very dubious . Infant

Baptism appears to have been not the rule at A lexandria, see above, p . 81 .

G 2
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St . Paul , and in h is desire to win back the sectaries he

draped Christ ianity in a Gnostic garb .

He saw around him a system l ittle better than the

l iberal form of j udai sm out of which i t sprang. T he

new wine was fermenting in old bottles , the Christ ian

sti l l trembled beneath the handwriting of ordinances .

I f we read the D octrine of tfie Apestles, we find there a

law which differs from the Mosaic mainly in being more

searching and elaborate . The circumstances of the

t ime were such as to confirm and even j ust ify this

legal ism . Crowds were press ing into the Church ,
mostly ignorant and undisc ip lined , some rich and wilful .

They brought with them the moral tai nt
,
the ingrained

prej ud ices of thei r old l ife . W e l earn from many

sources that the same incongruous b lending of the

"Gospel with pagan superstit ions
,
which recurred during

the conversion of the Northern Barbarians , existed in

some degree in the second and third centur i es 1 . Disci

p l ine , teaching , supervision , direct ion ,
were absolutely

necessary to the purity and maintenance of the Faith
,

and no wise man would attempt to weaken the growing

authority of the Pri est .

Yet there were those again for whom this atmosphere

was not the best
,
devout sou ls whose l ife was hidden

with Christ in God
,
men and women of cu lt ivated

thoughtful minds , who fretted under a system of routine

and dictat ion admin i stered , we may suppose, not unfre

quently , by ignorant and fanatical officers . Social and

1 See Munter, P rz
'

mom’
ia E cclesiae Afrieamze, pp . 6, 68, 95. T he curses

on tombstones by which the grave was secured against violation were often
copied with slight alterations from the formulas in use among Pagans . See

Mr. R amsay’ s article, C ities and B is/1015722: of P /irygia, Journal of

Hellenic Studies, Oct. 1883, p . 40 0 .
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salvat ion , though shaken , was not abandoned . Hence he

fal ls back upon h is philosophy, and finds the solution in

the T wo Lives of Philo, the pract ical and contemplat ive

Life of Plato and Aristotle, sti l l more exactly in the

Sto i c d istinction between Proficiency andWisdom 1
. He

thought he found the same idea in certain antitheses of

St . Pau l
’

s — the milk and the sol id food— faith and

knowledge or mysteri es—the sp irit of bondage and the

sp iri t of adoption— faith and hope which are l ess than

charity . There were indicat ions in the Roman C lement ,
in Hermas , in Barnabas z , that pointed in the same

direction . Other cherished ideas appeared to fit in— the

opposition between the s ervant and the son ofGod
,
be

tween God the Lord and God the Father, between the

letter and the sp irit , between the Human and the Divine
Natures ofC hrist . Gathering all these hints into one,

Clement proclaims that the l ife of the ordinary bel iever,
that i s to say of the great body of the Church , i s a

lower l ife . Its marks are Faith , Fear and Hope —un

quest ioning obedience to the letter of Authori ty, a

selfish motive , a moral i ty of abstinence from wrong .

I t i s the sphere of discipl ine
,
of repression

,
of painfu l

effort . I ts crown is Hol iness 4 , the negat ive virtue of

1 See the description of the Stoic 1rponom
’

7 or P roficiency in Seneca,

E p. 75.

2 C lem . R om . i . 1 . 2 ; 7. 4 ; 36 . 2 ; 40 . 1 ; 4 1 . 4 ; 48. 5 ; Hermas , Vic . i .
2 . 1 ; Barnabas , 1 . 5 ; i i. 2 . 3 ; v . 4 ; vi. 9 ; ix . 8 ; x . 1 0 ; xii i . 7. In

Hermas and Barnabas the connection of Gnosis with A llegorism is clearly
asserted .

3 S trom. 11. 1 2 . 55 ; iv. 7. 53. Sometimes he drops Fear, and speaks of
the c

‘
vyt

’

a T pco
’

zs, Faith , Hope and Charity, corresponding to the three man

sions in the Father’ s House.

S trom. iv. 2 2 . 1 35, d1r0x7) 751V ita/£5215 éd Gpa 7dp aiz
'

fl ; wponom
’

js

vi. 7. 60 , dnox?) 1 6V nanEJV ‘
rw es

‘
T eAeZwaw inofiz/Taz realé

'

a
‘
rw

A

dnAéis 7 05 non/06 ma
‘rov ’

Iov§at
'

0v T e nai
"
EM\m/os 75T eAefwms aii‘rq.
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Self- Control . It is a state ofsalvation, but not of peace

or joy . Above it stands the Higher Life, that ofthe true

Gnostic , the life of Love
,
Righteousness , Knowledge,

of serene and reasonable convictions, of glad and spon

taneous moral activi ty, in which the spirit ofman i s so

closely wedded to the spirit of his Lord that there is no

more recalcitrance, and freedom is merged in the beata

necessitas non peccana
’
i.

Thus Clement insisted a s against the Gnostic that

purity is the condition of insight , as against the Ortho

doxast that law is meant to i ssue in freedom . On these

two piers he bui lt his Via M edia the Christian Gnosi s .

I t i s a compromise between the Church and the world ,
but the later h istory of Catho l i c ism is enough to prove

how inevitable i s such a concession to a body that wil l

govern and yet purify soc iety .

As against the Gnostic
,
again, C lement

/

protests that

the Two Lives are not divided by any law of nature.

The one .
must and should grow out of the other, the one

i s incomplete without the other. All men, allwomen are

cal led , as he says ,
‘
to philosophise to strive upwards

to the highest ideal . Yet the d ist inct ion in itself i s evi l ,
and Clement has expressed it in such a way as to make

not a d ist inct ion but a real d ifference , a breach ofprin

ciple and continuity . The spiritual l ife is one because

Love
,
its root , is one. But th i s Faith

,
which in the

Lower Life leads through Fear and Hope to Love, i s

i tself not Love
,
but imperfect intell ectual apprehension ;

1 P aea
’
. i . 4 ; 6. 33 : S trom. iv. 8 . 59, 68 ; 19. 1 1 8—1 24 . In this last

passage he refers to Judith
,
E sther

,
Susanna, Miriam,

and a host of women
famous in Greek story, but to none of those mentioned in the N ew T es

tament, and quotes from E uripides the character ofa good wife as a pattern
for the C hristian matron.
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not personal trust in the Saviour, but a half-persuasion

of the desirableness of what the Saviour promises 1

The belief
,
the moral ity , the reward are all external .

Fear and Hope are the l ife, not the outer husk which

sh ields and protects the l ife ti l l i t is strong enough to

act by itself. Clement has attempted to sei z e the

Pauline doctrine of Grace without the Pau l ine doctrine

of Faith 2
. H e has superposed the Gospel freedom

upon the Aristotel ian theory ofHabit , upon
‘reasonable

self- love,
’ upon the legal Christ ianity of his time, with

out seeing that between these two an ent i rely new

element must come into play.

This element he has endeavoured to supply by

banishing Fear and Hope from the Higher Life . Perfect

Love casteth out Fear
,

’

which indeed is not a mot ive but

a check . But dis interestedness
,
which i s what C lement

wants , does not depend upon the presence or absence of

Hope
,
but on the nature of the thing hoped for. That

which was mercenary in i ts original conception does not

become less mercenary because Hope is swal lowed up in

fru ition . In Clement
’

s view the supreme End of all i s

1 C lement partly realised all this. T o the Platoni st the V069 has an p s

for the w ard. T he spark of knowledge contains the spark of desire, and
this is kindled to a flame by better knowledge gained through practi ce,
S trom. vi. 17. l 5o sqq.

2 H ow l ittle C lement understood what St . Paul means by Faith will be
seen from the following quotations . S trom. vi. 1 0 8

,

‘thy fai th hath
saved thee ’

was said not to Genti les , but to Jews who already abounded in
good works . vi . 1 2 . 98, Fai th is not good in itself, but as leading to Fear
and Hope. vi. 1 3. 1 1 1 , every act ofthe Gnostlc is a ica

'
rd wya , every act

ofthe simple believer a npafts. H e constantly uses these St0 1c phrases .
vi. 1 2 . 1 0 3,

‘Faith was accounted to Abraham for righteousness when he
had advanced to that which is greater and more perfect than faith . For he

who merely abstains from wrong is not righteous unless he adds wel l- doing
and knowledge ofthe reason why he ought to do some things and not do

o thers .’ iv . 1 8. 1 13, L ove is the motive ofthe Gnostic, Fear that ofFaith .
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Milton
’ s youth

,
ofsevere self- restraint, but bu ilt on broad

principles
,
not captions and not gloomy . It shou ld be

as the Sto i cs taught
,

‘
according to Nature

,

’

hence all

artific ial des ires are evi l . But ‘C lement condemns on

the one hand the self- torture in which some of the

Gnost i cs emulated the Hindoo Fakirs
,
on the other the

Sto i c paradox that things external are things indifferent .

Here again he i s Aristotel ian . Innocent p leasure i s

the sal t of l ife . Weal th rightly used is a bless ing . The

first requ is ite i s the beauty of virtue
,
the second the

beauty of heal th ; Christ Himself was not beaut ifu l in

person 1
. Many thoughts are suggested by this charming

i ii ; S trom. i i i . iv. His general aim i s to moderate the antique rigour in
favour ofthe wealthier classes . His leading principle i s thefl y ita

-
rd (75150 111

ofthe Stoi cs, but he rejects the older Stoi c doctrine ofthe daq bopa, S trom.

iv. 5. 19, and adopts the more modern distinction of external circumstances
into Wpon

‘
yp e

'

I/a and dnonpoqype
’

ua , which comes to the same thing as the

threefold division of Good characteristic of Peripateticism , S trom. iv . 26 .

1 64 , 166. His chief axioms are that pleasure as such is not to be desired
by the C hristian, and that to be ‘according to nature ’ it must be stri ctly
l imited to the end which God intended i t to promote. Hence the rule of

marital continence, the prohibition of the use of the ‘bones of dead
animals , ’ ivory and torto iseshell, of dyes, and artificial hair . N o ring is
allowed but a signet . There i s a natural and an unnatural use of flowers .
For in spring- time to walk abroad in meadows dewy and soft and springing
fresh with jewel led flowers del ights us with a natural and wholesome
fragrance, and we suck their sweetness as do the bees . But it is notmeet
for grave men to carry about in the house a plaited Chaplet from meads
untrodden.

’

T he stem prohibition of the use of cut flowers is one of the

most singular features of primitive C hristian discipline. It is hardly
necessary to refer to the D e C or . 11127. ofTertull ian . Art he disparages , but
the signet may bear a simple C hristian emblem

,
a dove, a fish

,
a ship

in ful l sail, a lyre, an anchor , a fi sherman . But he was quoted on this
account in the Iconoclastic controversy as a favourer of C hristian imagery,
P hotius

,
C ou

’
. 1 1 0 . General ly speaking, he gives innocent p leasure a l iberal

scope. Wine,
’

he says, quoting P lato, makes aman good- tempered , agree
able to his company, more lenient to his slaves, more complaisant to his
friends .’ H e is much less austere than O rigen.

1 S trom. i i i . 17. 1 0 3 ; vi.
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and authentic picture ofdai ly Christian l i fe. W e see the

vulgari ty and th in ly - veneered barbarism of Roman

luxury givingway to true courtesy and refinement . W e

see the Church , no longer oppressed by instant expecta

t ion of the Last D ay ,
settl ing quietly down to her task

of civi l ising the world . Already her victory is assured .

Those who have been trained in the school of J esus

the Pedagogue are fitted for
,
are imperatively summoned

to a better service. Clemen t del ights to speak of the

Higher Life in terms borrowed from Eleusis . I t i s the

Greater Mysteries , ofwhich Christ is the H ierophant and

Torchbearer . S uch language is partly conventional and

common to all the Platonists of the t ime 1 . Agai n i t

i s intended to conci l iate the Gnosti cs and the rel igious

heathen
,
who had all been ini t iated , as probably Clement

himself had been in hi s youth . But it i s also connected

with , and tends to strengthen, the unfortunate doctrine

ofReserve.

In the Higher Life Faith gives way to Knowledge,
Fear and Hope to Love

,
while Ho l iness i s merged in

Righteousness .

Knowledge, Gnosis , Clement has defined in words

taken partly from Philo
,
partly from the Sto i cs . From

the fi rst he learned that it i s the intu itive commun ion of

the intel l igen ce with the Ideas
,
from the latter that being

science i t is indefectibl e 2 . T o the Christian doctor

1 It i s to be found in P lato himself and A ristotle (see L obeck , Aglao
p/zamns, p . in Philo, and in Plutarch .

2 It is 3513, atdeems
,
naTdAn¢ZS 7 19 BeBafa ital 0171 6767e 0 3

,
émow

’

mn
dvawcSBAnT O S . C lement uses the strongest language to express the union of

the Gnostic with his knowledge ; i t is éz/éms, oineiwms, c
’

wct/cpams
,
the diotos

Gewpia becomes his oz
’

Jm
'

a ,
his (Ema {moo -

rams. H e no longer has goodness ,
he is goodness

,
S trom. iv. 2 2 . 136 ; 25. 1 57; vi . 9. 71 ; vii. 1 2 . 79. This
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Christ i s not only the Sum of the Ideas , but the co

equal S on of God,
and Gnosis therefore is the appre

hensive contemplat ion
’

ofGod in the Logos, and not, as

in Philo
,
of God above the Logos 1 . Yet there i s a

progress in the obj ect of Knowledge
,
measured by the

varying aspect of Christ , who in the Lower Life is mani

fested chiefly on the human s ide as Physician,
Tutor

,
and

so on
,
in the H igher chiefly on the d ivine, as Light

,

T ruth , Life. Hol iness is the ind ispensable prel iminary

ofknowledge
,
which i s partly Theology

,
but st i l l more

the experimental knowledge of Christ . The Gnosti c i s
the

‘pure in heart ’ who ‘sees God.

’

H e

a

that would

enter the fragrant shrine
,

’ says C lement
,
quot ing the in

scription over the temple gate of Epidaurus
,

‘must be

pure
,
and purity i s to thi nk ho ly things H e i s the

approved money- changer ,
’ whose practised senses are

the touchstone of truth . His Fai th has become C on

viction, Authority is superseded by the inner l ight . T o

him the deep things of Scripture are reveal ed . He reads

the spiri t beneath the l etter. In Chri st he understands

past , present, and future
,
the theory of Creation , the

symbol i sm ofthe L aw
,
the inner meaning of the Gospel ,

the mysteries of the Resurrection 3: He sees the vital

harmony of dogma with dogma, of all dogmas with

Reason ‘1 . In a word
,
he is anAllegori st . Moral purity

and assiduous study of Scripture are the only training

language is important as bearing on his doctrine ofGrace. We have here
the beata necessitas non peccana

’
i. Again i t enti rely excludes E cstasy .

1 Gnosis is always in C hrist ; S trom. iv. 25. 1 55 ; v . 3. 16 ; vi. 9. 78.

N ay, the Saviour is our knowledge and spiritual paradise vi. 1 . 2 .

2 S trom. v. 1 . 1 3 . Another favourite quotation i s from Plato’s Pnaea’o,
p . 67, of; iraGapcp yelp xa9ap0f} écpdrrn aeatm) 0 6 Oep tfl

‘
w35.

3 S trom. vi. 7. 54 .

The avvaqn
‘
; 7EW 50774019 001 5 S train . i . 2 . 20 .
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the reason absolu te master of the brute in the centaur

man. H e wil l feel those desires which , l ike hunger or

thirst
, are necessary for self- preservat ion , but not j oy

nor sorrow nor courage nor indignat ion nor hatred . He

l ives in the closest union with the Beloved , so absorbed

in the Divine Love that he can no longer b e said to love

his fel low- creatures in the ord inary sense of the word 1 .

There were many in C lement ’s own t ime who shrank

from this too ethereal ideal
,
which , to use his own phrase,

touches earth with but one foot .
’

I f w e take away hope

and joy ,
they urged

,
wil l not the Ch rist ian be swal lowed

up by the sorrows of l ife ? And if all union with the

Beautifu l i s preceded by aspiration , how can he be pas

sionless who asp ires to the Beautifulz ? ‘

H ow can we

rise without desire , and how can we des i re the extinction

of desi re ? It is the argument afterwards pressed w i th

i rresist ible force by Bossuet and Bourdaloue against

Fenelon . Clement repl ies , Love i s no more des ire but

a contented self- appropriat ion, which restores the Gnostic

into oneness with Christ by fai th , so that he needs

nei ther t ime nor place . For by Love he i s al ready in

that scene where he wi l l one day dwel l . And having an

ticipated his hope by Gnosis he des ires nothing, for he

holds in closest possession the very obj ect ofdesi re.

’

I t

i s the Love which we mortals feel ‘in our d iviner mo

ments , when Love is sati sfied in the completeness ofthe

beloved obj ect .
’

S o absolute is i ts content , that if i t

were poss ible to separate eternal salvat ion from the

knowl edge of God
,
and a choi ce were given to the

1 T he leading passages on the subject of Apathy and disinterested
L ove are S trom. iv . 6 . 30 ; 1 8. 1 1 1 ; 2 2 . 1 35

—146 ; vi. 9 . 71 ; 1 2 . 1 0 0 ;

2 S trom. vi. 9. 73.
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Gnosti c
,
he would without hesitat ion choose the latter.

It i s the paradox ofMysticism
Be not angry ; I resign
Henceforth all my wil l to thine
I consent that thou depart,
Though thine absence breaks my heart ;
Go then, and for ever too ;
All is right that thou wilt do 1

Of this Ideal (for i t i s perhaps no more
2

) enough has

been said . Clement no doubt overshot the mark . It

remains to be seen whether by so do ing he encouraged

presumption , or led weakness astray . The answer is to

be found in the rigour with which he insists upon Ho l i

ness as the ind ispensable condition , on Righteousness

as the indispensable fruit ofLove.

Like all the early Fathers he attached a very real

sense to the word Righteousness . Ye were j ustified by

the name ofthe Lord
,
ye were made j ust as He is

,
and

j oined in the closest poss ib le union with the Ho ly

Spiri t It is not mere abstent ion from evil , which
1 It was insisted upon by the Quietists . It i s a paradox because the

separation i s impossible. T he Kingdom ofHeaven is within you. Milton
makes Satan complain, Which way Igo i s hell, mysel f am hell and the

converse i s true also . But Clement knew this well ; cp. S trom. v . 1 0 . 63,

70 50 dy z/oei
’

z/ 70V 1ra7 6'pa Gduaro
'

s éa7w
,
619 70 7

1;/chum (an) aic
’

umos. N or did
the Quietists think otherwise. Bossuet did not venture directly to deny the
mystic paradox

,
whi ch is in fact admitted in the A rt ic les of Issy. But

Imust refer my readers to Mr. Vaughan’s charming H ours w it/z t/teMy stics,
vol. i i . pp . 170 , 2 17, 380 , ed. 1 856 .

2 C lement ascribes Apathy to C hrist and to the Apostles after the R esur
rection

,
S trom . vi. 9. 71 . As regards men he uses sometimes very strong

language. T he Gnosti c becomes agod upon earth , iv . 23. 1 49 ; vii . 3. 1 3

1 0 . 56 he i s iaci'y'

ye s éu7a69a cpm
-
a rm50 13517, vi. 1 3 . 1 0 5. O n the other

hand, P aeri. i . 2 . 4 ; S trom . iv. 2 1 . 1 30 ; Q . D . S . 40 ,
more sober language is

employed C hrist i s the only perfect man, passion cannot be wholly
eradicated in this l i fe, the wise man touches no known sin. It is the posse

non peccare, not the non posse peccare. But C lement i s less introspective
than O rigen. T he mere frai lty of human nature does not distress him so

long as he feels that his heart is safe in C hrist .
3 S trom . vii. 1 4. 87. O n R ighteousness, see especially the fine passage,
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i s Hol iness , the virtue of the Lower Life , but the free

active joyous service of those who are sanctified . I t i s

l ife which needs no rule . The Gnosti c
,
says Clement i n

language very l ike that of Madame de Guyon , has no

virtue
,
because he is virtue . Nature is absorbed by

Grace . I t i s eas ier to do good than to l eave it undone
,

hence good works fo l low Gnosis as shadow fol lows sub

stance 1 .

’ Contemplat ion is the Gnosti c ’s chief del ight
,

the next i s act ive beneficence, the third i s instruct ion ,

the work ofmaking others l ike himself. God gives him

an exceeding great reward , the salvation of other men
2

Thus Apathy
,
Detachment

,
make the sanct ified be

l iever not less but more useful to his kind . It i s

important to add
,
i n view of the obj ect ions afterwards

urged against the Quietists
,
that C lement lays great

stress upon the observance of the existing Church disc i

S trom. vi. 1 2 . 1 0 2 . O rigen distinguishes two modes of R ighteousness ,
Innocence, the effect of Baptismal Forgiveness, and the active virtue of

Justice. C lement speaks only ofthe latter. T he just man i s fai thful , but
the faithful man is notnecessarily j ust . Faith is salvation, but not righteous
ness ; it gives the will , but n ot immediately thepower to do right . Fai th is
l ife, righteousness is health (éyfeca) . It would seem then that we might be
‘saved ’ without good works , but C lement never expressly deal s with this
question. H e seems to assert the opposite

,
S trom. v . 1 . 7, xdptn ye

l

p

awgéy eea 00x (iii/cu 763V IcaAc
'

DV é
'

p
'

yow ,
but here perhaps 0 w777p1

'

a i s used
in the sense of fryia a .

‘

O n the necessity
,
the ‘merit ’ of good works, s

‘
ee

S trom. v. 1 3. 86 ; vii. 1 2 . 72 ; 14 . 1 0 8.

1 S trom. vii. 13 . 82 .

2 S trom. iv . 2 2 . 1 36 . In i i . 1 1 . 46 the three characteristics ofGnosis are
Gewpfa

—f; 7E0V éu70Aé
’

wémre
’

Aems—dI/Bpé
’

w o
’

vyaOEiiv na7a0
'

nev1
'

7 vi. I7. 160 the

Gnos tic i s compared to a 1ra¢507p qswho teaches in threeways, Ka‘rd “
Irapalfo

Aofienow ,
puttingthe pupil in the requisiteposture andmakinghim do thething

required nao
’

éy ofwow , by exampleand emulation ;lea-
rd 7rp60 7afw ,

when the
pupil has mastered all his exercises and simply requires to be told which he
is to perform the last may refer to spiritual direction vii. 1 . 3 the l i fe of

the Gnostic is a constant Oepanefa of two kinds
,

in which he
resembles the presbyter, in which he resembles the deacon. See

Baur, C firistliclze Gnosis, p . 50 7.
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Good i s prayer at the three hours 1 , with face turned

towards the East
,
as even pagans use . But better sti l l

i s the inner col loquy of unspoken suppl ication for

which no place or t ime is set apart , the praise of him

who ploughs , of him who sai l s upon the sea. The

Gnosti c ’s prayer i s chiefly Thanksgiving and Interces

sion
,
as was that of our Saviou r. Beyond th is he wil l

ask only for the continuance of the blessings he enjoys ,

for he des ires nothing that he has not, and the Father
’

s

Wil l is enough for him .

The prayer of the Gnosti c
,
even when speechless, i s

st i l l conscious and active . It i s far removed from the

blank vacuity of the sou l which , as Mol inos says ,
‘l ies

dead and buried , asleep in Nothingness ” thinking

without thought of the Uncondit ioned . The S ilent

Prayer of the Quietis t i s i n fact Ecstasy , ofwhich there

i s not a trace i n Clement .

For Clement shrank from his own conclusions .

Though the father of all the Mystics he is no Mystic

h imself. He did not enter the ‘enchanted garden
’

w hich

he opened for others . If he talks of‘flaying the sacrifice,
’

of leaving sense behind , of Vision , of E popteia, this i s

but the parlance of his school . The instrument to

which he looks for growth in knowledge is not trance,
but the d iscipl ined reason . Hence Gnosis when once

attained is indefectible
,
not l ike the rapture which Plo

t inus enjoyed but four times during his acquaintance

with Porphyry, which in the experience of Theresa

1 S trom. vii. 7. 40 the Gnostic rose also at interval s during the night to
pray, P aed. i i . 9. 79 ; S trom . vii . 7. 49.

2 E ndo rmie dans le néant ,
’ Mol inos

, Guia
’
e Spirituelle, ii i . 20 . 20 1 . I

owe the reference to L a Bruyere, D ialogues sur le Quie
’

tisme, vol. i i . ed.

S ervois.
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never lasted more than half-an-hour 1 . The Gnostic i s

no Visionary, no Theurgist , no Antinomian .

These dangers were not far away in the age of Mon

tanus and the Neo- Platonists . The Alexandrines have

perhaps too much ‘dry l ight
,

’ but their faith was too

closely wedded to reason and the wri tten word to be

seduced by these forbidden joys . Mysticism is as yet a

Pagan solace . The time for a purely Christ ian mysti

cism
, which Gerson evolves not from the reason but

from the emotions
,
had not yet arrived . Yet Clement

laid the fuel ready for kindling . The spark that was

needed was the al legori cal interpretat ion ofthe Song of

Songs . This was suppl ied , strange to say ,
by Origen ,

the least mystical of all d ivines .

Every baptised Christian,
who has not been cut off

’

l ike a diseased l imb by sol emn j ud icial process
,
i s a

member of the Church upon earth
,
i s therefore within

the pale of salvat ion . The Church 2 is the Platonic C ity

ofGod, a lovely body and assemblage ofmen governed

by the Word
,

’ ‘the company of the Elect . ’ She i s the

Bride of Christ
,
the Virgin Mother , stainless as a Virgin,

loving as a Mother . She is O ne
,
she i s Cathol i c

,
be

1 Porphyry
,
Vita P lotini

,
23, p . 1 16

,
ed. Firmin-D idot . For St . Theresa

see Barthelemy Saint-Hilaire, L ’E cole d
’

Alexana
’
rie

,
pp . xlv , lxxix ; for

Gerson
,
ioia

’

. lxii , xcvi ii . Vacherot in his third volume traces the connec
tion of the Alexandrines with mediaeval mysticism . D ahne

,
D e Prézoez

,

p . 1 1 2
,
insists that Clement himsel f was a mystic . It depends upon the

meaning which we attach to the word . In one sense all bel ievers in the

unseen areMystics in another, all bel ievers in whom the emotional element
predominates largely over the intellectual . I have taken Mysticism as co

extensive with E cstasy. O f this again there are several degrees , ranging
from the inarticulate communion ofthe Quietists to pictorial visions . Such
visions were regarded with suspicion by Mystics of the higher class, such as
St. John ofthe C ross . See Vaughan, H ours w it/z theMy stics.

2 S trom. iv. 26. 172 ; vii. 5. 29 ; i i i . 6 . 49 ; 1 1 . 74 ; P aea
’
. i . 6. 4 2 ;

S trom. vii. 17. 1 07(one, true, ancient, cathol i c) , 1 0 8 (apostolic) .

H 2
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cause the doctrine and t radit ion of the Apostles is one ;
the heretic who has forsaken her fold has ‘an assembly

devised by man
,

’

a school ,
’ but not a Church 1 . One in

bel ief
,
but not i n mechanism . Peter is the first of the

Apostles 2
,
but the See of Peter i s never named . T he

West is as unknown to Clement as i t was to his

favourite Homer. Yet in this O ne Church there is a

distinction. There are those who within her fold l ive as

do the Gentil es, these are the flesh of Christ
’

s Mystical

Body ; there are those who cleave to the Lord and

become one spiri t with Him ,
the Sons of God

,
the

Gnostics ; these are the Ho ly Church , the Spiritual

Church ; these , and they who are in process to be

come as these
,
are the rings which have not dropped

from the magnetic chain , but in spiritual un ion with

saints and angels ‘wait for the Rest of God

The S tromateis were written during the Patr iarchat e

ofDemetrius amid the bustl e and excitement ofa revo

lution. But no echo of the strife penetrated the tranqui l

1 51a7pLB17, S trom . VII. 1 5. 92 dVOpcmx/at avvqxiioezs, vii . I7. 1 0 6 . T he

notes of heresy are contempt of apostolical tradition
,

vii. 1 6. 95, 6

o
’

waAa/cn
'

oas T
‘
I
‘
7V énxAnmaJ n /cfiv wapo

'

c50 0'w , and defiance Of Scripture, which
the Gnostics reject in part , vii. 1 6. 97, waperre

’

pgtaV
-
ro 70s 7pa¢ds, or inter

pret by vicious methods out of ¢¢Aavrfa . Those who use only water in the
E ucharist are heretics, i . 19. 96 and there i s also a heretical baptism

,
ioia

’
.

O n the asceticism and in some cases lax moral ity of the Gnostics
, see

S trom. i i i . T he Phrygians
’

are not called heretics
,
iv . 3. 93.

2 Q D . S . 2 1
,
0 ”and/nos 7re'7p0s 0 énk en70s 0 éfac

’

pem s 0
'

1rpc370 $ 750V

pa0777é
’

w b1r$p of}udvov teal éavrof) T 0V (pépoz/ 0 0 017070 EKT GAei
’

.

3 S trom. vii . 1 1 . 68 : in vii. 1 4 . 87the Gnostics are the Holy Church
, the

Spiritual Body of which those who only bear the name of C hris tian and

do not l ive according to reason are the flesh . H ad this point ofView been
habitual to him Clement must have written very differently about the L ower
L i fe. T he Invisible Spiri tual C hurch , the C ommunion ofSaints

,
is compared

to a chain of rings upheld by a magnet , vii. 2 . 9. It is the Church of the

First Born, P rotrept. ix . 82 .
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to the growing author i ty of the Bishop 1 . He rarely

ment ions the three orders of C lergy
z
, and never in con

nection w ith the Sacraments . The rich man shou ld

have a domest ic chaplain or sp iritual director, who i s to

be ‘a man of God 3 The unl earned brother is not to

trust h i s private j udgment , but the interpreter of Scrip

ture is no doubt the Gnosti c . The one office ass igned

to the Presbyter is that of making men better,
’

and this

i s also the special function of the Gnosti c .

I t seems most probable that at th is time, in the

Church of Alexandria, the Eucharist was not yet di s

1 S trom . 11. 1 3. 56 . C lement follows Hermas
,
Mana

’
. iv . 3, almost

verbally, though without naming his authority. H e supports this view
by H eb . x . 26 , 27. C lement nowhere expressly draws a distinction between
mortal and venial sins, but it is implied here and in S trom . vi. 1 2 . 97, where
he Speaks ofaw ait/ma 670-0 13, the first being conversion, the second repentance
for minor daily sins . It i s the firs t , repentance of mortal sin

,
that could

only be repeated once after baptism . It i s singular that in Q . D . S . he does
not enter upon the question. (I observe that in 39 the right reading is un
doubtedly 05s m) finevnve

’

xflat 7e
'

Aeov
,
0 1
3

370 3 00 For further
information see L ecture vi.

3 Bishop
,
Priest , and D eacon symbol ise the ‘three

Mansions
,
the three degrees of the Angel ic Hierarchy . i i i . 1 2 . 90 , Priest

and D eacon distinguished from Aamos : vii. 1 . 3, Priests exercise the

BeAn w
-
rmn, D eacons the vmjpen m) Geparreia : vi. 1 3. 1 0 6

,
Priests have

wpwrofcaeefipz
’

a
, sitting probably in a semicircle with the Bishop in thei r

centre round the east end of the church : P aea’. i . 6. 37, wome
’

ves éopév of

7631/ énxknmfix/ upon
'

yoziy evoz.
3 Q . D . S . 4 1 . P robst, S akramente, p . 261 , unhesitatingly identifies the

Man of God with the P riest. It i s just possible that we have here the same
admonition as in Origen, S el. in P salmos

,
H om. ii . 6 (L om . xii . p .

‘
tantummodo circumspice diligentius, cui debeas confiteri peccatum tuum .

P roba priusmedicum.

’
H e may mean that the chaplain is to be a priest, but

a worthy priest . But were there more than twelve priests in A lexandria,
and in any case can there have been enough to supply domestic chaplains to
all the rich men who needed them ? Ido not doubt that the chaplain i s to
be a Gnosti c who i s a judge in spiritual matters , S trom. vii. 7. 45. R ufinus

,

before his ordination, seems to have held such a post in the household of

Melania. Compare note above, p . 96. P robst
,
I may add, endeavours to

prove that the Gnostic is the P riest by combining what C lement says of the

Gnostic, ofMoses
,
ofthe L aw

,
and ofChris t the Shepherd.
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tinguished in time, ritual , or motive from the primitive

Supper of the Lord 1 . Of this
,
the Agape

,
the Love

Feast
,
or Banquet

,
there were two forms

,
the publ ic and

the private , the first cel ebrated at a fu l l gathering of the

brethren on fixed evenings in the church , the second in

private houses 3 .

1 This statement , that the E uchari st atAlexandria was not yet separated
from the Agape and that both were celebrated together in the evening, may

seem doubtful , and indeed Imake i t with some hesitation. Itmay be argued,
on the other side, (i ) That the separation was already made in the West , as
we see from Justin and Tertullian, and is found immediately after C lement’ s
time in Palestine

,
teste Origen . (i i) That the word E ucharist i s employed

by C lement for the E lements, S trom . i . 1 . 5, and for the rite, P aea’ . i i . 2 . 2 0 ;

S trom. iv . (i ii) That there was a morning service atA lexandria,
though we are not told that i t included the E ucharist, P aea’. i i . 1 0 . 96. O n

the other hand
, (i ) the L i turgy , so far as we can j udge, i s not nearly so

developed in C lement’s church as in that ofOrigen (i i ) the Agape in both
i ts forms i s distinctly mentioned

,
the E ucharis t as a separate office is

not (i ii ) the word E ucharist is employed of the Agape, P aul. i i . 1 0 .

96 . (iv) T heAgape is mentioned in the Sibylline O racles—O r. viii . 40 2 , 497,
temp . Trajan or Hadrian ; O r. v . 265, temp . Antoninus . P ius—while the

E ucharist is not see A lexandre, i i . 547. It i s true that both these authori

ties are anterior in date to C lement . (v) D rionysius ofA lexandria stil l uses of
the rite ofC ommunion the same word, éan

’

ams
, which in Clement means the

Agape
,
E us. ff. E . vi. 42 . 5, Katwpooevxc

'

bu az
’

zroi
’

s Italéan daewv 0n0w cbmyaav.

(vi ) L astly, I do not know of any passage in an O riental wri ter before
C lement ’ s time in which the E ucharist appears as a distinct and substan

tive office. In the D octrine of the Apostles H ilgenfeld observes upon the

word 0n1rA770 9fiz/a1 in chap . 1 0 , eucharistia vere coena communis nondum
separata ab Agape.

’

And from S ocrates, v. 2 2
,
i t appears that the Agape

l ingered on in the churches of Upper E gypt longer than elsewhere. W e

may infer from this perhaps that A lexandria also had clung to the primitive
usage after it had been abandoned by others .

3 T he public Agape is the finnw5qs éon
'

acm ofP aea
’

. i i . I . 1 2 . But we
read of7011 nenAmccS-ra , ioia

’
. 1 0 . This is the 50x73. Yet further the Feast

’

i s universal and dai ly, P aea'. i i . 1 0 . 96 , éane
'

pas 00 dvafl av
'

o
’

aoflaz lca97
’

1/ret

” 070 7011 00 7 t
'

a0
’

w ital 71070 0a? 7ai
’

s drroAafJO'

eaw efixapw n
’

av . Here
C lement obviously means the ordinary house supper . S o again, S tromxvii.
7. 49, at 11p0 7ijs 00 7 ¢daews 0117 613503 750V 7pa<pZ0V, tpaAuoi00Kaiflux/0 c napd.

éorfaow 1rp0 70 7 139 froc
’

rqs. N o priest can have been present in the vast
majority of cases ; the devotional exercises ofthe family and the thanks
giving ’ constituted the meal an E ucharist . T he phrase in Q . D . S . 2 3, m

i

na

Ita9
’

fiyépau 0V6¢600s deavaafas, may perhaps thus be explained . T he private
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The first was st i l l d isfigured by those excesses and

disorders
,
which St. Paul sharply rebuked , but a century

of d iscipl ine had not erad icated . I t was preceded by

reading of the Scriptures , psalms and hymns . After

this the Bread and Wine were blessed
, and then d is

tributed by the deacons 1 . Viands of every kind , often

costly and richly dressed , were provided by the l iberal ity

of the wealthier brethren . Clement does not attempt to

lay any puritanical restrictions upon soc ial enjoyment .

He enforces the rule prohibit ing the taste of blood or of

meat offered to idols , he explains the code of good

manners
,
and ins ists upon moderation . The Christ ian

must eat to l ive , not l ive to eat. He must not abuse the

Father
’ s gifts . He must show by precept and example

that the heavenly banquet is not the meat that perisheth ,
but love, that the beli ever

’

s true food i s Christ 3

All that C lement says upon this subj ect i s of the

highest value to those who wish to recast for themselves

a faithful image of the Church l ife of the end of the

Agape i s the ordinary evening meal also in C yprian , Ep . 63. 1 6. p . 71 4,

ed . Hartel . In a somewhat later time the clergy appear to have been gene
rally but not always present at the 50x73, which has become a charity dinner ,
to which especial ly poor old women were invited, C onst. Ap . i i . 28 . T he

Council of L aodicea prohibited the Agape in churches, can . 28, and in

private houses , can. 58 . Mansi
,
i i i . 563. H efele.

‘H oc modo in totum
eucharistia ab agapis distincta et separata fuit

,

’ Bohmer , D issertationes
j uris E ccles. L ipsiae, 171 1 , diss . iv . T he consecration ofthe E ucharist by
laymen was not unknown in T ertullian’

s church, E xam/t. C ast. vii .
1 Supper followed the E ucharist

, see P aea
’
. ii. I . 1 1 , 71070. 70V 011 A679:

7pv<pfim T he deacons carried round the supper as wel l as the consecrated
bread and wine see the following words

,
azira

'

DV
,
039 eiwefv

,

7739 o
’

mpaat
’

as 7rp09 750V acanévwv.

3 T he description ofthe Agape will be found at the opening ofP aea
’
. 11.

For a similar and equal ly graphic account ofthe coarse vulgarity ofA lex
andrine luxury , see Philo, D e Vita C ont. 5 (i i . T he contrast between

the heathen man of the world and the C hristian gentleman as drawn by
C lement is most instructive.
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to you the knowledge ofGod . I give to you my perfect

Self.
’

Christ ’s own Sacr ifice, the charter of His High

Priesthood
,
i s the condit ion of His sacramental agency .

But what i s the spec ial boon that H e conveys in that

supreme moment , when His sacrifice co-operates with

ours , when
‘in fai th ’ we partake 1 of the nourishment

wh ich He bestows ? Not forgiveness— that gift i s be

stowed in the laver of Regenerat ion
,
and i f lost must be

regained by the stern sacrament of Penance— but incor

ruption , immortal ity
3

. The Bread , the Wine mingled

with Water
,
are an a l legory . The Blood of the Lord

i s twofo ld . One i s fleshly , whereby we have been ran

somed from corruption — in Bapt ism one i s spi ri tual
,

with this we have been anointed — in the Euchari st .

The Body is Faith , the Blood i s Hope, which is as i t

were the l ifeblood of Faith .

‘This i s the Flesh and

Blood of the Lord , the apprehension of the Divine

power and essence .
’

The Blood of His S on cleanseth

from all s in . For the doctrine of the Lord which is

very strong is cal led His Blood 3

T he elements are
‘hal lowed food ’ ‘the meat of

babes , that i s to say the Lord J esus , that i s to say the

Word of God, i s sp i rit made flesh
,
hal lowed flesh from

heaven These phrases have been interpreted in very

1 P aea
’
. 11 . 2 . 2 0

,
of [card y eraAa/ad ow es.

3 P aea
’
. i i . 2 . 1 9 ; i i i . I . 2 .

3 For these four quotations see P aea’. 11 . 2 . 1 9 ; i . 6. 38 ; S trom . v . 1 0 .

66 ; Ao
’
uma. in Ep . [ oan . f . p . 1 0 0 9. I quote the last book always with

hesitation.

4 S trom. iv. 26 . 1 61 ; P aea
’
. i . 6 . 43. T he two opposing views are

maintained by D 011inger, D ie E uclzaristie in den a
’

rei ersten j alzrb., Mainz ,
1 8 26

,
and P robst , L iturgie, on the one hand

,
and by H ofling, D ie L eltre

a
’
er altesten [ (irc/ze oom Opfer int L eben una

’

C ultus, E rlangen, 1 85 1 .

Upon the whole H ofling’

s view appears to me to be correct . But I must
in fairness add

,
what Ido not remember to have seen mentioned, that the
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different senses . One writer sees in them the doctrine

ofTransubstantiat ion
,
another the doctrine of Zwinglius.

Those who read Clement as a whol e , who reflect upon

his strong ant ithesis of the l etter, the flesh
,
to the spiri t

,

who take into due account his language
.

on the subj ect

ofPriest and Sacrifice , and his emphat ic declaration that

knowledge is our reasonabl e food wi l l be incl ined to

think that the latter V i ew is far nearer to the t ruth .

Christ i s present in the Eucharist as Gnosis
,

‘in the

heart
,
not in the hand .

’ The Elements are a symbol , an

al legory 3, perhaps a vehicle , an instrument , inasmuch as

they are ordained by Christ H imself
,
and to subst itute

doctrine ofthe R eal Presence i s stated , E xcerpta, 82 , 5 d
’

p70 9 frat 70 0Aa¢ov

dyad§e7at 723 5v1/0
’

111 01 708 0V0pa7 09 00 751 01075 narci 70 cpawéy evou ofa

0M
'

7cp977, dime
}

. 5vvdpa ei9 5151/a/xw nvevparucfiv pe7aBe
’

BA77
-
rat. And the

precise idea of transubstantiation was familiar to Clement, P aea’. i . 6. 40 ,

udaxec 50 T 7
\

] U ue7aBOA17V ira7o
’

1 710 1071770. 00 icaT
’

O i
’

mt
'

av. H e i s speaking of
the change ofthe mother’ s blood into milk

,
and his point is that the Fai th

ofthe L ower L i fe i s the same in substance as the Gnosis of the Higher. It

i s barely possible that there may be also some allusion to the E lements , but
Ido not think there i s .

1 S trom. v . 1 1 . 70 , Ao
‘
yuc0z/ fulfil Bpé

’

zpa 7}71400 19 : i . 1 0 . 46, TM 57) (pdywjuev

Ao'

ymc
'

bs z v . 1 0 . 66
, Bpa

'

zims yap [cal 1760 19 7 0 17 Oefov Aoyou yvc
'

00'1
'

9 01771 759

901
’

a9 000 1
’

a9 : Aa
’

umo. in Ep. ] oan . p . 1 0 1 1
,
sanguis quod est cognitio .

There i s ' a remarkable departure from the ordinary symbol ism in the very
obscure passage, P aul. i i . 2 . 19, 20 . C lement’ s drift i s that those are to

be prai sed who ab stain from wine altogether
,
and he i llustrates this by the

mixed chalice. T he Wine i s the Blood , the symbol of R edemption, Bap
tism

, Fai th, and D iscipline ; the Water i s the Spirit
,
the better gift .

2 P aea
’
. i i . 2 . 32 , afy a 1 739 dy fl ék ov, 70V Ko

'

you T 0V weptnoAAEZzV énxedpevov

029 (£00s dyap
‘m

'

GV eégbpoaévns (£
1

w dAAqyopeZ
’

Volga : i . 6 . 47, ifydp ital

00x? cik kq
’

yopei
‘
rat. Much depends on the meaning of the word

A llegory and the purpose ofthe A lexandrine D isciplina A rcani. O n this
I shal l speak in L ecture iv . Itmay be noticed here that C lement mentions
the kiss of peace, P aed. i i i . 1 1 . 8 1 the practi ce of anointing the eyes with
a drop of the wine from the lips (a bare allusion) , P aed. i i . 1 2 . 1 29 ; and

tells us , S trom. i . 1 . 5, that some clergymen made the communicant take
his piece of bread instead of giving i t to him ,

lest they should become
partakers in the sin of the unworthy recipient ; see P robst , L iturgie,
PP 1 35 sqq.
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any other figure for the one so ordained is heresy. But

the vei l
,
though a holy th ing because i t b elongs to the

sanctuary, i s not the mystery that i t shrouds , the al le

gory i s not the truth that i t bodies forth .

The chief art icl e of the Chri stian Gnosis w as that of

the Futu re Life. I t was as interest ing to Pagans as to

Christians . What wi l l become of the sou l after death ?
’

asks Plot inus
,
as he enters upon th is un iversal ly fascinat

ing theme . T he immortal i ty of the sou l was pos it ively

den ied by none but the ‘godless Epicureans .
’

But the

doctrine of the Resurrect ion was pecul iar to the Church ,

and, whi le i t strengthened her ho ld upon the masses ,

was a great stumbl ing- block in the way of the educated .

The Platonist looked upon the body as the dungeon of

the sou l
,

’

and cou ld not understand how any pious man

should expect a good God to renew and perpetuate that

degrading bondage.

Within the Church itself there was some vari ety and

much confusion of thought . Tertull ian and many others

held that the soul itself was material 1 . From this fol

lowed the terr ibl e bel ief of Tatian
,
that it d ies with the

body , and i s raised again with the body, by an act of

D ivine power, for an eternity of suffering or joy . Others ,

espec ial ly Arabian Christ ians , held that after d i ssol u tion

the soul sleeps unconscious
,
t i l l awakened to l ife by the

restoration of i ts organism . But the majority bel ieved

in an inter-med iate yet conscious state of existence in

Hades or Paradise , extending to the D ay of Judgment
,

1 A Montanis t sister in one of her visions saw a soul tenera et lucida et
acru coloris et forma per omnia humana,

’

D eA nima , 9. Tatian’ s doctrine
in O ratio ao

’
Graecos

,
1 3. For the A rabians

,
E us. H . E . vi . 37; R ede

penning , O rigenes, i i . 1 0 5 sqq . T he l/z vxorraVI/vxfa may perhaps be found
also in Athenagoras , D e R es. 16

, though O tto thinks not.
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There were differences of opin ion again as to the

nature
,
obj ect , durat ion , of the sufferings that await the

wicked in the l ife to come
,
especial ly among the outlying

sects . The Valent inians , as we have seen
,
taught con

ditional immortal i ty
,

’

and regarded the future l ife as a

state of education, of progress through an ascending

seri es of seven heavens . The Clement ine H omilies, a

work composed under strong Judai c influences , expresses

different views in different places . In one the s inner is

warned that eternal torments awai t him in the l ife to

come. In another S t. Peter proclaims that those who

repent
,
however grievous thei r offences, wil l be chastised

but for a t ime
,
that those who repent notwill be tortu red

for a season and then annih i lated 1 . The Church at large

bel ieved in an etern ity of bl iss or ofwoe. Yet among

the Montan ists prayers and oblat ions were offered up on

behalf of the departed
,
and i t was thought that these

sacrifices cou ld in certain cases quicken the compassion
of God towards those who had died in sin . The widow

prayed that her lost husband
’ s pangs might be al leviated,

and that she might share with him in the First R esurrec

t ion . Perpetua
,
the matron l i ly of martyrs

,
in that jai l

which seemed to be a palace whil e her baby was at her

breast , cried formercy upon the sou l ofher l itt l e brother,

who had died unbaptised 3 .

1 E ternal torments in i . 7 xi . 1 1 the other view in i i i . 6 .

3 Tertullian , D eM onogamia ,
1 0

, the widow prays for her husband
’ s soul

enimvero et pro anima eius orat
, et refrigerium interim adpostulat ci et in

prima resurrectione consortium , etoffert annuis diebus dormitionis eius D e

C or. M il. 3,
‘
oblationes pro defunctis, pro natalitiis, annua die facimus ’

(here he rests the usage on tradi tion, and noton Scripture : but he may mean
only that the oblation i s not scriptural as the use of prayer i s sanctioned by
2 T im . i . see also D e E xfiort. C ast. 1 1 . All these treatises are Mon

tanist according to Miinter. Montanist also in the opinion of Valesius are
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Clement never composed h is promised treat ise on the

Resurrect ion , and i t i s notalways easy to attach a definite

meaning to his al lus ive styl e . But the general outl ine of

his teaching is sufficiently clear . H e rejects with scornful

brevity the fancies of Chi l iasm 1
. T he Resurrection body

i s not‘this flesh ,
’ but

,
as St . Paul taught , a glorified frame,

related to that which we now possess as the grain of corn

to the new ear, devoid in particular of the dist inctions of

sex
3

. The change is wrought by fire. Even Christ rose

through fire.

’ Fire is here the agent not of chastise

ment , but of that mysterious subl imation by which our

organism is fitted for existence in a new sphere .

For the s inner the fire burns with a fiercer intens ity
,

because it has a harsher office . It is the pang of un

sat isfied lusts that gnaw the sou l itself for want of food ,
the sting of repentance and shame, the sense of loss . I t

the Acta of St . Perpetua. As to the latter i t should be observed that the
l i ttle brother D inocrates for whom Perpetua intercedes had certainly died
unbaptised . For his father was a Pagan—Perpetua herself was baptised in
the prison—and the effect ofher prayer is that D inocrates i s admitted to the
benefits of baptism .

‘I saw D inocrates coming forth from a dark place
very hot and thirsty, squal id of face and pall id of hue And hard by
where he stood was a tank full of water, the margin whereof was higher
than the stature of the child, and he stood on tiptoe as i f he would drink .

’

Again, ‘on the day on which we lay in the stocks
,

’

she prays
, and sees

D inocrates cleansed , dressed, and cool, drinking eagerly of the water .
‘Then I knew that he was released from pain.

’ Further
, the privilege of

intercession is granted to Perpetua by revelation as a special mark of favour.
S o C lement appears to restrict it to the Gnosti c . T he practice of prayer for
the dead was certainly uncommon atthe end ofthe second century . It i s not
found in O rigen, for in R om. ix . 1 2 i s confessedly from the hand ofR ufinus.

1 S trom . vii. 1 2 . 74 , the Gnostic, 7EW icooyw cé
’

w naf70 1 Oefwzl 0
'

V7w1/ 01ra7

yexrav xa7epe
~

ya7to<pp6vnoem Guerike considers that these words refer to
C hiliasm ,

i i . p . 163 .

3 P aea
’
. i . 4 . 1 0 ; 6 . 46. In this last passage i t is said that C hrist rose

‘through fire, ’ which changes the natural into the spiritual body, as earthly
fire changes wheat into bread . But the resuirection body may still be
called flesh, P aea’. i i . 1 0 . 1 0 0 ii i . 1 . 2 .
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i s m inistered not by fiends but by good angels 1
,
i t i s

al l ev iated by the prayers of the saints on earth 3 .

There can I th ink be no doubt (though it has been

doubted) that C lement al lowed the poss ibi l ity of repent

ance and amendment t i l l the Last D ay . At that final

Assize there wi ll be found those who , l ike A ridaeus 3, are

incurable
,
who wil l sti l l rej ect , as man always can rej ect

,

the proffered grace. But he nowhere expressly l imits

probat ion to this brief l ife . All his theory of punish

ment ’1 , which is strictly Platonic , for he hardly ever

quotes Scripture ln th is connect ion 5 , points the same

way . And many passages might be adduced which

prove how his maxims are to be appl ied .

‘Let them

be chastised
,

’ he says of the ‘deaf serpents ’ who refuse

to hear the vo i ce of the charmer,
‘by God, enduringHis

paternal correction before the Judgment
,
ti l l they be

ashamed and repent In that fiery trial even Sodom

1 S trom. v . 1 4 . 90 ; vii. 2 . 1 2 .

3 T he Gnostic, 0in7eip0 1 7 009 71 0757. eo
'

warov 1ra15ev0/xe
'

vov9 5rd 7739 icokdd ews
c
’

movafws éfol wk o
'

yovy e
'

vovs
,
S trom. vii. 1 2 . 78. Yet Clement does not ex

pressly say that he prays for them .

3 S trom. v . 14. 90 : in iv. 24. 1 54 the fai thless
’

are as the chaff which
the wind driveth away.

1 T he object ofnéAams is threefold—amendment
,
example, and protection

of the weak , S trom. i . 26. 1 68 ; iv . 24 . 1 54 ; vi. 1 2 . 99. T he distinction
between nék ams and 7171p 0 , S trom . iv. 14 . 1 53 P aea

’
. i . 8. 70 , the latter

is the rendering of evil for evil , and this is not the desire of God. Both
xéAaozs and rrpwpfa are spoken ofin S trom. v . 14 . 90 , but this i s not to be
pressed , for in S trom . vi. 14 . 1 0 9 the distinction between the words is
dropped and both signi fy purgatorial chastisement.

3 Isaiah iv . 4 is quoted, P aea’. i i i . 9. 48 , and C or. i . 3. 1 0 - 1 3, S trom .

v. 4 . 26.

3 S trom. v11. 16. 1 0 2 . R epentance i s attributed to the dead again in

S trom. vi. 14. 1 0 9. If it be asked wnic/z repentance C lement speaks of

here (see note above, p . the instance ofSodom and Gomorrha, Aa
’
umo.

in Ep . j ua
’

ae, p . 1 0 0 8
, is very strong . It rests upon E z ekiel xvi . 33, 55, and

i s employed by O rigen in the same way. E ven stronger is the language of

S trom . vii. 2 . 1 2
,
17a15ez50 6 19 7009 0710 1rAe

'

0V dunkmfcérm infitdgow ac



https://www.forgottenbooks.com/join
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brought forth thirty, or s ixty
,
or a hundredfold , yet

have fal len short ofwhat they might have been— mount

no higher than this 1 . But the Gnosti c, scal ing from

glory up to glory , wil l attain at last to the stature of the

perfect man, and find rest upon the holy mountain of

God,
the C hurch that is above all. There in the change

less Ogdoad , a name borrowed from the Valent inian by

the Catho l ic , as indeed is the greater part of this descrip
t ion

,
he shal l dwel l for ever with Christ , the God and

Guard ian of h is faith and love , beholding the Father no

longer ‘i n a glass darkly,
’ but with the d i rect unclouded

vision ofa pure heart, in l ight that never fades 3 .

Cle
'

ment speaks of this final consummation as Rest .

But it i s the rest ofGod
,
who ceases not from doing

good 3 .

’

There is no absorption
,
no confus ion of subj ect

and obj ect. It is the rest not of unity but of perfect

s imilarity, perfect reciproci ty, the polar rest of a soul

energising in unimpeded knowledge and love . Farther

than this C lement does not dare to pry into the sanctuary

ofLight . I say no more glorifying the Lord
‘1

to the three divisions of the Temple, to the three kinds of seed
,
S trom. vi .

14 . 1 1 4 , to the three grades ofthe hierarchy, vi. 1 3. 1 07.

1 This seems to be clearly meant in S trom. iv. 1 8. 1 14 vi. 14 . 1 0 8, 1 14 ;

cp. also E cl. P rop/i. 56. But if so, the poena a
’

amni never wholly ceases ,
S trom. vi. 14 . 1 0 9.

3 S trom. iv. 25. 1 58 ; vi. 14. 1 0 8 ; vi1. 1 0 . 56, 57.

3 S trom. vi . 1 2 . 1 0 4.

S trom. vii. 3. 1 3.



L E C T U R E IV .

Again the hinga
’
om of heaven is lihe unto treasure hia

’
in afi eld the

which when a man hath founa
’ he hia

’
eth

,
and for j oy thereof <goeth and

selleth all thathe hath, and huy eth thatfi eld—S T . MATT . xiii . 44 .

CL E ME N T as we have seen i s a phi losopher of a

desultory and eclect ic type and so far as the needs

of his tranqu i l spirit led him on. Egypt is his world ,

Gnost icism his one trouble . Origen had travel led to

Rome in the West and Bostra in the East
,
and had

found everywhere the clash of arms . But apart from this

he was not one of those who discover the rifts in their

harness only on the morning of the battl e . His sceptical

intel ligence pries unbidden into every defect , and antic i

pates the host i le thrust . H e stands to his arms for l ife

or death , l ike a Dominican theo logian of the th irteenth

century
,
or an English divine of the nineteenth . T he

range of his activity is amaz ing . He is the first great

scho lar
,
the first great preacher

,
the first great devot ional

writer
,
the first great commentator

,
the first great

dogmati st . But he is nothing else . Already we have

entered upon the joyless age of erudition. The beauties

of Hellen i sm
,
in which Clement st i l l del ighted

,
are a

withered flower
,
and Christian art i s as yet unborn .

The l ife ofOrigen extended from 1 85 A . D . to 254 A .D . ,

from the reign of Commodus to that of Valerian and

Gal l ienus . During this long and eventfu l period h is

act ivity was constant , varied and d istinguished , and

friends and enemies , both equal ly ardent , have left us

large material s for his biography . It i s impossible here

I 2



6 , O rigen. [L ect.

to deal exhaust ively with a subj ect so wide . We must

content ourselves with touching upon the most charac

teristic features 1

He was
' ‘by race an Egyptian ,

’

a Copt
,
one of the

chi ldren of the soi l
,
despised by the Greek co lonists for

thei r animal -worsh ip and thei r petu lant turbulence, and

treated even by the upright Roman law on the footing

of s laves . S on as he was of Christian parents he yet

bore the name of one of h is country’ s deit i es , O rigenes,

ch i ld of H or
,
the god of Light 2. From his blood he

drew that fiery ardour which long tribu lat ion softened

but could not quench . He was a martyr by race
,
but a

stern school ing was needed before he learned to drink

the cup as God had mixed it for him . When his father

For fuller informat ion about the biography ofOrigen the reader should
consult Thomasins, R edepenning , or H uet . D eni s , P hilosophie d’

O rzlgene,
i s a most valuable aid to the study of his system of doctrine. D r. H ar

mack ’s D ogmengesehiehte i s also very useful . R edepenning , i i . 472 , gives a
l ist of editions . The special literature will be found in Moller’s article in
Herzog , in N itz sch, D ogmengesehiehte, orin U eberweg, Gruna

’
riss a

’
er Gesch.

a
’
er P hilosophie. All my references are to the edition ofL ommatz sch

, the.

volume and page have been noted where i t seemed desirable.

2 G . J . Voss was the first who gave the right derivation of the name of

O rigen ; R edepenning , i . 42 1 . Suidas, E rasmus, H alloix, Cave were satis
fied with the impossible etymology , ‘born in the mountains . ’ Origen i s
commonly spoken of by the by-name Adamantins, which , according to
Photius , C od. 1 1 8 , means the same as D octor Irrefragabilis, {in daapav

-

n
’

vozs

Bea/wig éq
é

/ceoav oils av 57
’

70
‘
6t6 Aé‘yovs, according to Jerome denotes his inde

fatigable capacity for labour (hence Jerome also calls him
according to Huet the firmness with which he stood like a rock against
Heretics . For the heathen philosopher of the same name see Porphyry,
Vita P lotini, 20 E unapius, Vita P orphy rii, p . 457 R uhnken, D im.philo

logica d
’
e vita et scriptis L ongini, in his ed. of L onginus , O xford, 1 80 6.

E piphanias endeavoured to save the reputation of Origen by inventing
a second author ofthe same name, to whom be ascribed the more heterodox
art icles of O rigenism , H aer . lxi i i . I ; lxiv. 3. The Praedestinati auctor,
H aer. 42 , calls this phantom heresiarch Syrus sceleratissimus, and adds
a third Origen, who denied the R esurrection. See Huet , O rigeniana,
i . 1 . 7.
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He sold the manuscr ipts of the Greek classics , wh ich he

hadwritten outwith loving care, for a trifling pension,
in

order that he might be able to teach without a fee , and

subj ected h imself for some years to the severest d iscipl ine

by night and day . This was the t ime of his bondage to

the letter . He would carry out with severest fidel ity

the precept of the Saviour
,

‘provide neither gold nor

s i lver neither two coats
,
neither shoes .

’

He went , as

i s wel l known
,
even farther than th is

,
and did what was

condemned at once by the who lesome sever i ty of the

Roman law
,
and the conscience

,
i f not the actual ord in

ance of the Church . This error too he learned to

renounce , but not whol ly nor frankly, for to the last he

looked with a sombre eye on the affect ions of the flesh .

Rebel l ion is the th ird temptation ofundisciplined zeal
,

and th is charge also may be laid to Origen
’

s account .

Here unhappi ly our materials are too. scanty for a clear

and d ispass ionate j udgment . The bare facts are that in

the year 2 15 Origen, being then at Cae sarea
,
accepted

the invitat ion of Alexander
,
Bishop of J erusalem

,
and

T heoctistus, Bishop of Caesarea, to expound the Scrip

tures before the assembly of the Church
,
though as yet a

layman
,
and that in 2 28 he was ordained at the same

place by the same Bishops . W e cannot tel l how far

these acts were in vio lation of the existing discipline .

Both were lawful in Palestine , both were regarded by

Demetrius as unlawful . If the ru le was more stringent

at Alexandria, i t was possibly a recent innovation . W e

do not know how far the dispute was compl icated by

the character of the Patriarch
,
by the teach ing and

conduct of Origen , or by the pecul iar pos ition of the

Alexandrine Presbytery . But it is s ignificant that the



IV J II9

extreme penalty of degradat ion was carri ed only by the

vo ices of the newly created suffragan bishops
,
against

the incl inat ion of the priests . These latter could not but

sympathise with a victim of the same usurpation that

lay so heavy on themselves .

For ourpresent purpose the importance of the incident

is that i t marks the final renunciation by Origen of that

narrow legal spirit
,
which leads by many paths to the

one goal of servitude . He was l earning in strange and

unexpected ways the true meaning of the Christ ian

sacrifice . He had been wil l ing and eager to ‘give his

body to be burned,
’ he had ‘given all his goods to feed

the poor ,
’

and his reward had been not the martyr

crown but the martyr Spir it , ‘love wh ich beareth all

th ings .
’

N ow
,
when he had found his true career in

indefatigable labour for the Word ofGod, and sought to

sanctify his to i l and enlarge his influence by the name

and authority of a priest , what he sought was given to

him
,
but at the cost of banishment and obloquy. Such

disc ipl ine was needed before this high impat i ent spirit

could obey with doc i l i ty the bridle ofGod.

Many years before th is it had become manifest in

what di rection Providence was leading him . As a chi ld

he had received by his father
’

s care not only a minute

knowledge of Scripture, a great part ofwhich he learned

by heart , but a thorough training in what was cal l ed the

encyclic discipline— the grammar
,
rhetori c and science

which formed the ordinary educat ion ofa youth ofgood

family. Hebrew
,
a rare accomplishment , and philo

sophy 1
,
he acquired whi le so absorbed in school work

Origen does not name the professor whose lectures he attended . T he

bel ief that it was Ammonius Saccas rests upon the statement ofP orphyry.
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that he could find time for study only by curtai l ing the

hours of s leep . His l iterary act ivity began in 2 23, when

he would be thi rty - eight years old,
and cont inued inces

santly to the end of hi s l ife . Like many other men of

studious habits he found the labour of compos it ion ‘

i rksome
,
but Ambrosius a wealthy and intel l igent man

whom Origen had reclaimed from Gnost ic ism ,
cont inual ly

spurred him on
,
and overcame the phys ical d ifficulty by

providing h im with a number of shorthand writers and

copyists . From this t ime his labours were unremitt ing.

‘The work of correction ,
’ he says in one of his letters ,

‘l eaves us no t ime for supper
,
or.after supper for exerc ise

and repose . Even at these t imes we are compel led to

debate quest ions of interpretat ion and to emend MSS .

Even the n ight cannot be given up altogether to the

needfu l refreshment of sleep
,
for our discuss ions extend

far into the evening . I say nothing about our morn ing

labour continued from dawn to the ninth or tenth hour .

For all earnest students devote this t ime to study of the

Scriptures and reading 1

Such was his l ife during the progress of the H exapla,

and indeed at all t imes . The volume of writ ing thus

produced was enormous . But it is evident that no man

can accomplish the best work oflWhiCh he is capable

under these conditions , harassed by the demands of

P orphyry , who was an excellent man
,
no doubt spoke in good faith

,

but he has c onfused the heathen O rigen whom he once knew with the

C hristian O rigen whom he can never have known , and therefore no weight
at all can be attached to what he says . T he teacher may wel l have been
Ammonius, but it i s by no means certain. For even i f that distinguished
man was already in the chair , it appears from the opening oftheE unuehus
ascribed to L ucian, that ata great school thereweretwo professors . ofeach of
the four sects of philosophy. Their stipend was drachmas perannum .

See notes in H einichen on E usebius
, H . E . vi . 19.

1 From the Epistle to a Friend aboutAmbrosius
,
in L omm . xvii . p . 5.
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const ituted Origen the unofficial representat ive , arbiter ,
peacemaker of the Eastern Church . A provincial

governor consu lts him on affai rs of the soul , the

Christ ian or half- Christian Emperor Ph i l ip corresponds

with him
,
the Empress Mother Mammaea summons h im

to Ant ioch and provides h im with a guard of honour 1 .

The Churches of Achaea and Arabia make him their

umpire
, and peace fo l lows his award . In the furnace .of

affl ict ion he has grown to be one of those magnetic

natures that test the capac i ty for love and venerat ion

in every one that comes with in their Sphere .

Origen had long learned to acqu iesce in the prevalent

view of the E asterns that martyrdom invo lves a h igh

responsibi l i ty
,
that the Christian has no r ight either to

fl ing away his l ife or to fix the gui lt of blood upon the

powers ordained of God .

’ The Church would gladly

have restricted th is Olympian contest to her chosen

athletes . Hence he quitted Alexandria during the Fury

of Caracal la, which though not special ly d irected against

Christ ians , no doubt involved them . Once again he fled

from the persecut ion of Maximin to Caesarea of Cappa

doc ia, where in the house of Jul iana he whi led away the

stormy days in labou r upon the H exapla . What thoughts

solaced him during th is dry and gigant i c task we know

from the treat ise on Martyrdom , composed at th is time

for the benefit of his fr iend Ambros ius
,
who had been

thrown into prison , a go lden book
’ i t has been cal l ed

1 T he date ofthe interview with Mammaea i s doubtful . Baronius, T ille
mont and D e la R ue (see Huet ) place i t in 2 1 8 . R edepenning, i . 372 , in z 23

this is Huet ’ s own opinion. Aubé
, pp . 30 6 sqq. throws it forward to 232 ,

on the ground that i t was after the ordination ofO rigen, but Iam notaware
what reason he hasfor this statement . O n the vexed quest ion ofthe relation
ofPhilip to Chri stiani ty see Huet and Aubé, pp . 470 sqq.
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with truth
,
for it touches not a s ingle false note . A t

last his own summons came . He was incarcerated in

the persecut ion of Decius
,
and treated with a severity

which shattered h is frame al ready enfeebled by labour

and old age.

H e was buried in Tyre
,
where for centuries his tomb ,

in the wal l behind the high al tar , formed the chief orna

ment of the magnificent cathedral of the Ho ly Sepulchre.

Tyre was wasted by the Saracens , but even to th is day ,

it is said
,
the poor fishermen

,
whose hovels occupy the

s it e of that c ity of palaces , po int to a shattered vault

beneath which l i e the bones of O riunus 1

We may consider his voluminous and many- sided

works under three heads— Textual Critic ism
,
E xegesis ,

and Rel igious Ph i losophy . The first of these does not

properly fal l within the scope of our enquiry, but a brief

not i ce may be permitted for the sake of the side - l ight

which it throws upon the character of our author

H e devoted much time and labour to the text of the

N ew Testament , which was already disfigured by corrup
tions ,

‘some aris ing from the carelessness of scribes ,
some from the evi l l i cence of emendation

,
some from

arbitrary omissions or interpolations
z

.

’ Already the

record s were perverted in numberless passages
,
not only

by Gnostic audacity
,
but by those minor variat ions

which constitut’e what are known as the Western and

Alexandrine famil ies . Between errors of the latter class

and the genuine reading he had no means of deciding

except the peri lous canon of intrinsic probab i l ity, which

1 I owe this fact to D r. W estcott
’

s article, O rigen and the beginnings of
C hristian P hilosophy , in the C ontemporary R eview forMay, 1 879.

2 [ n Matth. xv. 14 (L om. i ii .
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he appl ies with much acuteness , but at the same time

with severe caut ion 1
. All that he co uld hope was to

purify his own MS . or MSS .

2

(for he used more than

one
,
and those of different famil ies) from manifest fau lts

of transcript ion and from recent and obvious deprava

t ions . This he effected w ith care and abi l i ty . T he

E xemplaria A damantii acqu ired the authori ty of a

standard
,
and derived add itional importance from the

fact that a copy was presented by Eusebius to the

Emperor Constant ine . But Origen
’

s fame as a criti c

rests chiefly upon the H exapla . In controversy with

the J ews the Christian disputant was constantly baffled

by the retort
,
that the passages on which he rel ied were

not found
,
or were otherwise expressed

,
in the Hebrew .

Several new translations or recensions of the who l e or

part of the LXX had been produced , in which the

d iscrepancies of the Alexandrine Vers ion from the

original were brought into strong reli ef. Origen saw

c l early the whol e of the difficult ies involved
,
and with

1 See the D iss. eritiea de C od. V E ating. O rigenis in Griesbach , Opus
eula Aeademiea , vol. i . O rigen sometimes makes conjectures in his
C ommentaries, but never admitted them into his text . Thus he thought
the words thou shal t . love thy neighbour as thyself ’ spurious in Matt . xix .

19 (see In M atth. xv . but he does notventure to expunge them . H e sup
ports the reading I‘epyem

’

v v in Matt . vii i . 2 8 and the paral lel passages, but i t
i s doubtful whether he actually inserted it in his MS . see [ n j oan . vi. 24

R edepenning , i i . 1 84 note ; and Ti schendorf. Bethabara he found in some
copies . In R om . v . 14 the majority of his MSS . omitted the [ n R om .

v . 1 (L om . vi . There were bolder critics in his t ime. S ome wished
to set aside the story of D ives and L azarus , [ n j oan . xxxi i . 13 (L om . i i .

the words to -day thou shal t be with me in Paradise,
’

In j oan .

xxxu . 19 (L om . i i . and the advice given to slaves , 1 C or. vii . 2 1 , [ n
R om. i . 1 (L om. vi.

2 R edepenning , i i . 1 82 sqq. ; Griesbach , p . 2 40 . T he latter scholar
pointed out that the text ofMark used by O rigen forIn M atth. wasWestern ,

while that quoted in the In j oan . i s A lexandrine. See Gregory, P ro
legomena to Ti schendorf, p . 189 Westcott and Hort

,
p . 1 1 3.
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Again he was hampered by prej udice . He regarded the

L X X as an independent and inspired authority
,
and

, l ike

Just in
,
accounted for i ts variat ion from the Hebrew by

sing that the latter had been del iberately fals ified

by the J ews 1 . In th is way he explained the absence

from the Canon of the Apocryphal Books . On one

occas ion he had employed in a publ ic debate doctrinal

proofs taken from the History of Susanna. This drew

upon him an epistle from Jul ius Africanus
,
in which it

was shown with great force and ingenu ity that this addi

tion to the Book of Dani el could not have been com

posed in H ebrew 2
. Origen with much learn ing and

some l ittl e warmth refused to be convinced , but the

honour of arms remained with Africanus , whose letter

indeed is a s ignal refutation of the epithets ‘credulous
’

and
‘uncrit ical

’

so often applied to the age in which , and

the men by whom
,
the Canon of the N ew Testament was

settled .

O f the stately H exapla t ime has spared us nothing

but a gleaning of scattered fragments . T he original MS .

perished probably when
’

the l ibrary of Caesarea was

destroyed by the Arabs in the middle of the seventh

century, and its immense size— it consisted of not l ess

than fifty great ro l ls ofparchment - must have prevented

its ever being copied as awhole, though the revised LXX

he refers , D eut . xxn . 23
—26. It i s evident from the E p. ad Afric. that

O rigen could notwalk alone in Hebrew. Hence Boherellus inferred Ori
gemem hebraice plane nescivisse.

’

See R osenmiiller, i i i . 63 . 23. 1 53.

1 Justin
,
Trypho, 71 O tto , p . 256.

2 T he chief point urged by Africanus is the play ofwords av os axiom,

wpivos wpfms. O rigen struggles against this cogent argument in the Ep . ad

Afric. But in a Fragment from S trom . x . (L om . xvii . p . 74 ) he admits
that if the paronomasia does not exist in Hebrew the objection i s fatal .
T he if i s not critical but theological . See S chiirer, p . 717.
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was circulated separately, and indeed stil l ex ists in a

Syriac translat ion .

1 But ofthe exegetic work ofO rigen

considerable mass is st i l l extant , partly in the

authen in Lat in translat ions . The

surviving remains cover a large part both of the Old

and of the New Testaments , and afford ample material

for j udging the method and substance of his teaching.

Yet they are but a portion of what he accompl ished .

In the form of Scho l ia
,
Homilies or Commentar ies he

expounded nearly every book ln the Bible
,
and many

books were treated in all three ways .

The Schol ia 2 were brief annotat ions , such as are com

mouly found on the margin of anc ient MSS . T he

Homil ies and Commentari es require a fu l ler not i ce .

Already the old prophesyings and speaking with

tongues , except among the Montanist sectaries , have

d isappeared before the growing reverence for Scripture

and the increasing stringency of disc ipl ine. Their place
1 T he Syro-Hexaplar text i s probably nearly all in existence, though till

allthe Fragments have been published it cannot be known what deficiencies
may exist . See the art icles Versions in D iet. of Bible by T regelles and

Sy rischeB iheliihersetzungen by N estle in Herz og Field C eriani , C odex
Sy ro

- hexaplaris Amhrosianus, Milan, 1 874 L agarde, V. T . ah O rigene
recensitifrag . apud Sy ros servata quinque, G

'

ottingen, 1 880 D r. T . Skat
R oerdam, L ihrij udieum et R uth, H auniae, 1 861 the last-named authority
gives full and elaborate prolegomena.

2 Jerome, P reface to his translation of the H omilies on E z ehiel
,
Scias

O rigenis opuscula in omnem S cripturam esse triplicia. P rimum eius
E xcerpta, quaeGraece oxéxta nuncupantur, in quibus ea quae sibi videbantur
obscura atque habere al iquid difficultatis summatim breviterque perstrinxit.

’

In the Preface to his Comm . on Matthew,
Jerome calls them ‘

commaticum

interpretandigenus.
’

T he word U npa
’

wms
‘
,
which also occurs , appears to be

used in the general sense of notes ,
’ which were sometimes perhaps oxéAca ,

sometimes extracts from the C ommentaries orHomilies , O rigeniana, i i i . 1 . 4,

but see R edepenning , i i . 376 Emesti, Opuscula P hilologiea . Such are the
fragmentary extracts, chiefly from C atenas and of somewhat doubtful
authenticity

,
published as Selecta. See the monita in D e la R ue. Gallandi,

vol. xiv .
,
AAA,

has collected many fragments that arenotgivenin L ommatz sch .
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was suppl ied by the Homily 1 or Discourse
, a name

derived from the philosophic schools , express ive of the

character of Christian eloquence, which was didacti c and

not rhetori cal . In the days of Origen , and in Pal est ine ,

(for his pri estly activity belongs whol ly to the t ime after

his exil e from Egypt) publ ic worsh ip was held no longer

in the large room of some weal thy brother
’

s house, but in

bu i ld ings definitely appropriated for the purpose, in which

the Bishop and his clergy were seated in a semici rcl e

round the decorated Altar 2. The service was divided

into two portions , corresponding to what were afterwards

known as the Mass of the Catechumens and the Mass of

the Faithfu l . T o the first
,
which was held dai ly , belonged

the reading of Scripture, the S ermon , and apparently

certain prayers 3 ; to the second , celebrated on Sundays

and fest ivals
,
the prayers properly so cal l ed and the

Eucharist . At the first catechumens
,
even heathen, were

al lowed to be present ; from the second all
,
save the

bapt ised , were rigid ly excluded .

The Lessons were often of considerable length , com

prising as much as three or four of our modern chapters ,
and went on in regular order , and the preacher ex

pounded the whol e or a portion of each according to

the d irection of the presid ing bishop 4 . It is probable
1 R edepenning , i i . 2 1 2 sqq . T he terms xfipvyjua and EtdAefcswere also inuse.

2 In j esu N ave, H om . x . 3 (L om . xi . 1 0 4) In j udiees, Horn . i i i . 2 (L om .

xi . 237) Probst , [ ( z
'

rehliehe D isez
'

plin,
p . 2 1 2 .

3 Many ofthe Homilies end with the admoni tion to stand up and pray, e.g.

[ n L ue. xxxix . C atechumens were addressed [ n L ue.
,
H om . vii. Heathen

were sometimes present , Horn. ix . 4 (L om. xv .

1 T he L esson read before the Sermon on the Witch ofE ndor included
1 Sam . xxv . xxv1. xxvn . xxvnl. Origen , standing in the pulpi t, asks which
of the four wepmonai he is to take for his subject, 3 n wore fi O llAéT at <5

ém
’

ovcovros nporewo
'

wco 1 63V T eaadpwv, 714 1 mp2 7 081 0 daxoltqefbluev, and the

Bishop replies, ‘theWitch ofE ndor . ’ There was as yet only one lesson,

taken sometimes from the Old, sometimes from the N ew Testament . At
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edification of the Church ; hence he dwel ls here almost

ntirely upon the moral and sp i ritual sense
1

. There i s

abundance of al l egory but l itt le exhortat ion , st i l l less

unction or pathos . Origen does not wind h imself into

the heart. H e has not the bl ithe genial ity of Clement ,

whose clo i stered l i fe seems never to . have felt a storm .

In Origen there i s a subdued fire that reveal s the tal e of

mental suffering and exhausting toi l . Hence that austere

solemnity
,
that ab solute s inceri ty, that breadth and

dignity ofmind , which sti l l grasp and detain the reader

w ith the same spel l that was cast upon Gregory .

Origen is emphat ical ly ‘
a man of God

,

’ strong and

subtle yet infin itely humble and gentle, a true D uctor

D uhitantium,
because he knew there was much that he

did not know and yet was not afraid . His style is

almost everywhere loose and pro l ix
,
owing to his habit

of extemporaneous speech or dictat ion . Th is appl ies

to the Commentari es as wel l as to the Homil ies .

Where he used the pen it i s terser and more col lected .

But it i s always simple and direct
,
flowing straight from

the heart , devoid of every ornament
, and owing its forc e

ent i rely to that glowing fusion of thought and feel ing

by which i t i s informed .

1 In L ev . Horn. i . 1 In N um . Horn . xiv. 1 . T he reader may acquire a

just idea of O rigen as a preacher by perusing In Gen . viii In L ev . vii; In

L ue. xiv . The Homilies on j udges w e know to have been written, though
extempore passages were added in the del ivery , see Horn . i . 3 : Sed et illud

quod dicentibus nobis occurrit , ’ &c . Beyond this passage I am not aware
of the existence of any positive evidence as to which of his works were
wri tten w ith his own hand , though some, e.g . the In j oan . ,

we know were
not. But Icannot think that the D eP rincipiis, the D e O ratione

,
or the D e

M arty rio belonged to the latter class . E ustathius complains of O rigen’ s
dy er/00 sq vapz

’

a ;Theophilus called him Seminarium loquacitatis E rasmus
on the other hand praises his brevity, Huet , O rig. i i i . 1 . 1 R edepenning, i i .
252 . Some interesting remarks will be found in R othe

,
Gesehiehte der

P redigt, Bremen, 1 881 .
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The plan which he laid down for himself in the

mentaries 1 was to give first the l iteral , then the

then the spiritual sense of each verse in regular succes
j

’

s ion . The text i s but the threshing- floor on which he

pours out all the harvest of his knowledge , his medita

t ions
,
his hopes . Any word may open up a train of

thought extending throughout all Scripture and alltime.

Hence there i s much repet it ion and confusion. Even

here the obj ect is not so much instruction as the deep

ening of the Christian l ife . W e lose in perspicu ity
,
but

we never miss the inspiriting sense of immediate contact

with a great character.

T o us , though not to himself nor to the men of his

time, Origen
’

s merit as an expositor rests mainly upon

the ski l l and pat ience with whi ch he evolved the real and

natural sense of the Bible 2. He himself saw clearly that
1 I may recommend to the reader the allegory on the Treasury In j oan .

xix . 2 the passage on the D eath ofC hrist , ibid. xxvii i . 14 on Faith , ibid.

xxxii . 9 the allegory on the Mercy Seat , In R om . i i i . 8
,
and the E xposition

ofthe Parables in St. Matthew . T he latter C ommentary is generally superior
to that on S t. John . But those who wish to see O rigen at his best wi ll seek
him where he i s least allegorical , in the C ontra C elsum,

or the treatises on
P ray er and on M arty rdom.

2 Perhaps the best instance ofOrigen’ s merits and defects in deal ing with
the l i teral sense i s to be found in his comment s on the opening words of
St . John’ s Gospel In foan . i . 16 onwards . In the N ew Testament he i s
always excellent

,
but we must compare him with the ancient commentators

on Homer
,
not

,
as R osenmiiller practically does , with the best modern

divines . Ihave adhered to O rigen’ s own distinction of the l iteral from the

mystic sense. But it must be remembered that many ofthe most important
passages in the N . T . are figurative

,
and that i t i s precisely in the explanation

of these that the meri t ofO rigen i s to be found . Perhaps his supreme excel
lence l ies in his cleamess and courage in pointing out diffi cult ies

,
the moral

anomalies which beset the Gnostic and the ignorant C hristian ,
the apparent

non-fulfilment of the Messiani c hope which rebuffed the Jew (see for all

this the opening of the P hilocalia ) the contradictions of the E vangel
ists, In foan . x . 3 sqq . ; the chronological difficul ty involved in the ‘four
months before harvest, ’ In j oan . xiii. 39 the historical difficulty in the ti tle
BamAucés, In [ oan . xiii . 57. If he often creates perplexities out of insigni

K 2
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this i s the foundat ion of everyth ing. I f we measure
‘him by the best modern commentators , we may be

struck by his defic ienc ies . But in relat ion to his own

age h is services are extraord inary. H e need not fear

comparison with the great pagan grammarians . H e

took great pains as we have seen to ascertain the text ;
he insists on the necessity of fixing the prec ise meaning

of the words , and for this purpose wil l hunt a phrase

through the whol e B ible with a fert i l ity of quotat ion
t ruly prodigious , when we remember that i t rests upon

unaided memory . He never s lurs a difficulty , rais ing
and discussing every doubt that can by any possibil ity

suggest i tself. Hebrew he knew but imperfect ly , and

this i s a fatal defect in deal ing with the LXX . But in

the N ew Testament he displays an accurate and intelli

gent appreciat ion ofGreek grammar . Where he fai ls it i s

from preconceived ideas , from the hairspl itt ing and over

subtlety which are the Nemesis ofAllegorism
,
or from

deficiency of that sense of humour which corrects the

extravagances of Clement . He cannot understand irony,

and the s impler a thing is the more d iffi cult he makes
it 1 Such scient ific knowledge as the times could supply
i s at his cal l 2, and he had tra vel led in Palest ine with a

ficant verbal distinctions, this is still a fault on the right side. For detai ls
see R edepenning , ii. 20 0 sqq. R osenmiiller. Emesti, Opuseula P hilologica et

C ritica , rates him very high as the founder of textual criticism and scientific
inductive exegesi s.

1 A good instance of this i s this treatment of the gift of C aleb to his
daughter Achsa (Joshua xv .

‘E t accepit Gonetlam superiorem et

Gonetlam inferiorem Videtis quia vere auxilio D ei Opus est ut haec
explanari queant ,

’

Infesu N ave
,
Horn . xx. 4 .

2 It did not amount to much . S ee the account of the different k inds of
pearl s In Matt. x . 7. O rigen thought that the popular beliefs that serpents
spring from the spinal marrow of dead men

,
bees from oxen, wasps from

horses, beetles from asses, that serpents have a knowledge ofantidotes , that
the eagle uses the cla ims Aleos as an amulet for the protection of its young
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But it i s when the sense is ascertained , or as he cal ls i t
‘cleansed

,

’ that the supreme task of the Commentator

fi rst comes into view. By all the means that science

can bring to our aid we can do no more than attain to

the ‘letter that ki lleth ,
’

that bald first sense of Scripture

which fluctuates between Atheism and Superst it ion .

We must bel ieve only what is worthy of God. Where

then are we to find the true d ivine message ? Origen

l ike Clement held firmly to the unity and insp i rat ion of

all Scripture, and therefore like C lement he was driven

to find the answer to thi s quest ion in Allegorism

There i s however considerable di fference in deta i l

between the two teachers .

Clement i s content to accept Al legorism as a fact
,
as

a part ofTradition. I t was sanctioned by the pract i ce of

Philo and Barnabas , and appeared to derive authority

from certain passages of Scripture . This is not enough

for O rigen whose reason works always with a btoad

embrac ing law . T o him Allegorism is only one mani

festationof the sacramental mystery of Nature . There

are two heavens , two earths— the visible IS but a blurred

copy ofthe invis ible . The divine wisdom and goodness ,
which are the cause of both

, are in thi s world of ours

d istorted by refract ion aris ing from the dens ity of the

medium . Yet they may be d iscerned by those that

have eyes to see. Allegorism
,
Teleology, the argument

from Analogy are all different aspects of one great

truth . God made man in His own image and l ikeness ,

C lement and O rigen towards philosophy is wel l described by M . D enis ,
Introduction .
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and so perhaps He made other creatures in the image

and l ikeness of other heavenly things . Hence the grain

of mustard , which , though it is the least of all seeds ,
when grown is the greatest among herbs

,
and becometh

a tree, may be a parable of the kingdom ofheaven

What i s true of seeds is true also of trees
,
of animal s .

Again in the grain of mustard lurks more than one

analogy to eternal verities , for i t i s a symbol also of

faith .

‘I f a man have faith as a gra in of mustard seed

he may say unto th is mountain , Be thou removed !
’ There

are then in this one seed many virtues serving as symbol s

of heavenly things
, and of these virtues the last and

lowest i s that whereby it m ini sters to our bod ily needs .

S o with all else that God made—it i s good for the use
ofman

,
but it bears al so the imprint of celestial things

,

whereby the soul may be taught , and elevated to the

contemplat ion of the invis ible and eternal . N or i s i t

possible forman
,
whi le he l ives in the flesh

,
to know any

th ing that transcends his sensible experience, except by

seiz ing and deciphering this imprint . For God has so

ordered His creat ion
,
has so l inked the lower to the

higher by subtle signatures and affinit ies , that the world

we see i s
,
as i t were

, a great staircase, by which the mind

ofman must cl imb upwards to spiritual intel l igence 1 .

From this L aw of Correspondence Springs inc idental ly
the profound observat ion that suggested the A nalogy .

He
,
who bel ieves the Scripture to have proceeded from

H im who i s the Author ofNature
,
may wel l expect to

find the same sort of d ifficulties in it as are found in the

1 T he passage quoted i s from In C ant. C antieorum, i ii . (L om . xv .

C onsult also In L ev . H om . v . 1 (Greek text in P hiloe. chap . i . adfi n .) and

D e P rint . iv .



I36 0 721
0
0 872. [L ect.

const itut ion of Nature .

’ But the antagonists whom

Origen had in v iew were not so much the Platonic

Deists as the Jew and especial ly the Gnost ic . Hence

th e turn which he gives to the argument is in the main

nt from that ofBishop Butler.

pture has in general three senses
— the l iteral , the

and the spiri tual 1 . N ot that every passage i s

of all three modes of interpretat ion . Many

texts have no l iteral sense at all. Some
,
l ike the Deca

logue
,
have a moral signification

,
of such a kind that i t i s

need less to seek farther . The d istinct ion between the

two higher senses i s not always very clearly drawn
,
as

there are regions where the one shades off into the other

by very fine gradat ions . But there i s an abundance of

passages where they are so sharply defined as to show

us exact ly what Origen meant . Thus the grain of

mustard is first the actual seed
,
then faith , then the

K ingdom ofHeaven . 5 0 again the ‘l itt l e foxes of the

Song of Songs are typical
,
i n the second sense of s ins

affecting the ind ividual
,
in the th i rd of heresies distract

ing the Church
2

. The mora l embraces all that touches

the s ingle soul in this l ife
,
in its relat ion to the law of

right
,
or to God the spiritual includes all mysteries

,

’

all

1 R edepenning , i . 299 sqq. O rigeniana ,
11. 2 . 1 3 (L om. xxii i . For

the spiritual sense O rigen uses more than a score of different terms , R ed.

p . 30 5. Some have thought that he made a triple division of the spiritual
into allegoric , tropologic , and anagogic , or a double into allegoric and ana

gogic , but without sufficient reason. That there were nei ther more nor less
than three senses was proved by P rov . xxi i . 2 0 ,

[cat 0 1) BE dfl d‘ypatl/at az
’

n d

aeavré
’

) Tptaac
'

bs eis BovAiyV Kai 1

71/(Dow éni76 wAd‘ros 7779 nap6ias 0 0 0 . They
answer to body , soul , and spirit , and are alluded to in the waterpots holding
two or three firkins apiece, ’ and in the S hepherd ofHermas , a book , qui a
nonnullis contemni videtur,

’ where Grapte, C lement, and Hermas represent
the three classes ofbelievers . D e P rint . iv. 1 1 .

2 In C ant. C antic. iv. (L om. xv. p . 83 sqq. )
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A /
adventures of L ot

,
the cruel t i es of the J ewish wars , the

xecrations of the Psalms . Al l these antinomies of

ripture were forced upon him on one s ide by the

nite and Gnost i c , on the other by the Greek

hi10 30 pher, who was beginning to study the Bible i n

spi rit of not who l ly unfri endly curios ity, and was

vio lently repel led by these proofs , as he thought them ,

of J ewish barbarism . O rigen felt the embarrassment

most acutely
,
and hisW W but one way of

escape. These passages , he admitted , in thei r l i teral

j eugg are not t ruh.

'

\

Why then , urged the adversary
,

are they found in what you Christians cal l the Word of

God ? T o this he repl ied that , though in one sense

untrue
,
they are i n another the highest

,
the only val uabl e

truth . They are permitted for an obj ect . These im

poss ib i l it ies
,
trivial i t ies , inept itudes are wires stretched

across our path by the Ho ly Spirit
, to warn us that we

are not in the right way . W e must not leap over them

we must go beneath , piercing down to the smooth broad

road of the spi ri tual intel l igence . They are the rough

outer husk , which repels the ignorant and unfit reader,
but st imulates the tru e ch i ld of God to increased exer

t ion . T he letter is the external garb , often sord id and

torn, but
‘
the king

’

s daughter i s all glorious with in .

’ It

is as if the sunl ight streamed in through the crannies of

a ru inous wal l ; the wal l i s ruinous in order that the

sunl ight may stream in 1

Origen cou ld not rest content with an easy optimism

l ike that of Clement , who stopped short at the assertion

of the un i ty ofDivine Just ice and Goodness . For there

1 T he foundat ions of this section will be found in D e P rint. iv . and the

P hilotalia .
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was that inScripture which appeared to him irreconci l e

able with both . These passages were in fact the key /
”fig

ofthe Gnostic position . What the Gnosti c asserted was

not merely that Just ice and Goodness are different

things
,
but that God as H e i s depicted in the Old Testa

ment is certainly not good , though H e may be cal led

just in the sense in which that epithet is applied to

earthly rulers
,
who

,
though harsh and vindictive, do not

punish without a reason . T he difficulty is certainly
there , and O rigen with his far- sighted intrepidi ty fixes

and grapples with it . It i s a serious effort to solve a

serious and, i f left unsolved , fatal obj ection .

W e may not ice also in passing the biographical inter

est ofhis mature teaching on thi s po int . If we compare

what he says in the D e P rintipiis, where he treats the

command about the two coats as purely figurat ive
,

with the pass ionate ascet ic ism of his youth , we shal l

see how the letter had been to him in very truth at

once a stumbl ing- block and a cranny in the wal l . It

was by bru ising himsel f in the fiery endeavour to obey,
that he learned what obedience real ly means .

_O_ _uits negat ive side Allegorism then i s apologetic, on

its pos itive i t i s the i ent for the discover of

Mysteries
1
. What these are we have seen al ready in

1 T heword Mystery is used in two senses. First ofthe C hristian worship
or ritual

, the modern Sacraments. O f these, though their general nature
could not be kept secret , allminute knowledge was reserved for those who
had the right to be present at their enactment . In this respect they resem
bled the Mysteries ofSamothrace or E leusis , hence the name. So Ignatius ,
Ad Eph. 1 2 , speaks of C hristians as avyyéom t : cp. Ad T rall. i i . 3 : see

also Ep . ad D iognetum,
1 Tertul l ian, Apol. 7. In this sense that ofnatural

reserve, of reluctance to lay bare the whole organi sm of the C hurch to un

sympathetic hearers , the D isciplina A rtani i s no doubt very ancient, though
its growth can be traced . It cannot have been viewed as a rule of con

science by S t. Paul who on the ship took bread and gave thanks to God
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the case of Clement
,
and shal l see more c learly st i l l as

we advance . In both respects it must be handled with

a certain reserve . The rule of Economy was directed

partly against the mocking heathen ; that which is sacred

must not be given to dogs . But it had also another

and even more serious appl icat ion as a law of forbear

ance towards the weaker brethren . From these too
‘i t

i s good to hide the mystery of the K ing Origen does

not dist inguish between the h igher and lower Life quite
in the same way as Clement

,
who regards all Christians

as members of the tru e Church , though ranked in an

before them all.

’ Second, ofwhat w e may cal l Theology the doctrine ofthe
Trinity

, ofAngel s , of the R esurrection ,
the explanation and ideal isation of

rites , the hidden meaning of the L aw . In this sense the word Mystery
i s found in the N ew Testament . Ignatius hints at mysteries concerning the
unseen world which he i s not at l iberty to divulge, Ad Smy rn . vi . 1 Trall.

v . 2 . T he word might be used of the visions of the Montani sts . But in
the A lexandrines it means almost always intellectual interpretation,

in fact
theology. See P robst , If

'

z
'

rthlithe D istiplin , 30 3 sqq . ; Bingham , x . 5 , and

Mr . H addan
’

s article D istiplina A rtani in D ict . of C hrist . Ant.

1 Tobit xii . 7quoted C ontra C elsum ,
v . 1 9. Many passages were thought

to inculcate the duty ofR eserve. C lement, S trom . v . 1 0 . 63 , ci tes uvorfiptov
ép c
‘
w éjuoi ital TO LS‘w ow rov oucov prov, T heodotion

’

s version ofIsaiah xxiv . 16

(but he quotes it from a Gospel , probably the Gospel according to the

E gyptians H ilgenfeld, N ovum Test. extra C an . P et . i i i . p . 46 . T he verse
i s used in the same way in the H omilies

,
xix . 20 . See note in Field) , and

S train . i i . 2 . 8, P roverbs V. I6 , [4 7
1

7inrepefcxa
'

aGw 55a7a éfe 75s 0 773 17177779,
where the nega tive i s not found in the Hebrew . In the N ew Testament i t
w as based mainly upon Matt . vii. 6 Mark iv . 34 . In C lement and Origen
i t is almost always spoken of as intended for the protection of the weaker
brethren. Thus the main reason why S cripture speaks in allegories i s to
s timulate enquiry

,
and one principal difference between the simple bel iever

and the Gnosti c i s that all allegories are withheld from the former. S ee

especial ly P aed. i i . 8 . 73, where C lement breaks off his explanation of the

mysteries involved in the C rown ofThorns with the words, dAA
’

éfe
’

BnV yelp

7 0 17 7 151rov T b 6t5aafcatxucc
‘
w 6750 s vapetao

'

t
'

ywu. O rigen professes
his inabil ity to say all that might be said on the mysteries ofthe Trinity and
E ternal Puni shment in an exoteric treatise

,
C ontra C elsum, vi. 1 8. 26 , yet i t

i s not the doctrines but the allegories involved that he finds i t impossible to
explain to unbel ievers . See also the passages referred to above, p . 1 29.
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found a symbol of this di stinction of bel i evers in the

arrangements for carrying the Tabernacle on the march .

Aaron and his sons were to wrap the sanctuary and

all the vessels ofthe sanctuary in the appo inted cover ing

ofbadgers
’

sk ins or clo ths ofblue and scarlet , after that

the sons of Kohath shal l come to bear them
,
but they

shal l not touch any holy thing lest they die they

shal l not go in to see when the holy things are covered

lest they die.

’

S o in our eccles iastical Observances there

are some things that all must do , but that all cannot

understand . Why for instance we shou ld kneel in

prayer, or why we should turn our faces to the East
,

could not I think be made c lear to everybody. Who

again could easi ly expound the manner of celebrat ion

of the Eucharist , or of i ts reception
,
or the words and

actions
,
the questions and repl i es of Bapt ism ? And yet

all these things we carry veil ed and covered upon our

shoulders , when we so fu lfi l them as they have been

handed down to us by the Great High Priest and his

O nly the son of Aaron
,
the man of spiritual

intel l igence , might gaz e upon the holy things naked and

unvei led . T o the son of Kohath belonged unquest ion
ing obedience ; he carried the burden,

but was forb idden

to demand the reason . N or might the son of Aaron

declare it . T o uncover the mystery
,
to explain that

wh ich the bearer was not able to comprehend
,
was

Sons .

spiritual homicide.

T he natu re and scope of the Alexandrine D isciplina

R eserve, ‘nolitemittere sanctum canibus,
’

applies to him , In L ev . Horn . vi . 6 ;
xii . 7. In N um. Horn . iv . 3 , Aut si res poscit proferre et inferioribus

,
id est

imperitioribus, tradere, ne nuda proferat, me aperta ostendat et penitus

patent ia alioquin homicidium facit et exterminat plebem.

’
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A rtani1 are sufficiently clear from these extracts , which

might be indefinitely multipl ied. T he Reserve or

E conomy of Clement and Origen was directed mainly

against Christ ians of the s impler sort , and i ts object was

to save them from waters too deep for them, to guard

them from discussions involving doubts that would cer

tainly perplex , and might al together mislead , a fa i th

earnest and correct
,
though supported by slender ia

tellectual gifts . In plain words the faith of the son of

Kohath is Cathol ic ism ,
and that of the son of Aaron

is Ideal ism
,
and theAllegorism of Clement and Origen

i s a plea for the utmost freedom of thought , on con

dit ion that i t keeps within the teaching of Christ and

His Apostles , and i s couched in a learned language .

Only by perverse ingenuity can i t be twisted into an

argument in defence of the very mode of conception

against which i t i s especial ly directed 2 The Eucharist

1 P robst would restrict this phrase (first used by Meier , a professor of

Helmstadt in 1 677) to the rule forbidding the revelation of the C hristian
rites to heathen and distinguish it from the pedagogic E conomy , which may

be expressed in the words of the C ouncil of Trent : ‘Apud rudem vero
plebem difficiliores ac subtiliores quaestiones quaeque ad aedificationem

non faciunt, et ex quibus plerumque nul la fi t pietatis accessio , a p0pularibus
concionibus secludantur. Incerta i tem vel quae specie falsi laborant evul
gari ac tractarinon permittunt,

’

[ ( z
'

rthlithe D istiplin ,
pp . 30 3 sqq. Perhaps

the distinction i s not i ll grounded
,
for O rigen i s certainly reti cent as to the

ritual of the E uchari st , In L ev . H om . ix. 1 0 . Itmay be noti ced here that
he uses the phrase sancta sanctorum to express not the secrecy but the
spiritual nature ofthe E ucharist , the difference betweenworthy and unworthy
recipients , In L ev . , Horn . xii i . 6 P rol. in C ant. C antit . (L orn . xiv .

As regards theology there is really no secret at all. S o far as C lement and
O rigen had expl icit views they declared them in one place or another. M .

D eni s says of the latter
, N ul parmi les docteurs de I’Eglise n

’use moins de
la méthode de parler par l

’

économie quoiqu
’

il en reconnaisse l'utilité et la

sagesse.

’

2 As by Bellarmine and his followers, see Bingham ,
x . 5. The argument

from the D istiplina A roani
,
in its stric t logical form,

proceeds on the axiom
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i s doubtless one of the mysteries , to be spoken ofwith

guarded reserve in the presence not only ofheathen
,
but

of s imple or careless bel ievers . But it i s a mystery

in precisely the same sense as any other, and prec isely

the same so lvent must be appl ied , before we can obtain

the Spiri tual truth hidden beneath the rough ore of the

words . E ven in the N ew Testament there i s a letter

which ki lleth him who does not Spiritual ly cons ider
what i s said . If accord ing to the letter you fol low the

very words of Christ unless ye eat my Flesh and

drink my Blood , th is letter k i l leth 1
’

N or was it the

greatest of the myster i es . There was doubtless a party

in the Church who attached a very literal sense to these

words ofthe Saviour, and bitterly resented any attempt

to ideal ise them . But the danger of wounding the

s imple faith and suggest ing doubts that m ight weaken

the sanctions of moral ity lay in a different d i rection— in

speculat ions upon foreknowledge
,
predestination and

b irth - sin
,
in attempts to penetrate the secrets of the

Eternal Gospel
,
the doctrine of angels and demons

,
and

the history of the sou l after death . O f these i t i s said

they are mysteries. which may not be entrusted even

to paper 2.

’

I t i s possible to defend the practice of Reserve
,
i f i t

that comp lete silence i s absolute proof
,
and that

,
fai ling this

,
the less the

evidence the more certain the conclusion. This is obviously absurd . Hence
the D istiplina A rtani

,
as a controversial weapon , has been superseded by

the doctrine of D evelopment , though it i s s ti l l employed to eke out insuffi

cient exidence.

1 In L ev . Horn . v11 . 5 (L om . ix .

2 In It
’

om. i i . 4, of the mode in which the souls of good men operate
after dissolution as good angels , those of the wicked as bad angels

,
i t is

said that these things are
‘
ne chartulae quidem committenda mysteria.

’

C ompare the P rol. in C ant. C antit . (L om . xiv.
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i n the wal l
’

multiply and widen , t i l l the wal l itself

disappears . The dangers of such a mode of procedure

are obvious , and there were not want ing those who

urged them
,
though they directed thei r protest main ly

against its appl icat ion to the New Testament 1 . Many

probably were offended by precisely those features of

Origen
’

s teaching which were of the deepest and most

permanent value . But there are obj ections wh ich may be

pressed without suspic ion of narrowness or prej udice .

” The Alexandrine method as appl ied by Origen is

undoubted ly unsound . He appeals to the examples of

Christ and St . Paul 2
,
and to a certain l imited extent

with j usti ce . But his rules of procedure
,
hi s playing

with words and numbers and proper names , his bound
“ A ess extravagance are l earned not from the N ew Testa

ment , but through Phi lo from the pueri le Rabbinical

schools 3. Yet we must distingu ish . On its apologeti c

side Allegorism is seen at i ts worst . When the Stoics

assu re us that the heathen deit ies are but symbo ls of

the forces ofNature
,
and turn the hideous myths ofZeus

or Dionysus into a manual of physical sc i en ce ; when

Philo makes Tamar represent the soul widowed from

sensual delights ; when Clement turns the unclean meats

1 In L ev . H om . xvi. 4 , dicet fortassis auditor quid iterum hic euresilogus
agi t In Gen . H om . xiii . Here the objection i s to A llegori sm in general .
But in application to the Old Testament i t was in universal use among
o rthodox C hristians .

T ’

\
2 In N uzn . H om. i. 3, Apostolo nobis Paulo spiritualis intelligentiae

semina respergente In N um. Horn . i ii . 3 , N on possum illuc adscendere

n i si praecedatmePaulus . H e i s referring to theE pistleto theHebrews ,which
he certainly regarded as thework ofSt.Paul, D eP rintipiis, preface, 1 though
he thought that the actual wording ofthe E pistlewas due not to theApostle
himself but to one ofhis disciples , E us. H E . vi. 25. 1 1 .

3 For the relation of Origen’s al legorism to that of Philo, see Siegfried,
PP 351 S‘l‘l
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into vices that are to be shunned
,
we rebel . This is

not the meaning . Such paltering with the text is not

honest , and in this respect there was reason in the re

proach of Celsus that J ews and Christians al ike were

ashamed of their Bible. Yet let us not be harsh . T o

us it i s not difficult to allow that the Old Testament i s

the history ofa people and not merely ofa rel igion , that

God
’

s revelation is progressive
,
that He speaks by human

messengers
,
that something has been permitted because

ofthe hardness ofmen
’

s hearts . But to the Alexandrines
,

bound as they were by their Jewish theory of inspirat ion

and beset by eager foes , i t was not easy to admit all

this . Concessions are not readi ly made by men struggl ing

for all that they hold dear . N or indeed was the notion

of historical development famil iar to their times. Per

haps w e may say that i ts first fru itful germ is found in

the Church , in the qual ified admission of the inferiority

of the O ld Testament to the N ew . The Alexandrines

went so far as to explain certain passages— those which

attribu te human figure and emotions to God— by the

principle ofaccommodat ion or condescens ion, and O rigen

even admitted the existence of degrees of inspirat ion 1 .

Through these observations lay the way to a clear

solut ion of the difficulty . But though the key was

actual ly in the lock , Origen did not turn it . T he t ime

had not yet come .

1 See especially In j oann . i . 4 onwards . The L aw i s inferior to the

Gospel ; in the N ew Testament the E pistles stand below the Gospels , and
of the Gospels the c

’

mapxfi i s that of John ,

‘whose sense none can grasp
unless he has fallen upon the breast of Jesus and received from Jesus Mary
to become his mother . ’ C ompare also C ontra C elsum ,

iv . 8, where again he
hints at the subject , but declines to pursue it because i t is a Mystery : é

'

xet 66

7 1 6 wept7 ozie Aéyos pvaruccbrepoz/ Ital Ba9151
'

epou ital 727) mit/v n (Weir/cw

Emmi/dew y éni finnwfieare
'

pav c
’

worjv
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Again
,
of the pos it ive use of Allegorism it i s not

V possible to speak without qual ificat ion. What i s the

value of the mysteries which it aims at d iscovering ?

Does it real ly d iscover mysteries at all? One crit i c

regards it as whol ly fut i le , ‘an excel lent means of

finding what you al ready possess .
’

T o another i t i s

fetunda mater errorum, superstitionum, fanatitarum

que ofi
'

nionznn Yet a th ird considers it to have been

bulwark of orthodoxy against the scept i cal l iteral

method of the school ofAnt ioch 1 . The truth is that it

means very different things in relat ion to the L aw and

to the Gospel , and within the sphere of the latter i n

relat ion to the Church of the Present and to the Church

of the Future .

As regards the Old Testament
,
i t i s a dangerous and in

i ts actual use a delus ive method , delus ive because it

proceeds upon the exaggerat ion of a truth . If we think

ofthat long Revelat ion
,
unfold ing itself gradual ly through

centuries
, and growing ever fu l ler and clearer as it pro

ceeds, we cannot deny that its earl i er stages contained

the germ of the later, that much was ant i c ipatory and

preparat ive
,
that God granted to chos en sp irits a vision

more or less d ist inct ofthe long- hoped- for consummat ion .

The Priest
,
the K ing

,
the Prophet foreboded with in

creas ing clearness the Lamb of God,
the S on ofDavid ,

the Man of Sorrows . There were shadows ofgood th ings

to come ; there were vat ic inat ions ; there were types . But

it does not fol low that all was type ; i t does not fol low

that the type i s a perfect and elaborate figure of the

1 The first reference i s to M . D eni s, who has many clever epigrams on
this subject ; the second to R osenmul ler ; the third to Cardinal N ewman,
D evelopment of Christian D ottrine, p . 343, ed. 1 878.
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attempt to carry the Old over into the New. They

evaporated the letter they did not stereotype the spirit .

What Allegori sm signified as appl ied to the Church

ofthe Present and to the Church of the Future has been

partly explained , and we shal l have to recur to the po int

again. Let us only not ice here that i t i s to specu lat ions

on the latter subj ect, on Eschato logy, that the charge of

presumption appl ies . Here too there is a truth . All

language that we use , that even Christ could use, of the

world behind the ve i l , i s n ecessari ly mythical , figurat ive .

But in th is case we have not yet reached the bourne , and

therefore the key to the hieroglyph i s wanting . Thi s

I renaeus saw ; th is Origen refused to see. There were

questions to which he felt some answer must be found .

There were quest ions on which he obtained real though

limited and uncertain l ight . Indeed it was not his

nature to rest content . He held with Phi lo, that even if

truth be unattainable the happiness of man l ies in the

ceaseless pursu it of th is ideal , that ever fl i es as he

advances . ‘If we see some admirable work of human

art,
’

he says , ‘we are at once eager to invest igate the

nature , the manner, the end of its production ; and the

contemplat ion of the works of God st irs us with an

incomparably greater longing to l earn the principles , the

method the purpose of creat ion.

’ ‘This desi re , th i s

pass ion
,
he continues , ‘has w i thout doubt been im

planted in us by God. And as the eye seeks l ight
,
as

our body craves food , so our mind is impressed with the

characteristic and natural des ire of knowing the truth of

God and the causes ofwhat we observe

1 D e P rint. i i . 1 1 . 4 . In the translation of this passage I have borrowed
the language ofD r. Westcott , C ont. R eview ,

May, 1 879, p . 335.
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This is noble language, and the modest devot ion with

which he strove to fulfi l i t i s equal ly noble . If we are

less aspiring
,
let us not say presumptuous , it is because

we have learned from him , because we dare not gaze

upon the darkness of excessive l ight that even the eagle

eye ofOrigen 1 fai led to pierce .

1 The phrase i s from Cardinal N ewman’ s lines on the Greek Fathers,
Verses on Various O ttasions, 1868, p . 83.



L E C T U R E V.

B elieve Me that I am in the Father, and the Father in Me.
—ST . JOHN

xiv. 1 1 .

Why tallest thou me good ? there is none good but O ne, that is, God.

S '

r. MATTHEW xix. 17.

W E have al ready seen what Origen regarded as the

proper task of the Christ ian phi losopher . T radit ion ,

embodying the teaching of the Apostles , has handed

down certain facts , certain usages , which are to be

rece ived without d ispute
,
but does not attempt to

explain the why or the whence . It i s the office of

the sanct ified reason to define , to art i culate , to co

ordinate, even to expand
,
and general ly to adapt to

human needs the faith once del ivered to the Church .

What then i s the utterance ofTrad it ion ? It tel l s us

that there is O ne God who created all things out of

noth ing , who i s Just and Good , the Author of the Old

as of the N ew Testament , the Father of our Lord J esus

Christ : that J esus Christ was begotten of the Father

before every creature , that through Him all things were

made, that He is God and Man
,
born of the Ho ly Spirit

and the Virgin Mary, that He d id truly suffer, r ise

again , and ascend into heaven : that the Ho ly Ghost

i s associated in honour and dign ity with the Father and

the S on, that it i s H e who insp i red the saints both of

the Old and of the N ew Dispensat ion : that there wi l l

be a Resurrection of the dead , when the body which is

sown in corrupt ion wi l l r i se in incorrupt ion , and that in
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framed as definitely to exclude the Gnost ics
,
the N oe

t ians , poss ibly the Chi l iasts , and certainly all those who

doubted the Personal ity of the Ho ly Sp iri t .

Within these l imits all i s open ground . Even the

definit ion of the terms , especial ly ofthe word eternal ,
’

i s

subj ect to reverent but free d iscuss ion . A nd Origen has

avai led h imself of th is l iberty to the fullest extent .

One ofhis earl iest works is the D e P rintipiis, On First

Principles
,

’ that i s to say on the data of the Creed , in

which he maps out the field of invest igat ion , and ex

presses with fearless candour all his doubts , bel iefs ,
suggestions , d ivinat ions about each art ic le in turn . He

was al ready of mature age when he composed this

treat ise
,
and his voluminous later wr itings are l itt le more

than an expans ion of the ideas there set down. Much

might be said of the D e P rincipiis, the most remarkable

production of ante -Nicene t imes
,
but it has three merits

at least that must not be omitted . Origen never slurs

a d ifficulty
,
never dogmat ises , never consciously departs

from the teaching of Scripture . It i s in this last po int

that he d i ffers most , in point of method , from Clement,
who not unfrequently leaves us in doubt as to the prec ise

Scriptural basis of his ideas . Sometimes Origen
’s in

terpretations are wrong ; sometimes again he attaches

undue weight to part i cular express ions . Certain texts

seem to dominate him and co lour all his views 1 . But

his most daring fl ights always start from some point i n

the written Word . The connect ion with the part icular

passage under d iscussion may be of the most fanciful

k ind
,
but the op in ion itself i s never arbitrary

We shal l obtain the clearest view ofOrigen
’s teaching

1 D enis , p . 56.
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by fol lowing in
'

the main the plan traced in the D e

P rintipiis, and proceeding from those high problems

that touch upon the nature of God to the cons iderat ion

ofHis Economy, H is deal ings with the Church and the

soul ofman .

The heathen Celsus lays down three methods 1 by

which men may attain to a certain, though l imited ,
knowledge of God. They are Analys i s

,
Synthesis , and

Analogy. The nature and results of the first we have

seen in the case of Clement . Synthesis is the induct ive

mode, by which we gather from the const itut ion of the

world an idea of Him by whom the world was made .

Analogy is the poet
’

s faculty bodying forth in a myth ,
a s imi le , that which language is inadequate to express .

Thus Plato in the R epuhlit compares the Idea of Good

to the Sun . Origen insists on the contrary that the

Christ ian knows God in a way better than any of these ,
as revealed in the Incarnate Christ . Yet to some extent

he admits the use of Synthesis . For the world was made

by God through Christ, and sti l l bears the legible imprint

of its Author .

Accord ingly he takes his po int of departure from the

words of our Saviour God i s a Spirit ,
’

from the words

of St . John God i s Light ‘It must not be supposed

then that God i s a body, or in a body, but a simple

1 C ontra C elsum, vii. 4 2 . 44 . They are defined also byAlcinous , chap . 1 0 .

Compare Maximus T yrius, xvi i . 8. T he three methods of C elsus appear to
answer to his three classes of rel igious teachers , aocpol, (pméoorpoz, and
norm-

ai. M . D enis complains
,
p . 85, that the passage in C elsus is ‘tres

broui lle. But the text as given in L omm . is quite clear. M . Vacherot,

E tole d
‘
A lexandrie, i ii . p . 2 20

,
has a chapter on the Method of the

A lexandrines , but the references given above will suffice to show that he
i s entirely wrong in his assertion that ‘la pensée qui la domine et l’inspire
est e

'trangere aux écoles grecques.’
2 D e P rintzpiis, i . 1
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intel lectual nature
,
admitting ofno addition at all. There

is in H im no greater or less
,
no higher or lower, for He

is the Monad , the Unit , Mind , the Fountain of all

mind .

’ From this first conception flow the negat ive

attributes of the Divine Nature , and here Origen is

compel led in sp ite of his d isclaimer to make a certain

use of the method of Analys is . Being Mind God i s

incorporeal 1 . This po int
,
owing perhaps to the in

fluence of Sto i c i sm
,
had as yet been very imperfectly

apprehended in the Church
,
and i t i s not the least of

Origen
’

s merits that he sei zes upon it with ins ight and

decis ion , proving the immaterial ity, that is in fact the

existence of the soul , and so of God
,
by an argument

resembl ing the famous Cogito ergo sum 2
. Being in

4
corporeal God is independent of the laws of Space

and T ime
, omnisc ient , omn ipresent , unchanging , incom

prehens ible . His dwel l ing- place is the thick darkness .
‘H ow unsearchable are His j udgments , and His ways

past finding out.

’ He has in a sense no t itles
,
and His

fittest name is He That Is .

Thus far Origen is in agreement with his predecessors
,

though rather with Phi lo than with Clement . But here

he strikes off into a whol ly d ifferent train of thought .

Our knowledge of the Divine spreads out on all s ides
1 In the view of the H omilies, the Valentinians , Melito (see R outh , and

H einichen
’

s note on E us. II. E . iv. 26 . Tertullian , Adv . P raxeam, 7,

G od i s corporeal . E ven Irenaeus finds the image ofGod in the body ofman,

v. 6 . 1
,
and not astheA lexandrines in theV089. Anthropomorphism l ingered

on long in the E ast . It i s one of the chief merits of the A lexandrines that
they treated this point with no less emphasis and distinctness than Philo .

Two great diflicultieswere the facts that the term is not Scriptural
,

though found in the D ottrina P etri
,
where the words N on sum daemonium

incorporeum were attributed to the Saviour after the R esurrection,
and that

171/6 17m does not in itself connote immaterial ity. See D eP rint.

, praefatio, 8

In j oann . xiii . 24 ; D e O ratione
,
23, 24.

2 D e P rint. 1. 1 . 7; i i . iv . 36 ; D enis , p . 31 0 .
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be poss ible to speak of the wrath of God. But though

Origen cannot think of the Deity as agitated by passions

in the narrower sense of the word , by mental d isturbance

or unreason of any kind , it fol lows from the language

al ready cited that he was far from regarding H im as

devo id of attributes . ‘T he Father H imsel f and God

of all,
’ he says , ‘is longsuffering, mercifu l and piti fu l .

H as H e not then in a sense pass ions ? The Father

Himsel f is not impassible . He has the pass ion of

Love 1

Hence when Celsus , in true Platoni c fashion , us ing

almost the very words of Philo or Clement
,
asserts that

God has no name because He has no pass ions in the

sense of attr ibutes that can be denoted by a name ,
Origen repl ies with a dist inct ion . It is true , he admits ,
in a sense, that no name can express the exact nature

of the properties of God, j ust as no s ingle word wi l l

express the d ifference between the sweetness of a date

and the sweetness of a fig . Yet both are sweet ; we

know what the term means in each case
,
and the dis

parity of the meanings IS not so great but that they

1 In E zeth. H om. vi . 6. See also the exceedingly beautiful passage, In
N um. H om . xxiii . 2

,
where he dwel ls on the same subject at length . But

he concludes with a retractat ion , as if he felt that hehad been carried too far
Haec autem omnia, in quibus vel lugere vel gaudere vel odisse vel laetari

dicitur D eus , tropice et humano more accipienda sunt ab S cripturis dici .
A l iena porro est divina natura ab omni passionis et permutationis affectu, in
i llo semper beatitudinis apice immobilis et inconcussa perdurans.

’ Yet

Origen had experienced that state of consciousness, exemplified for us by all
exalted C hristian spirits, in which joy and sorrow cease to be passions and
are no longer contraries . H e did not clearly see that what i s true ofGood
ness and Justice i s true ofL ove and Sympathy . They differ notin themselves ,
but in their objects . O r again, we may say he did not clearly see that sel f
sacrifice i s divine, and that the Incarnation i s only the most striking instance
ofan universal law . Yet in the passages quoted he has given expression to
this truth , though with timidity.
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are in substance identical 1 . T he same reasoning wil l

apply to those epithets which are common to virtuous

men and to God. We cannot comprehend God , we

cannot explain H im , for He is infinitely better than all

we can think about Him . But i f we argue from the

j ust ice ofman to the j ustice of God, we are proceeding

l ike the geometer from the imperfect to the perfect
,
not

l ike the alchemist from the known to the unknowable .

I t wil l be seen that the God of Origen is no longer

the Unconditioned . He is not Absolute but Perfect , /

and perfection i s itsel f a condition. He is perfectly wise,
perfectly j ust

,
perfectly mighty , but the perfection of

these attributes consists prec isely in the fact that they

are l im ited by one another 2. From this cons iderat ion

flow
2

O rigen
’

s peculiar views as to Creat ion . Nature

i s not infinite ; God created all things by number and

measure because perfect wisdom cannot comprehend

an unl imited object . Nature again i s eternal . T he ex

istence of the un iverse can in a sense be measured by

t ime
,
for t ime and the world began together

,
t ime is

1 C ontra C elsum,
vi. 65.

2 See D e P rint . i i . 9 . 1 N on enim ,
ut quidam volunt

,
finem putandum

est non habere creaturas quia ubi finis non estnec comprehensio ulla nee

circumscriptio esse potest . ’ So the Wisdom of S olomon says
,
xi . 2 0 ,

that
God created all things ‘in numero et mensura ; ’ D e P rint . iv. 35 (Greek ,
text) , myBels at upon/confi rm 743 Aéycy ei ne

’

rpa émn
’

dey ev [cal 77} 7 0 17 96 05

fivvdjuet, diner/1a 7dp neptAaBeZ
’

V 733 (pim
'

a dBtll/a '

rou 7v7xo
'

tz/et. O ther passages
in R edepenning , i i . 290 . L ike the E nglish P latonist Henry More, O rigen
finds the idea of God in that of the Perfect Being . H is point ofview is
moral , not like that of Clement pseudo-metaphysical . Hence all the so

called negative attributes sink at once into a secondary place. T he more
the reader reflects upon this the more important I feel persuaded he will see
i t to be. What an absurd yetmischievous word is infinite,

’ purely material
in all its associations , and as unmeaning when applied to spirit as colour
less or imponderable would be. Yet i t i s habi tual ly used as i f it were the
h ighest term of reverence. T o a P latoni st ‘infinite means almost the same
as evi l .’ L imitation i s ofthe essence of truth and ofbeauty.
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the register of the world
’s l ife . But in another sense

creat ion is t imeless . Creator and Creat ion are correla

t ive not ions ; the one cannot be thought of without the

other . God must indeed precede logical ly, as the cause

is in conception prior to the effect , but His inner per

fection impl ies external real isat ion . From the first He

was K ing
,
H e was righteous , because there was some

thing not Himsel f that He could rule in righteousness .

Otherwise we must suppose a change in Him , a de

velopment
, a passage from the potent ial to the actual .

But this it would be impious to think of God, who from

the first is Act , is Perfect . Readers of Lucret ius wi l l

recol lect the Epicurean argument against Creat ion which

Origen appears to have here in view. And i t is evident

how l itt le he would have been embarrassed by modern

geology 1

From the same mode of thought flows a qual ified

Optimism simi lar to that of Leibnitz or Butler . Origen

does not shut his eyes to the mani fold traces of disorder

and inequal ity in Nature . Nevertheless , despite the

existence of
‘hideous monsters and vermin ,

’

of physical

1 D e P rint. i. 2 . 1 0 Quemadmodum pater non potest esse quis
,
si filius

non sit, neque dominus quis esse potest sine possessione sine servo , ita ne

omnipotens quidem D eus dici potest , sinon sint in quos exerceatpotentatum ;

et ideo ut omnipotens ostendatur D eus omnia subsistere necesse est. ’ See the

whole section. O rigen i s of course speaking of the fi rst heaven and earth,
notofthat world in which fallen men l ive, the mundus hic qui ex certo tem
pore coepit

’

ofD e P rint . i i i . 5. 1 . T he E picurean argument against crea
t ion was based upon the impossibility of God beginning to do anything.

C i cero , D e N at. D eorum , i . 9 Quid autem erat , quod concupisceret D eus
mundum etsignis et luminibus, tamquam aedilis, ornare ? S iut ipse mel ius
habitaret; antea videlicet tempore infinito in tenebris tamquam in gurgustio
habitaverat L ucretius

, v. 165 sqq. T he same argument in Origen’ s mind
proved the E ternal Generation of the S on and the eternity of C reation .

L ater theologians regarded it as admirable in the first case and abominable
in the second.
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i t what it is
,
but by His own reason and His own bene

ficence. That He can do nothing that i s evi l is admitted

by all. Origen possibly , Abelard certainly , advanced

a step farther
,
and declared that He can leave undone

nothing that i s good . For otherwise in our desire to

get rid of one restrict ion we are compel led to admit

another of a far more dangerous k ind , because impeach

ing either the Wisdom or the Goodness of Him who
,

i f any gradat ion of His virtues i s conceivable , i s Good

and Wise even before He is M ighty.

The Christ ian Deity is One in Three . But in what

sense One
,
in what sense Three ? These questions were

al ready the subj ect of fierce debate , especial ly at Rome
,

where the fire that had long been smouldering had been

kindled into a blaze by the act ion oftwo Popes . Victor

had excommunicatedTheodotus ,who denied in some sense

the D ivinity ofJesus 1 . C allistus had expe l l ed from the

1 E us. If. E . v. 28. 6 Bfnrwp 9 6650 70 1/ 76V 0nv7£a, 76v o
’

tpxirydv ital 1ra7e'pa
711 137179 7139 o

’

tpzlnatee
’

ov dnem
’

ypvge 7ijs [tort/curios
,
1rpt

'

1

’

170 1/ eimSw a

¢LA6V d
’

q wnov 76V Xpm76v. See notes in H einichen . But the anonymous
writer quoted here i s by no means accurate in his statements . Theodotus ,
i f he i s the same as Theodotus of Byz antium , did not assert that ‘C hrist
was a mere man ,

’
nor was he the inventor of his doctrine. H e beldnged to

the E bioni te school , and taught that ‘Jesus was a man born of theV irgin,

according to the will ofthe Father, who having lived the l ife of other men
but in perfect piety, afterwards at his baptism in Jordan received the Christ,
who came down from above in l ikeness of a dove. Hence the miraculous
powers did not work in Him till the Spiri t which Theodotus cal ls C hrist
came down and was manifest in Him P hilos. vii . 35. The passage con

tinnes : 066V 83 0 135e
'

1r07e 7 0870 11 y eyoue
'

vat 0570 1 Oék ovmv énl773 naeéfiq) 7 0 17

m et
i

nam s
,
2
'

76p0t at pa d 77)V é/c venpc
'

t

’

w ClVdO’

T CtG
’

tV. There must be some
error in the text here, as 06567 076 cannot be reconciled with érrl733 /ra066q1 7 06
w eénaros. P robably the words 0570 1 dudam aw are a gloss . What
Theodotus taught was that the preexistent Chri st was not God ; cp. x . 23 .

H e held doubtless with the H omilies that he was the E ldest Power but yet
notGod in the strict sense of the word . I observe that the party violence
of this anonymous author has turned what i s an argument in favour of the
doctrine of the Trinity into an argument against i t . See L ecture i i . p . 59.
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Church the Noet ians
,
who denied the Personal ity of the

S on and the Holy Ghost 1 . Origen had visited Rome

during the papacy of Zephyrinus 2, and was keenly

al ive to the peri ls of the cris is . Hence his views and

language exhibit a marked advance upon those of his

predecessor .

The terminology indeed is sti l l fluctuat ing and un

certain , bttt the later usage is already all but established .

The word for Person in Origen is commonly H ypostasis,
that for the D ivine Nature is less determinate but is

frequently O usia 3
. The two expressions were current

Harnack , D ogmengesthithte, p . 573 sqq . ,
gives the latest authorities on the

subject .
1 H arnack,D ogmengesthithte, pp . 60 1 sqq . P hilos. ix. 1 1 sqq. N oetianism

,

Monarchianism ,
Patripassianism ,

Modal ism , Unitarianism should be regarded
in one sense as an ancient, in another as a recent opinion. D oubtless in
some form or another it had existed before the debate reached the acute
stage. But the sentiment which prevai ls i s the sentiment ofthe majority.

2 E us. II. E . vi. I4 . 1 0 : 6 pe
'

w or Ital 7 0 1770 yap 771! 7c?)

Elva/1a, Zecpvpt
’

uov na7d 7 0 1
5

0 56 7 0119 xpdvovs 7fi9 T wpat
'

wv 6nc 770 1
'

as

fiyovy e
’

vov 617151771770
'

a1 7z7Tait/237 ital a1
’

170
'

s nov 7pd<p6t Aéywr

dpxa10 7d7171/
‘Pwyat

'

wv 6mclt770 1
'

av ldeir.

’

3 For Person we have inréo'mms, In j oann . 11 . 6 , 77711623
:

76

inroaniaets 176160
'

n61/0 1 7v7x0
'

w6w : Z61
’

a
,
ihid.

,
ao'

yjuan
'

gcov 717756
{Star 17<p60 7dvat 70 17c

'

vyfov W el
l

flaT O S
‘
: 26167 179 and 0 170 511 na7d. neptypacpv

’

yv,

In j oann . i i . 2 : 0 1
’

Jm
'

a alone, In j oann . i . 30 adfi n .,
i i . 1 8 : bnoneinevov, In

ferem. H om. vii i . 2 the two combined, D e O rat. 1 5,
'

6
'

7 6pos na7
’

0 1
’

10 fav ital

(so E nglish ed. and de la R ue, al. 67 0 1165716263) 60 7W 6 with
:

7 0 13

1ra7p69. For Substance, i s used, In j oann . x . 2 1 (L om. i . p .

oi
'

ou7at 61: 70 157wv nap1
'

0 7a0 9a1 m) Btacpe
'

pew 7g?) time/1 1:13 76V vidu 706 1ra7p69 ,

c
’

LAA
’

211 0 170 1131 c
’

tMtd ital {inc/requ
i

re) 7v7x0
'

tV01/7a9 o
’

tpcpon
'

povs leafl i

7 11/0 9 61m/0 1
’

a9 fitaqbépovs na7d 131r60 7a0'

w A6760 0a1 va76
'

pa. italvidr : D e O ral.

23 (L om. xvii . p . c
’

tcpto7d9 71) V 7 0 17 1960 1761176 1ro
'

w7w1/ 76W

76 11 11 1775111 : In Malih. xvii . I4 (L om . iv . 1 16) we have 76 611 énoneipa/ov

C els. viii . 1 2 , 6150 717 15110 0 760 61 upd
‘
ypaT a 21! 66 727 dy er/oft; no? 77}

ovmpcuvfaital7 01177 1571771 709Bovhfijuam s. Ihave notnoted other instances of
the use of but in the L atin translations suhstantia occurs frequently ;
In N um. H om. xii . 1 In R om. vii. 1 3 viii . 5 D eP rint. i . 2 . 5 In L evit.

H om. xii i . 4 ; In C ant. C antit. i i i . (L om. xv . qui ibi Trinitas propter
distinctionem personarum ,

hic unus D eus intellegitur pro unitate substantiae.

But here wemay trace the hand ofR uhans.
M 2
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in the philosophy of the t ime , and mean precisely the

same thing . The difference between them appears to

be merely this , that O usia i s properly Platonic , while

H ypostasis, a comparat ively modern and rare word , i s

properly Sto i c . T o the Platonist O usia denoted the

Idea
,
by partic ipation in which the thing is what it is ,

which is prior to and above the thing . T o the Sto i c both

words s ignified the thing itsel f, the essential substratum

which , having no qual i t ies , is yet the vehicle of all

qual it ies 1 . H ypostasis bears also the meaning of an

1 T he definition of i s given at length by Origen, D e O rat. 27(L om.

xvii . 771161170 1 nvpfcos 7 0 Z
’

9 [1 6V nponyovp e
’

vnv 777V 7 17V dawndfl vv

137160 7a0’

11/ 61
’

1/a1 ¢d07£ 0v0 1 (that is by the Platoni st) naTd 7d.

dociznan t 75 BeBat
'

cvs 6xou7a. 7oi
’

9 56 61 m110A0 v91771/17
‘
71/ a1

’

177
‘
71/ 6 11/a1

uopfgovm nponyovy e
’

unv 56 77711 75171! 0
'

c0yci7a11/ (that is to the S toi cs) 5pm at
’

zrfis

0 1170 1
'

6 136 1‘ 0 1
’

10 f01 60 711/ f; 1rp121777751311 fit/701V film) 75 7rpc
'

1

’

17 0 1/ 137160'T a7 0 1/

a
’

nomy . In this latter sense i t i s identical with flamed/tenor , which al ready in
A ristotle means the substantia materialis, {Dayquae determinaturper formam ,

or cui inhaerent 1111677avyBeBnndfl x. See the Index of Bonitz . This
was the view of the Stoi cs ; see R itter and P reller, H ist. Phil. Gr. et R om.

40 3. In this sense the was said fioforaoeat or 13¢ 60 7dva1 , and from
this verb is formed 1371151170 0 19. T he latter in the precise sense of substance
i s exceedingly rare, and as far as Ican gather distinctively Stoic . It became
natural ised in L atin as S ubstantia in the time of Seneca and Quintilian.

C i cero attempted to represent by E ssentia— Seneca, Ep. 58 ad in . ,

cupio, si fieri potest , propitiis auribus tuis
,
essentiam dicere. Si minus

dicam et iratis. C iceronem auctorem huius verbi habeo , puto locu
pletem

— but this harsh form did not l ive in classic L atin . There i s a
remarkable passage in Socrates , II. E . i i i . 7, where we are informed
that Irenaeus , a grammarian ,

in his Attitistes calls the word H ypostasis
barbarous

,
because the ancients did not use i t or gave i t a wholly

different sense. But he continues , 10 760 1: 1161170 1 67 1, 61 ital of 1ra7ta101
<p1>1 150 0 <p0 1 7165111 7rap6

'

A1710 V
,
dM

’

81110 9 of Vecbrepm 763V (ptk oaécpwv aux/6x6 9

tit/72 759 0 1
’

10 1
'

a9 737 Ae
'

fa 7179 inroon ioews T he GU I/6X6) ?

i s a great exaggeration. T he reader will find fifty times when he
finds 1511150 7a0 19 once. L astly, these scientific terms were introduced into
theology by the Gnostics : {Jada-

rams, énonet
’

y evov , 512 0 0 150 10 9 all occur
in Irenaeus , i . 5. 1 . Yet i t should beadded that 151160 7a0 1s i s used byTatian
(O tto, pp . 2 2 , 0 130 10 and amid -

rams by Athenagoras , D e R es. 1 . S uppl.

24 (Otto, pp . 1 30 , 1317150 7a0 19 in the Ep. ad B iog. 2 ; and 0 1
’

10 1
’

a by
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The controversy of the t imes turned mainly upon

what was cal led by Western divines ‘the mystery of

the Economy 1 ,
’

the r ight mode that i s to say of appre

hending the personal d i fference, especial ly as regards

the relat ion of the Father to the S on . The problem

of the Unity was of course involved in this , but it was

not the immediate point at i ssu e ; hence the phraseo logy

on this s ide was l ess guarded and precise . For Origen

and the men of his t ime the great obj ect was to establish

the true Personal ity of Christ , to show that though God

He yet was not the Father. Their reasoning appl ies

also to the Holy Spir it , but not so pointedly ; and as

regards the Third Person , there i s sti l l some degree of

hes itat ion and obscurity which the Alexandrines , and

i n particular Origen , did much to dissipate .

phrase tres hypostases .’ H e objects that the formula i s notApostol ical,
but this applies equally to his own mode of statement.

1 Tertull ian, Adv . P raxeam, 2 Quasi non sic quoque unus sit omnia, dum
ex uno omn ia, per substantiae scilicet unitatem, et nihilominus custodiatur

oinovojufas sacramentum , quae unitatem in trinitatem disponit. Ibid. 3

Sed monarchiam sonare student L atini , OIICO VO/u
’

all intelligere nolunt etiam
Graeci. Hippolytus , C ontra N oetum, 14 (ed. L agarde, p . 5150 71611

6pc
'

5 960119 o
’

tAA
’

1) 6m ,
npéowfla 56 5150 , oinovopu

’

q 56 7pi77yu 75V xo
'

tpw 7 06 c
’

vyfov

771/6 15na70 9, rra71)p 716V 75171 GI? 7rp150
'

w17a 56 5150 2571 ital 5 vi1
5

9
,
75 56 7pt

'

70 1/ 75

55710 11 1rV6 17/1a . 11a7 1)p 6V76AA67a1, Ad
‘
yo9 duon k ei

’

,
v1

’

59 56 565/11/v7a1
,
51

’
05 17a71)p

1r10 7 6 1567a1
,
02110 1107110 9 orvy cpwvt

’

a(this is surely the right reading L agarde has
oinouopfqt oq Jwvfa) 0 vuc

'

1767a1 619 6rd 066V. Ihid. 4 (p . 46, L agarde) ,
nv0

'

77
'

7p10 1/ oinovOPfas. A l ittle lower down the word appears to bear even in
this usage its ordinary sense of ‘dispensation.

’

Ibid. 1 4 (p . 53, L agarde) ,
7111160 111111, O 5V 5 11a {130 9 Aéyos 75V oinoy onfav 11a? 75 OéAn/aa 705 var/1159,

57 1 0 1511 51570 1019 Boz5M 7a1 5o§d§60 0a1 0 1571119. But it has evidently acquired
a techni cal sense. Baur, D reieinigheit, ed. 1 84 1 , p . 178, E s l iegt in ihm der
Begriff einer durch eine Vielheit sich vermittelnden E inheit. ’ Tatian, Ad
Graetos, 5 (p . 24 ofO tto’ s 56 (5 A670 9) 1ca7d 7167110711515 o1

’

s 110175

c
’

monom
’

w
'

75757) 5117077117961! 7 0 17111115170 1) nexcbp10 7a1, 75 56 1.16p10 961/ oinovonfas

atpeo
'

w npooAaB5V 611566. 751! 596V 6
’

1
'

A77117a1 7 611017111611 . If he were
asked how the Son could be distinguished from theFather without impairing
the perfections ofthe Father, Tatian replies, ‘this i s themystery oftheD ivine
Will .’ But see the note in Otto.
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The defin it ion of the Father is al ready contained

in i ts main outl ines in what has been said about the

Deity. The specific attributes of the First Person wi ll

be best ascertained by considering His relat ion to the

Second and the Third .

The S on then is a Hypostas is , Living Wisdom , or, as

He is ent itled in the Acts of Paul , in the first rude

attempt at definit ion ,
‘
a l iving animal 1.

’ He is veri ly

and substant ial ly God, and therefore of necess i ty co

eternal and coequal w i th the Father . On the first

point there is no shadow of doubt as to Origen
’

5 mean

ing.

‘There never can have been a t ime when He was

not. For when was that God, whom John cal ls the

Light , dest i tute of the rad iance of H is proper glory, so

that a man may dare to ascribe a beginning of existence

to the S on Let a man
,
who ventures to say there

was a t ime when the S on was not, cons ider that this

is all one with saying there was a t ime when Wisdom

was not, the Word was not, the Life was not N or
,
i f

1 D e P rintipiis, i . 2 . 3 Unde et recte mihi dictus videtur sermo i lle, qui
in Actibus Pauli scriptus est, quia hic est verbum animal vivens.

’

2 D e P rint. iv. 28. N othing can be stronger than Origen’ s language on

the co-eternity ofthe Son Qui autem initium datVerbo D ei, velSapientiae
D ei, intuere ne magis in ipsum ingenitum Patrem impietatem suam iactet,

cum eum neget semper Patrem fuisse
,
et genuisse Verbum , et habuisse

Sapientiam in omnibus anterioribus vel temporibus vel saeculis vel si quid
illud est quod nominati potest. ’ O rigen i s the inventor of the phrase 0 151:

60 7 111 676 55V, famous afterwards as the watchword of the C athol ics
against the Arians , D e P rint. 1. 2 . 9 ; iv. 28 ; In R om. i . 5. N or can we

suspect here the hand of R ufinus
,
for the phrase i s guaranteed not only

by Pamphilus in his Apology ,
but by A thanasius , D e D eer . Sy n . N it .

chap . 27, ed. Migne. Further
,
as i f this were not enough , O rigen warns his

reader that when we say the Son never had a beginning we are speaking
not ofT ime but ofE ternity : N am et haec ipsa nomina temporal is vocabuli
significantiam gerunt, id estguandovelnunguam supra omne autem tempus ,
et supra omnia saecula, et supra omnem aeternitatem intelligenda sunt ea,
quae de Patre et Filio etSpiritu Sanoto dicuntur D eP rint. iv. 28. Father,
if we may so speak, i s themost ancient title ofGod : D eP rint. i . 2 . 1 0 , non
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we keep in view his most del iberate and emphat ic ut

terances, can there be any doubt about the second .

The proof i s taken from the Epistle to the Hebrews ,
where the S on i s cal led ‘the express image of the

Hypostas is of God ;
’

from the Book ofWisdom
,
where

He is ‘the unspotted mirror of the power of God.

’

For

the property of a mirror is to reflect every feature , every

actofhim that looks therein, without the sl ightest change.

Hence the Saviour H imsel f says ,
‘All mine are thine

and thine are mine ,
’ ‘What things soever the Father

doeth these also doeth the S on l ikewise and St . John

in the Apocalypse appl ies to Christ the Ineffable Name
,

Thus saith the Lord God, who is , and who was, and

who i s to come

But Scr ipture carri es us beyond th is, giving to the

S on a number of t itles to denote H is Epinoiai, His

economic functions , His relat ions to the world 2 . In

this sense the Father i s One and Simple , while the S on

is Many . He is
,
firstly, Wisdom , the perfect image of

the mind and wil l of God, which He expresses in crea

potest antiquior esse in D eo O mnipotentis appellatio quam Patris : per
Filium enim omnipotens est Pater. O n this point ofthe C oeterni ty there
cannot be any doubt as to Origen

’ s meaning. See the E xcursus ofMaranus

in L om. vol. xxi i . p . 351 .

1 D e P rint. i . 2 .

2 In C ant. C ant. i ii . (L om. xv . p . E t ne mireris, si idem ipse et

arbor vitae et diversa al ia dicatur, cum idem et pani s verus , et vitis Vera, et
agnus D ei, et multa al ia nominetur. O mnia namque haec Verbum D ei

unicuique efficitur, prout mensura vel desiderium participantis exposcit

secundum quod etmanna, qui cum esset unus cibus
,
unicuique tamen desi

derio (desideri i sui reddebat saporem . T he peculiarity of O rigen’ s view
is that he endeavours to arrange these titles of C hrist in an ascending scale,
and regards them as denoting success ive stages ofthe bel iever ’ s progress and
receptivity. This was a Valentinian idea. E xterpta ex Theodoto, 7, 5 56

a 1
’

17 159 60 71 70 10 1770 9 861/ 6nc50 7cp ofos n6xwp170 9a1 515Va7a1, and a similar View
gave their name to the D ocetae (see the D iet. of Christ . But the
graduation ofthe ti tles i s necessarily difficult, obscure, and fluctuating.
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Epinoiai to the steps of the Temple leading up to the

Holy ofHol ies . The lower fl ight i s the Humanity, the

u pper the D ivinity
,
the whole make up our knowledge

of the Saviou r 1 . We have al ready seen the same idea

in Clement, though not so clearly developed .

‘Let no one think ,
’ says Origen ,

‘that we are intro

ducing a dist inct ion into the essence of the S on But the

mode of expression has given rise to misunderstanding.

I t i s not meant that Chri st wil l ever put off His H u

manity 3 or that we Shal l ever cease to need Him ,
for

even at the cl imax of all things H e wil l st i l l be the Life

and the Truth . We shal l see the Father face to face, but

only because we shal l be ‘one sp irit with the Lord .

’

In this sense only Origen bel ieved that the work of

Redemption and Mediat ion wil l have an end . We shal l

see the Father no longer in the S on,
but as the S on sees

Him
,
i n the day when God shal l be all in all4 . But to

1 In j oann . xix. 1 (L om. i i . In this passage in 5.50 716p 755V cit/1130 0115111

5 MOVO
‘
YGVfiS

‘ 60 71 11716570 9 6171 75. 111
5

70) read 5 [1 6V 60 71 rrpc
'

570 9. In j oann .

xxxii . 19 there are E pinoiaiofthe bel iever corresponding to those ofC hrist .
H e i s fi rst the slave, then the disciple, the l ittle child, the child , the brother
ofJesus, the son ofGod.

2 In j oann . i . 30 adfi n . Huet charges Origen with asserting that the
title Word belongs to the S on only accidental ly, l ike those of L ight and
Shepherd, but he is entirely wrong. T he reader ofthe O rigeniana must be
on his guard throughout . Huet’ s timidity leads him into frequent errors, in
spite of his learning and his sincere desire to do j ustice. Maranus and de

la R ue are not only more generous but safer guides .
2 See the end of this L ecture.

‘1 In j oann . xx . 7. The reader may consul t M . D enis , p . 379. There i s,
however, an important distinction. W e shal l no longer see the Father
in the Son , but we, being in the Son , shall see the Father face to face. And

in thi s sense the work of Mediation does not cease. See D e P rint . i i i .
5. 6 sq. , Cum ipsis et in ipsis Ipse quoque subiectus dicitur Patri . D e

P rint. i i i . 6 . 1 Origen quotes John xvii . 2 1 , 24 , Pater
,
volo ut ubi ego

sum et i st i sint mecum ,
et sicut ego et tu unum sumus ita et isti in nobis

unum sint. ’ This i s one ofhis favourite texts. The same idea i s developed,
In L evit. Horn . vii. 2 . Here again the reference i s to 1 C or. xv. 28. Why
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Origen
,
as to Clement , the bel ief in Jesus as Redeemer i s

the note of the lower l ife . We must rise above the

sens ible to the intel l igible, from obedience to love and

knowledge, from Jesus to the Word . Redemption is

forgiveness and heal ing discipl ine, and the true Christian

has ceased to need these . Hence the startling phrase

that to know Christ crucified is the knowledge ofbabes

Or again
,

‘Blessed are those who want the Saviour no

longer as Physician , Shepherd , Redemption But

Origen ’s outlook is darker than that of Clement . He

throws the higher l ife farther and farther back
, and

exhibits a growing intens ity of devot ion towards the

S on of Man.

The heathen Platonists have attained
,
says Origen

,
by

the l ight of Nature to a knowledge of the Father and

even of the S on ; but the bel ief in the Holy Ghost i s

the d ist inguishing prerogat ive of Christianity 3. The

statement marks his sense of the importance of this

art icle of the Creed , which he d id much to strengthen

and expand . He has indeed no technical word to

denote the relat ion of the Third to the other Persons
,

does theApostle say
‘then shal l the Son Himsel f be subject to the Father ?

’

N ot that H e needs subjection to the Father, but on my account, in whom
H e hasnot yet perfected His work , H e i s said to be as yetnot subject . But
when H e shal l have fini shed His office and brought allHis creatures to the
top of perfection, then H e Himsel f shal l be called subject in those whom
H e hath p ut under the Father , and in whom H e has perfected the work
that the Father gave Him to do , that God may be all in all. Then and

not ti ll then C hrist’ s joy shall be ful l .
1 In j oann . i . 20 , (N 0 0 n6ti dpxr) 770657779 , 17p59 711 1) 61775 7 05

pey e
'

fiovs 557150 0 90 1 75s 7T€pl 0 15705 dkndefas, 7} nix/971011757779

0 15705
,
110 95 7059 1071750 19 110 7077670 1670 1

’

Ir;0 059 Xp10 759, 1cal05709 60 7av a6
'

11 09.

So also Ibid. xix . 3.

2 In j oann . i . 2 2 .

2 T he leading passages on the subject of the Holy Spirit areD e P rint. 1.

3 ; i i . 7 In j oann . i i. 6.
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nor does he ever definitely bestow upon Him the t it le

of God 1
. But the idea, i f not the word , is clearly there .

1 In D e P rint. 11. 7. 1 he appears even to deny it : N am ut concedamus

MarcionivelValentino posse differentias deitatis (of Father and S on) in

ducere quid inveniet ut differentiam Spiritus Sancti introducat. ’ But he
certainly spoke of the divinity of the Holy Spiri t ; Ihid. 3, the Mon

tani sts minora quam dignum est de ejus divinitate sentientes erroribus se ac

deceptionibus tradiderunt.
’ Basi l (D e Spir. S aneta

,
vol. i i . p . 358, ed . Paris ,

who considers that the doctrine of Origen was not sound on all

points, quotes from theIn R om . ,
0 1516710 1 5v11 15,u6 19 xwp177 1n0 1 70 17 [1 0 1107611 0 179

110 17 179 705 51750 11 1711 657110 70 9 6657177 0 9 , and adds , 0157019 05110 1 75 7179 170 p0 550 6w9
i0xvp511 6111776 nok kdms 70 159 51115pa9 Ital7 059 0 111 650 19 0 157 11511 515711 0 0 111 0

’

11171A6
’

76111 .

T he latter remark is unjust . Tradition was certainly on the side of O rigen
as against Basi l ; for the ti tle D eus is fi rst expressly bestowed upon the

Holy Spiri t by Tertullian in his Montani st treatise Adv . P raxeam , 3 . 1 3 ;

cp. Baur
,
D reieinigheit, ed. 184 1 , p . 177 note. In the P reface to the

D e P rintipiis, 4 , i t i s affirmed that the praedicatio apostolica does
not decide of the Spirit utrum natus an innatus. Jerome has utrum
factus an infectus. Apparent ly R ufinus read 76 111177759 157611117770 9 ,

Jerome 7611 17759 517611 177 0 9. T he words are constantly interchanged in
MSS . In j oann . i i . 6 O rigen starts several questions—whether the Spirit
has a hypostatic existence ; whether H e i s one of the all things which
were made (67611 670 ) through the Son ; whether H e i s less or greater
than the S on. T he first he answers by affirming the Three Hypostases .
T he reply to the second is very hesitating and tortuous. It i s perhaps the
worst instance of the evi l of his extemporaneous method of composition. At

fi rst (p . 1 10 L om . ) he regards it as themore pious and true conclusion that the
Spiri t is not included in the all things ’ that were made by the S on. But
7 05 v105 Xpfigew 60 1116 7 5 551710 11 1711 65710 , 510 110 11051170 9 0 15705 75 15710 0 71510 6 1 0 15

71511 0 11 619 75 6711 0 1 o
’

tttAo
’

t 110 1 0 05511 65110 1 110 2A07111511 110 2 51110 10 11 , 110 1 17511

571170 70511 xpi) 0 1575 110 6511 7v7x0
'

1116 111 110 751 71 67oxr
‘
711 7 1511 17700 6171175 6v 77i

X p10 705 6171110 15511 . And three pages further on (p . 1 1 3 L om .) he slides into
the affirmative, 70 570 56 6171q 15 657570 0 70 1 0 0 5160 76110 11 156511 Bovk opévow 1715 9,

61 17151170 515. 7 05 Aé'yov 67611 670 , 75 5151 705 Aé'yov 6
1

7611 670 611 76511

17051170111 7v'

yxdz10 11 . Thus the relation ofthe Spirit to the S on appears to be
analogous to that ofthe S on to the Father . Perhaps this need not be under
stood as directly contradicting D e P rint . i . 3. 4 , neque enim putandum

est quod etiam Spiritus Fil io revelante cognoscit. Si enim revelante Fil io
cognoscit Patrem Spiritus Sanctus , ergo ex ignorantia ad scientiam venit .
D e P rint. i i . 2 . 1 we read , Sicut ingenitum Filium generat Pater et Spiritum
Sanctum profert; In R om. vii. 1

,
Qui vere ex ipso D eo protedit; D e

P rint. i . 2 . 1 3, In eo fonte de quo vel natus est Filius velprotedit Spiritus
Sanctus . But in these passages R ufinus i s hardly trustworthy . T o the

third question he replies finally that the S pirit i s 151705660 7 6p0 11 7 05 51
’

05
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New Testament by the words Spirit or Holy Spir it .

But H is special work is that of sanctification. The

Father gives being to all that exists ; the S on imparts

reason
,
Logos , to all that i s capable of i t ; the Holy

Ghost works l i fe in those that bel ieve . Hence though

all men may be said to partic ipate in the First and

Second Persons , not all men share in the Third . I t is

He that creates in man the capacity to receive Christ
,

first as Just ice
,
then as Wisdom , and so on in ever

deepening affin ity
,
t i l l at last the gift of being becomes

worthy of the Giver . Man i s made what God meant

him to be, good and permanently good , by the ceaseless

ministrat ions of the Holy Spirit . Thus it may be said

that the S on and the Holy Spiri t are the cause of the

knowledge ofGod, that the Holy Spirit i s the substance

of the graces of the Father 1 .

Thus far the Alexandrines cleared and defined the

not ion of the Divine Persons . But a not less d ifficult

task remarried behind . 1 Granting the triple Personal ity
,

where then is the U nity, or as it was cal led the Monarchy ?

The question was involved in N oetianism,
i t was pressed

upon the Church from without by Celsus , the champion

of reformed Heathenism . It involved the very essence

and existence of the faith . I f Christ ianity was Mono

theism in the sense of N oetus, where was the real ity of

the work ofJesus ? i f it were not Monotheism in the sense

This i s important
, as showing that in D e P rine. i . 3. 5 the words ut operati

onem specialem Spiritus Sancti etspecialem Patris ac F ili i describamus are

not inserted by Rufinus. This i s a sufficient answer to the strictures of
Theophilus , Jerome and Justinian, forwhich see the O rigeniana.

1 D e P rint. i . 3. 5 ; P rol. in C ant. C ant. (L om. xiv . 307) In j oann .

In j erew . Horn. viii . I . Substance ofthe graces , 5M) 76511 xap10/1 0
'

170 W.

As the Son i s 6'v 0 9 0 0010 , so the Holy Spirit is é
’

pgbvxosxdpw, though this
phrase is not actually used.



v.] Ine U nity in Trinity. I75

of Celsus , in what was i t better than the rel igion of

Mithra, and what became of its exclusive claims ?

We enter here upon one of the most fiercely decried

portions of Origen
’

s teaching
l
. Let it be observed by

way of caution that he had no paper money, no accepted

phrases to pass current instead of thought ; that speaking

of the most awful mystery that can exerc ise the mind of

man
,
he expresses himsel f by no means with neatness

and precis ion , but with becoming hesitat ion , as of one

who hears only ‘fragments of the mighty voi ce,
’

and

faithfully endeavours to render the whole of what he

hears . Hence his language is partly that of later

times , partly not ; most startl ing when most B ibl i cal .

R ufinus, the translator of the D e P rincipiis, has doubt

less tampered with his text . But we have abundant

means of checking his d ivagat ions . There is no im

portant po int on which we cannot produce the exact

meaning of Origen 2.

1 The chief among the ancient assai lants ofOrigen and Origeni sm were
Methodius , D e P esurreetione, fragments only are extant, but there i s an ab

stract of the work in Photius , C od. 234 ; E ustathius, D e E ngastrimy tfio,
in Migne, vol. xvii . 614 ; E piphanius, H aereses, lxiv ; Ep. 0 d j oann . Ep .

H ieros.,
L atin translation in Jerome’ s Epistles, 51 , Migne, vol. xxii Theo

philus, P astizal L etters, i . 2 . 3, Greek fragments in Migne, vol. lxv. 54 ,

L atin translations in Jerome’ s Epistles, 96, 98, 1 0 0 , Migne, vol. xxi i ;
Jerome, Epp. 84 , Ad P ammaefiimn et O ceanw n, 1 24 Ad Avitztm, Migne,
vol. xxii Apologia adv . Ziéros P ufi ni Justinian, Adv . O rigenem or Ad

Menam,
Mansi , ix. 487 Migne, lxxxvi. 946 L abbe, V. 635.

2 T he l ife and works of R ufinus (whose cognomen i s variously given as

T oranus, T urranius, or T yrannius) will be found in Migne, vol. xxi . See

also O rigeniana, i i . 4 . 1 0 ; R edepenning , i i . 61 , 68, 254 ; N eander, iv .

447(E ng. Tran s .) Gieseler, L efirbne/z der Ifi
'

re/zengesefiiefite, 1 824 , part i .
p . 284 sqq. R ufinus, a monk ofAquileia, in 372 accompanied a pious and
wealthy lady Melania to the E ast as a kind of domesti c chaplain, though
not yetordained . In Palestine, where he remained til l 397, living fora part
of the time with the hermits on the Mount of Olives, he had a serious
quarrel with Jerome, ari sing out of the dispute between E piphanius and
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L et us begin with passages representing the l ine of

thought that was afterwards predominant . O rigen insists

that both terms ofthe antinomy, the One and the Many
,

must be equal ly kept in view . Thus in the Homily on

the Shew Bread
, one of his most remarkable al legories

,

the bread
,
he says

,
i s made of two - tenths of flour . It is

s ignificant then ofthe two Persons , for ten , the perfect

number
,
i s emblemat ic of Deity. The loaves are laid

one upon another to show that they are one mass
, one

John ofJerusalem . T he latter was accused ofOrigenism and R ufinus took
his part . O n his return to Italy he began to translate Greek theological
works into L atin at the request of friends , in parti cular the D e P m

'

ntipiis.

This led to a renewal ofhostil ities with Jerome, and drew upon Rufinus the
censure ofPope Anastasius , though he does notappear to have been formally
condemned . H e died in Sicily, whither he had fled for shelter during the
invasion ofA lari c . Here in sight ofthe blaz ing villages ofC alabria

,
in the

midst of horrors that might seem to denote the approaching end of all

things, he found comfort in the mystical commentary on the Song of Songs .
Besides theD e P rintipiis he gave to L atin the pseudo- C lementine R ecogni
tions. T he Westerns appear to have been at this t ime profoundly ignorant
ofGreek speculations , and R ufinus was much in the position of the scholars
who fi rst introduced modern German theology into E ngland . T o him we

owe the L atin version of the H omilies on Genesis , E xodus , L eviticus ,
N umbers , Joshua, Judges , 1 Samuel (the last probably, R ed. i i .
P salms 36—38, the C ommentaries on the Song of Songs , and R omans , and
the D e P rintipiis, with the Apology of Pamphilus. T he translation ofthe

H omilies on the Song of S ongs
,
Isaiah

,
Jeremiah , E zekiel , L uke, i s by

Jerome. The author ofthe version ofthe latter part ofthe Commentary on
Matthew is unknown. W e have also some fragments of the translation of

the D e P rint . by Jerome, and ofa Homily on Job by Hilarius Pictaviensis.

R ufinus has described his mode of translation very candidly (see his Pre
faces to N umbers , Joshua, P salms, D e P rint . i . and i i i, and the peroratio to
In P orn) H e dealt with great freedom, expanding, condensing , com

bining
, expurgating, and amending. T he gist of Jerome’ s attack upon the

translation ofthe D e P rint. i s not that R ufinus had softened or omitted nu
orthodox expressions on the subject oftheTrini ty (forhe had done the same
th ing himsel f in his version of the Homilies on Isaiah) , but that he had
supported and strengthened Origen’ s views on the subject ofthe Fall , R esti
tution, &c. T he worst that can be said of R ufinus is that his judgment
and temper were not perfect . Huet treats him very harshly in order to
relieve Jerome.
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Proj ect ion
,
that of the Prophoric Logos , —and prefers

the beaut i ful s im i le of the Torch and the R ay . S o far

his view is that known as Circumincess ion, the idea of

perfect mutual interpenetrat ion . H e has addressed him

sel f mainly to the relat ion between Father and S on. But

what is true of them is true ofthe whol e Trin ity.

But st i l l i t may be asked in what prec isely does the

unity cons ist ? In this part icu lar form the quest ion had

as yet hardly been posed , and it would have been better

had it never been stated . The most we can do i s to

agree upon a word , and at such alt itudes words lose their

vital ity. But it was not Origen
’

s nature to gloss over a

d ifficulty
,
and in those days of Polytheism it would not

perhaps have been safe to do so . He wil l give then

what answer he can,
though he wel l knows what the

answer is worth . At one t ime in reply to Celsus he

places the unity in perfect moral harmony. We worship

the Father ofTruth, and the S on who is Truth , T wo in

Person but One in agreement and concert and ident ity

ofwil l . It is a union l ike that of the Church , the multi

tude of them that bel ieved were of one heart and one

soul At another time he uses the express ion One in

1 C ontra C els111n ,viii. 1 2 . After quoting John xiv . 1 1
,
Iam in the Father

and the Father in Me
,

’ Origen proceeds, 61 56
’

719 111 70 15710 11 0 6p10 110 0 01
’

10 670 1

115 1117 0 570/1 0A0511 6 11 1rp59 70 159 c
’

1110 1p051170 9 5150 61510 1 15110 0 7510 6 19 1ra7 6
'

pa 110 1

111511 , 61710 7170 5710 7 15511 52 11511170111 761511 1110 7 6 5 0 057 0111 5 1tap51
'

a 110 1i] 1,5vx5 yia,
1110 96011150 5 75 67111 110 1 5 110 71

‘
7p

"
E 110 0511 96511

, 159 57 0565111110 0 611 ,

7511 1far 6
'

pa 110 1 7511 111511 96pa1T6150y 6V 51170 5150 75 15170 0 7010 6 1 rrpdyy a7a ,

211 51 75 5110 11 010 110 175 0 011 1110 11110 110 1 75 70 117571771 7 05 60 11115110 70 9. T he

same defini tion supported by the same i llustration was censured in the case
ofAbbot Joachim by the Fourth L ateran C ouncil in 1 2 1 5 see Mansi

,
xxii .

981 sqq.
, or D enzinger, E ntlziridion

, 358 . Abbot Joachim preached also
the E ternal Gospel , ’ though he gave to the phrase a pol itical significance

and used i t to express the social and religious reformation yearned for by
the enthusiasts of his t ime. M . D eni s , pp . 576 sqq.

, appears to me to

underrate the connection between O rigen and Joachim .
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Substance, and Pamphilus even ascribes to him the famous
H omoousion ofthe Nicene Fathers 1 This however could

not be his definite opinion ,
partly because the word O usia

or Essence sti l l means at t imes Person or Hypostas is ;
partly because from either po int ofview , the Sto ic or the

Platonic , it was
,

by no means clear whether God could

be spoken of as having O usia at all, because He is rather

above allO usia 2 partly again because the term belongs

1 Frag . 3 from commentary In H ebr. quoted by Pamphilusin hisApology ,

Quae utraeque similitudines (vapor virtutis‘D ei and aporrhoea gloriae

O mnipotentis purissima) manifestissime ostendunt communionem substantiae
esse Filio cum Patre. Aporrhoea enim 5711 0 0 150 10 9 videtur, id est unius sub
stantiae cum illo corpore ex quo est vel aporrhoea vel vapor (L om. xxiv .

T he word 50 0 0 150 10 9 i s used by H eracleon to denote the natural affinity
which he in common with the other Valentinians conceived to exis t between
the Pneumati c and God and between the Hylic and the D evil , In j oann . xiii.
25 xx . 1 8 (L om . i i . 43, This idea i s rejected both by C lement, S trom .

ii. 16. 74 iv. 1 3. 91 , and by O rigen . In this usage the word means made
ofthe same stuff, ofthe same genus , governed by the same laws , but does not
imply equali ty. In this sense it is applied to the Son by the author ofthe
H omilies, xx . 7. T he Son i s 5110 0 1

5

0 10 9 9603 10 0 515110 110 9 56 0 1
5

. As a term
of theology the word appears to have been first employed in these ways by
Gnostics and E bionites . In the passage quoted above from O rigen i t
appears for the first time in i ts later N icene sense, for I cannot regard the
passage in the Adumbrationes, p . 1 0 0 9, as C lement

’ s
,
though Zahn

,
Forstlt

angen ,
p . I38, thinks otherwise. T he word was not regarded as orthodox

by the Antiochene Fathers , see R outh , i ii . p . 31 4 . L ike many other words
i t acquired

‘

a technical meaning which at first undoubtedly it did not possess .
Bull

,
book ii . chapter I

,
may sti l l be read with advantage, though he

endeavoured to prove too much .

‘
0 0 0 0 150 10 9 i s certainly not a word of

which the precis ion and exactness precluded all attempt at equivocation .

’

S ee also Harnack , D ogmengestfiit/zte, pp . 531 sqq.

2
See C ontra C elsum,

vi. 64 . C elsus says , 0 155
’

0 150 10 9 [J GT G
’

XH 5 0659.

N o, replies O rigen , 0 676x67a1 70
‘
1p 110AA0 11 5 y e76x6 1. So the Saviour 0 15

p 676X 6 1 11611 51110 1 0 0 1
5

111) 56 81111 11 676x670 1 5115 7 15 11 51110 10111

11 011119 56 5 759 0 150 10 9 A570 9 110 1 55 0 0601p1770 9 110
’

76p0 11 6116116 1110

0 150 10 9 60 71 11p6 0 6 610 110 1 50 11011 6 1 5 0659 0 670 5150119 0 150 10 9 5 110 1 0 15759 60 7111

0 150 10 . 2 17717760 11 56 110 1 61 0 150 10 11 11611 0 150 151511 AGK T G
’

O V 110 1 1560 11 156 15 11 110 1

d 1
‘
111 7511 0 0 11 076115 110 1 1rp0170

'

70 110 11 1100 179 11710 6019, 611611 6 1110 56 1101170111 7 0 157011
1

7511 1ra76p0 0 15705 110 1 06 1511 . In j oann . xix . 1 (L om. i i . p . 0 157019

611 037 6111 75 611 156111 75 0 150 10 5 75 151rep6
’

11e1r1a 759 0 150 10 9 5111100 61 110 1 (15150 61 7 05

N 2
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to the vocabulary of science and not of Scripture , and

even in sc ience denotes not knowledge but the absence

ofknowledge . For the 0 111 10 i s precisely that about a

thing of which we are whol ly ignorant . Hence again ,

taking his stand upon the words of our Saviour ‘that

they may know Thee the only true God,

’ upon thewords

of St . Paul ‘to us there is but One God the Father ,
’

he

seeks for the ground of unity in the derivation of the

Second Person from the First , of the Third from the

Second and First . The Father is ‘the God,
’ ‘the only

true God .

’ The
’

Son
'

i s God
’

without add it ion, because

His Deity is derived 1 .

The S on, as we have seen , possesses all the attributes

of God, His Goodness , His Wisdom , His Power . H e

possesses them in ful l and perfect measure, not acc i

dental ly but substantial ly and unchangeably, not pre

cariously but by virtue , i f we may so speak , of a law of

the Divine Nature . He is begotten
,
not created . T he

S on is in the Father , the Father in the S on,
and no

schism is conceivable between them . Yet the Word is

the Splendour of the D ivine Glory, the Image of the

Father
’

s Person , in a word He is the S on. The Father

is the Fountain from whom His Divin ity is ‘drawn

9 60 15. If 0 150 10 be taken in i ts P latoni c sense as signi fying Idea i t i s prior
to the Thing, and thus the Idea of God would be above God ; again, the
Ideas are sometimes spoken ofas created by God. If the word be taken in
i ts Stoi c sense, we arriveat a distinction between the 1rpci17171

°

q and the 110101;

ofthe D eity. Words l ike these, which represent or are supposed to repre

sent the teaching of sensible experience, explain without explaining that
which eye hath not seen .

’

1 [ 11 j oamz . i i . 2, 3, 18 ; xii i . 25 ; xxxii . 1 8 00 11170 C elsum,
viii . 14 , 1 5.

[ 11 j oamz . i i . 2 , 0 1150 0 9 7 179 06571770 9 619 6av7a
’

z1 . H oc est portionem

divinitatis non divinitatem remarks Huet, with whom agrees M . D eni s
,
p .

1 1 0 . This is laying far too much stress upon a word . Besides, had O rigen
written 71711 96571770 , he would have meant that the Son had deprived the
Father ofD ei ty.
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O rigen hesitat ingly suggests the question whether there

may not be in the Father abysses of knowledge , glory ,

power beyond all that is given to the S on 1
. These

however must not be insisted upon. Where he pro

nounces his real thought , the d ifference between the

Persons is conceived not as quantitat ive nor as qual i

tative, but as modal
"

s imply . The S on 971111 S on is

inferior to the Father 91111 Father .
‘Speculate not,

’

says Gregory N az ianz en
,

‘upon the

Divine Generat ion,
for it i s not safe let the doctrine

be honoured silent ly It is a great th ing for thee to

know the fact ; the mode we cannot admit that even

070 057770 9 0108 0 15x 1219 5 dwapaAA5117w9 070 059 . T he best comment
on this passage i s afforded by [ 11 M 0 115 . xiv. 7, 0 15759 75p £0 7 111 5 B 0 0 1A61

‘
19

75511 110 25
'

10 116p 0 15759 50 7111 f; 0 1
’

170 0 0cpt
'

a 110 2f; 0 157 0 51110 10 0 1
5

1117 110 273
0 1570 0 16706 10 , 0 151 111 1113110 7 6 1102 75 0 157060 0 01610 . But here again i t will be
observed not 7 5 0 1570 0 70 0511 . N ow as the whole existence of the Son i s
derived from the Father , and H e i s therefore strictly speaking no more
0 1570 0 0 1110 than 0 1570 0 70 0511 , i t wi l l be evident that O rigen i s here struggl ing
against his own principles and endeavouring to reduce the doctrine of

D erivation and Subordination, which he had inherited from his predecessors,
to the narrowest l imits consistent with the direct teaching of Scripture.

There i s a sense even in which the Son may be called the Absolute Good,
i f not in respect ofGod yet in respect ofman 11211 7rp5s 7511 110 7 e

’

p0 62115111

20 7111 0270 0571770 9, 519 52 1rp5s 70 A0 11102 511 11) 757 09 1ra7p5s 0270 057179 11p59 0 157511 ,

[ 11 M 0 115 . xv . 1 0 . What struck later ages as the novelty and audacity of
O rigen’ s doctrine was in truth its archai sm and conservatism .

‘L a vérité
,

c ’est que la pensée d
’

O rig
‘
ene se meut dans deux directions tout opposées .

L orsqu
’

il ne suit que la logique et les ide'es oil sa fervente piété l’inclinait,
il va al ’égal ité des personnes divines . L orsqu

’

il s
’

en tient ala tradition
il recule devant les consequences de sa piété et de la logique, et se jette a
l
’

extrémité opposée ;’ D eni s
,
p . 1 1 1 .

1 D e P 710 1 . iv. 35, 050 7 6 110 2 311 110e 5 1ra71
‘
;p 0 61§511w9 110 2 7pa110 7 6

'

pw9

110 276A6 1O -re
'

p10 9 110 6Z7a1 15gb
’

20 11709 15115 7 09 0209 : Infomm . xxxii . 18 the

glory which the Father has in Himself i s greater than that which H e has in

His Son. O n the other hand , i . 27the Son
’ s knowledge i s equal

to that of the Father . R edepenning, i i . 277 sqq. ; D eni s , I I I sqq . ; 0 71
gm z

’

ana , i i . 2 . 19 (L om . xxii . p . Bull
,
i i . 0 . At any rate Origen

did not think himsel f debarred from considering the q uest ion.
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angels understand , much less thou It is a wise

admonition,
but it is double- edged , and must not be so

appl ied as to smite Origen alone. N or indeed is it j ust

to blame him here for presumption . He could not
,
he

dared not, shrink back where the word of God led him

on. He could not think that a truth three t imes at

least pressed upon the Church by Christ Himsel f might

safely be ignored . T o his dauntless spirit these words

of the Master seemed to be not a scandal but a flash of

l ight . They Spoke of the supreme anchor of all our

hopes , the transcendental Goodness of Him from whom

all things ultimately proceed , of that day when Christ

shal l render up His K ingdom to the Father
,
and God,

the Good , shal l be all in all. Lastly, let us remember, he

is speaking, though more emphat ical ly than others , the

bel ief of his t ime 2. He was condemned by Jerome and

Justinian ; but he has been acquitted by Athanas ius and

theologians of every school to whom history and Scripture

do not speak in vain .

T he objections urged in ancient t imes against Origen
’

s

Subord inat ionism ,
obj ections resting in many cases on

the most serious misapprehension,
may for the present

be dismissed 3. . But there is one true consequence of his

view so momentous that it must not be passed over .

I refer to his teaching on the subj ect of prayer offered to

the S on.

He has declared himsel f upon this point many t imes ,

1 Orat . xxxv. 29. 30 ; in Migne, xxix. 8.

3 See the catena of patristic explanations of John xiv . 28 given by D r.

Westcott
,
Gospel of S t. j o/111 , p . 2 13, ed. 1 882 . Towards the close of the

fourth century the Opinion began to gain currency that the superior greatness
ofthe Father was referred to the human l i fe ofthe S on.

’

3 T he curious reader will find them in the 0 7 13711110 110 .
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especial ly
’

in the6119119 .

‘Away with the advice of

Celsus that we should pray to demons . For we must

pray only to the Supreme God, yes, and we must pray

to the Only-Begotten and Firstborn of every creature,

and beseech H im as our High Priest to offer to His God

and our God, to His Father and the Father of all that

l ive
,
our prayers as they come first to Him .

’ The

meaning of these words is explained at large in the

751 1 111191 111 0 11 P rayer. Start ing from the text of St .

Paul ,
‘I exhort therefore that first of all suppl icat ions ,

prayers , intercess ions and giving of thanks be made for

all men he proceeds to draw a dist inct ion between

these four terms . Prayer in its proper sense , he con

eludes , i s that which the sou l sends up with clearest

I T im . 11. I 110 p0 110A1
'

15 ou11 11110570 11 1151171011 110 1670 00 1 56130 619 , 11p0 0 6vx59,
3117 655619, 6 15x0 p10 71

'

0 9 15p 11511171011 011011510 0111 . There i s a difficul ty in ex

plaining Origen’ s meaning because prayer must be used as the equivalent
both of 6 15x1

’

7and of E 15x1
'

7 seems to be regarded as the genus
including these four species . Aéq0 19 i s defined 7511 116p2 (so the E ngl ish
editor) EAA6 1

'

110 11759 71111 0 60
’

21160 10 9 116p2 709 é/161
'

110 U 70x6f11 011 0 1160 1100 5q
6 15x511 . It i s prayer without worship (11p0 0 11511170 19) . Intercession i s a con

fident appeal for benefits to oneself or to others , 7511 15115 napp770 1
'

0 11 71115

11A6 1
'

0 110 5x0 1170 9 116pi7 1110 111 05120 0 111 11p59 06511 : the difi
'

erence here l ies in the

character of the speaker, i t i s the address ofa son to his father. It should
be added that O rigen lays down not only that we must pray to God through
C hrist , but that we must not pray to Him in any other way. In the opening
ofthe eighth book C ontra C 11911111 where Origen is replying to the reproach
ofCelsus that the C hristian served two Masters and so introduced 0 700 19

,

hostile division,
between the old D eity and the new ,

he uses of C hrist not
merely 7 10011 and 06p0 116156111 , but 0 6

'

B6111 , 0p170 116156 111, 50 0 1 01
5

111
1

, referring to John
v. 23 ; x . 30 ; xiv . I I xvii . 2 2 . 15111. i . 51 C hrist is 5 15115 X p10 1 10 111

'

1511

11p0 0 110 110 15116110 9 . Worship , the highest adoration, i s ofi
'

ered to God through
C hrist , and to C hrist as H e i s in, as H e is O ne with the Father. This will
explain the language of the D e 0 r1111

'

0 111 where i t is said that worship
(11p0 0 111511170 19) belongs to Christ only in a figurat ive sense

,
not absolutely or

in His own right. E verywhere O rigen’ s language i s the same. With the

fullest recognition ofthe D ivinity of the Son there i s the constant warning
that we must not forget that God is our Father and the Father ofall that is.
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ence to his favourite idea of the Epinoiai. We may

address the Saviour , in immediate suppl icat ion, for those

boons which it is H is special province to bestow . But

in the supreme moment of adorat ion , when the sou l

st rains upwards to lay itsel f as a sacrifice before the

highest obj ect of thought
,
we must not stop short of

Him who i s above all. Such prayer is necessari ly

attended by a
‘doxo logy,

’

a clear recognit ion of the

Nature of Him before whom we stand , and in the

doxology the Father
’

s Name i s first . Origen appeals

to the express command of J esus ,
‘Whatsoever ye shal l

ask the Father He wil l give it in My name ,
’

to the usage

of Scripture , and last ly to the usage of the Church .

It i s probable that at this very t ime a change was

creeping into the language of worship .

‘Are we not

candus est
,
ut omnem nebulam

,
omnemque caliginem ,

quae peccatorum
sordibus concreta visum nostri cordis obscurat

,
auferre dignetur : [ 11 L evit.

H om. v . 5 , D ominum meum Jesum invocare me oportet ut quaerentem me

faciat invenire et pulsanti aperiat : [ a N am. Horn . xxv . 3 , nos autem oremus
ex corde Verbum D ei, qui est unigenitus eius , et qui revelat Patrem quibus
vult

,
ut et nobis haec revelare dignetur : [ 11 E zeo/z . Horn . i i i . 4 , Praestamihi ,

Christe, ut disrumpam cervicalia in animarum consuta luxuriam : [ a R om.

viii . 4 , S ed et in principio E pistolae, quam ad C orinthios scribit, ubi dicit
cum omnibus qui invocant nomen D omini nostri Jesu C hristi , in omni loco
ipsorum et nostro, ’ eum cuius nomen invocatur D ominum (al. D eum) Jesum
C hristum esse pronuntiat. Si ergo et E nos et Moses et Aaron et Samuel
‘invocabant D ominum et ipse exaudiebat eos,

’ sine dubio C hristum Jesum
D ominum invocabant : et si invocare nomen D omini et orare D ominum
unum atque idem est, sicut invocatur D eus invocandus est C hristus , et sicut

oratur D eus ita et orandus est C hristus Unum namque utrique honorem
deferendum, id est Patri et Fi l io, divinus edocet sermo, cum dicit ut omnes
honorificentFilium sicuthonorificant Patrem.

’ But this last passage goes
beyond O rigen’s usual language and may have been amended by R ufinus.

Itwil l be observed that he insists upon the difference between the xvpzok efia
and 110 70q a s

‘
, the absolute and relative sense, of P rayer, and that his own

P rayers to the S on are ejaculatory and brief. T he reader may consul t
L iicke, D e [ noooafz

’

onefem C krz
'

sz
‘
z
’

precious C arz
'

sfz
'

aaoram arm rafz
’

as

Gottingae, 1 843 ; R edepenning, 0 77311215 , i i . 38 sqq. ; Bingham,

xru. 2 . 3.
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divided ,
’ he asks

,

‘i f we pray some to the Father , some

to the S on, fal l ing into the error of ignorant men because

we have never enquired into the real nature ofwhat we

are do ing Strange and innovat ing as his words may

seem to us , they are real ly the very oppos ite of this .

They are a plea for ancient usage in a t ime of change.

It has been thought that his protest refers Special ly to
the Eucharist , the Anaphora or Missa Fidelium,

in which

for long after this t ime there was no direct address to

the S on 2
. But in truth it has a wider scope. H e is

warning his readers not against excess ive devot ion to

‘the Lord and Saviour j esus ,
’

for in this Origen himself
y ields to none, nor against the ful lest bel ief in Christ

’

s

D ivinity
,
for here also Origen

’

s doctr ine
,
in the j udgment

of those most worthy of our deference . stands above

susp ic ion
,
but against the language, i f I may risk the

1 D e O rat. 1 6.

2 At the time when Gregory theGreat introduced the C hriste E leison into
the R oman Mass i t was not found in the Greek L iturgies . Greg. Epp. ix .

1 2
, Aa

’

j oamzom Sy racusanam Episcopum KyrieE leison autem nos neque
diximus neque dicimus sicut a Graecis dicitur, quia in Graecis simul omnes
dicunt

,
apud nos autem a clericis dicitur et a populo respondetur, et totidem

vicibus etiam C hriste E lei son dicitur, quod apud Graecos nullo modo dicitur.

’

The Kyrie E leison had been introduced into the Western Mass about the be
ginning ofthe sixth century see C anon 3 ofC onc. Vasense III. in Mansi , viii .
727. In the C hurch ofAfrica a protest was made at the end of the fourth
century against the insertion ofprayers to the Son in theMass. S ee the 2 1 st

of the second series of C anons ofthe Synod of Hippo held in 393 (H efele,

vol. i i . p . 398 , E ng. trans . ) In prayers no one shal l address the Son instead
of the Father or the Father instead of the Son , except at the altar, when
p rayer shall always be addressed to the Father. N 0 one shall make use of

strange forms ofprayer without having fi rst consulted well- instructed brethren.

’

P robst, L z
’

targz
’

e
, pp . 1 4 1 sqq.

,
finds in the four words defined by O rigen an

outl ine ofthe whole L iturgy. A 6
’

770 19, he thinks, means the prayers of the
C atechumens and Penitents ; the Thanksgiving , Trisagion, and

C onfession ; 3117 6 11519, the Memento and 6 15Xap10 71
’

0
, the Thanksgiving after

C ommunion. His view is too ingenious, but i t seems not unlikely that by
71p0 0

'

6vx1
'

7 Origen means particularly the prayers that accompanied the

E ucharist .
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phrase , of part ial adorat ion , which verges on the one

hand towards N oetianism, on the other towards some

form of Gnost ic ism ,
that is of moral oppos it ion . Is it

too much to assert that the latter and graver danger has

more than once been per i lously near at hand , that the

Father has, in appearance at any rate, been obscured

behind the S on, as the S on in turn behind the Virgin

and the Saints ?

It is curious to observe that Origen himself contr ibuted ,

perhaps more than any one else, to direct and feed this

movement by his Commentary and Homil ies on the

Song of Songs . He undertook the work with many

misgivings , for he was startled at finding the Greek word

which denotes sexual affection used , as he thought , of the

love between Christ and His myst ical Bride . But he

persuaded himsel f that there is no real d i fference between

the E ros ofpoetry and the Agape of the N ew Testament .
‘I t matters not therefore which word we use of God.

N or do I think any one can be blamed if he cal ls God

E ros, as John cal led H im Agape. Last ly , I remember

that one of the Saints , Ignat ius by name , said of Christ ,
“My E ros is cruc ified ; nor do I think he should be

censured .

’

Jerome said of the Homilies on the Cant ic les

that Origen , who had surpassed all other writers in his

other books , had in this surpassed himself. I t gave

welcome express ion to what after the triumph ofAtha

nasius was the dominant feel ing
, and redeemed in some

degree the fame of its author, damaged by his supposed

incl inat ion to Arian ism . And thus Origen , the first

p ioneer in so many fields of Christ ian thought , the

father in one of his many aspects of the Engl ish Lat i

tudinarians, became also the sp iritual ancestor ofBernard ,
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un ited with theWord . From the first it received H im

whol ly
,
and clove to Him inseparably . It was l ike in all

th ings to all other human sou ls , free as they , but the

perfect ion of love , the s ingleness of worthiness bound it

so closely to the Godhead , that the union ofthe two may

be compared to a mass of i ron glowing for ever with a

white heat . He who should touch the i ron would feel not

the i ron but the fire . Hence in Scripture we commonly

find the t it les proper to the Humanity of our Lord

transferred to His D ivin i ty and conversely . It i s the

Comrnanz
’

oaz
’

z
'

o [ a
’

z
'

omafarn 1

T he flesh of Jesus was pure from all birth stain
,
from

all defilement of every kind 2. It was real flesh . His

1 D e P rz
’

no. i i . 6. 4 sqq. [ n ] oann . i . 37 xx . 17; C ontra C elsum , i . 32 ,
33. N evertheless the properties of the Two N atures remain in truth
distinct

, C onlra C elsum,
iv. 1 5 vii. 16 . R edepenning, i i . 387, points out

that the soul of C hrist being sinless was in O rigen’ s theory not a soul at all.
For the word zpvxfi i s derived fancifully from 3015x111, and explained to mean
‘
the spirits whose love had grown cold ’ through their defection from God.

There i s certainly an inconsistency here but O rigen held , aswe shall see in
the next L ecture, that many sinless or nearly sinless spirits had assumed
flesh to aid in our redemption. O ther difficulties have been raised by those
who are determined to see something unsound in all that O rigen wrote. If

the soul of C hrist existed before the union, can i t be said to have deserved
the union ? Again , ex unione hypostatica Verbi cum anima aut peccatrice
aut quae peccare etdammari potuissetsequereter de Verbo si c ei unito idem
ob communionem idiomatum dici posse, ’ see the O rigeniana. This how
ever i s absurd . A ccording to O rigen the soul of C hrist was created sinless
but free. Itwas in the same position as the soul ofAdam before the Fall ,
and by its union with theWord w as removed for ever from the possibility of
sin. O rigen proves the existence ofC hrist’ s human soul partly by Scripture,
e. g. Matth. xxvi . 38, ‘My soul is exceeding sorrowful , ’ partly by the con

sideration that it was necessary as a l ink of connection between the Godhead
and the F lesh, see D e P rz

'

no. i i . 6.

2 In L evit. Horn . xii . 4 . Hence when, as [ n L evit. Horn. ix . 6, Origen
regards the High Priest Joshua clothed in fi l thy garments (Zech . i i i . as

a type ofthe Incarnation, we must understand him to be speaking merely of
the Saviour’ s humi liation. This i s expressly stated In L aeafn, Horn. xiv,
ut autem scias Jesum quoque sordidatum sentiendum secundum ignominiam



V Tne Incarnation. 19 1

Life
,
His Pass ion were in no sense fantast ic 1 . S o real

was His Body that we cannot accept in the l iteral sense

the story ofH is being carried up into a mountain by the

Tempter 2. But as the pel lucent alabaster vase shows

the fire within
,
so the flesh ofJesus was at t imes suffused

by the glory of the indwel l ing Dei ty . S o it was espe

cially at the Transfigurat ion
,
s o i t was according to an

ancient trad it ion throughout the year of H is ministry.

Some saw but the figure without grace or comel iness of

the carpenter’s son,
but those whose eyes were opened

by the Spirit discerned the beauty of the Word flashing
through the vei l ofmatter . Hence it came to pass that

the fol lowers ofJudas at the Betrayal knew not who He

was ; the darkness of their own souls was proj ected

upon the features ofHim they sought . In this beaut i ful

fancy we may perhaps recognise the last faint trace of

Docet ism 3
.

crucis
,
non secundum ipsam quam assumpsit sanctam carnem. S o again, In

L evit. Horn . viii . 2 , the law of purifi cation applies to every woman ‘quae
susceperit semen et pepererit.

’

The last words are intended to exclude the
Virgin. See also In P om. vi. 1 2 .

1 C ontra C elsum, i i i . 23 iv
,
19. AsMan H e was not 0710 50 1171659 0110 9739,

as C lement taught 110 90 62d
’

Vflpwfl os915 110 11709 pd
’

Ao duflpénrov

79 11 670Xfi 7 09 0 1570A6‘yov 110 2 7779 a 1570 0' oq51
'

0 9 , 151160 6111 611 199 110 2

7671610 9 0 116p éxpfizf 157 011 69110 1 70V 15p 7 0 11769 709 ye
'

uovs 761511 011917417 0111 , 110 2

Aoymé
’

w, 11011 70 11110770 1170 , C ontra C olsum, vii. 17. H e suffered sorrow
at Geth semane, In Mattft. C omm . S eries, 92 ; temptation, In L ow. H om.

xxix .

2 D e P rz
'

no. iv . 1 6
,
Quod secundum literam quomodo fieri potuisse

videbitur, ut vel in excelsum montem educeretur a diabolo Jesus, vel etiam
carnalibus oculis eius tamquam subiecta, et adiacentia uni mont i omnia
mundi ostenderet regna.

3 In M att/z . C om . S eries
,
1 0 0 ; C ontra C olsum, 11. 64 . Connected with

this perhaps is his refusal to accept the ancient view that the human form of

Jesus was wanting in beauty or dignity. See C ontra C elsum, vi . 75 , where
he contrasts Is. l iii . 1—3 with P salm xlv. 3, 4 , 1repi§w0 0 1 fioy rpaiav 0 0 11

6112 7611 ynpdv Gov, 773 (bpa10
'

77771 O
'

O U 110 2 7 19 d A6 1 Gov. O rigen
appears to have thought that Jesus resembled John the Baptist in features ,
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Jesus truly rose from the dead , not in th is flesh but in

that glorified Body ofwhich St . Paul speaks . Pure as

i t is
, as it was, i t is the Body of our Brother , and our

High Priest may be said to need purificat ion for the s ins

of the people that are laid upon H im 1 Hence the

mysterious Touch Me not.

’ At even He washed H is

garment in wine , that i s His b lood .

’ ‘It was necessary

that my Lord and Saviour should not only be born

among men but also descend into hel l
,
that as a man

prepared He might lead the scapegoat into the wilder

ness , and return ing thence , His work being now ach ieved ,
might ascend to the Father, and there be purified more

ful ly at that heavenly altar , that He might endow with

perpetual pur ity the pledge of our flesh which He had

carried up w ith Him .

’

hence the mistake of Herod, Matth. xiv. 2 ; [ n j oann . vi. 30 . H e was

baptized in the month ofJanuary In E zee/t. H om. i . 4 .

l [ n L evit. H om . ix. 5 ; In j oann . vi. 37. R edepenning therefore i s
wrong in speaking ofO rigen’s ‘Auflij sung dermenschlichen N atur des Herrn
beider E rhohung desselben. Whatever cri ticisms attach to O rigen’ s view of

the R esurrection ofmen attach al so to his View ofthe R esurrection ofJesus ,
but no others .
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His expans ion of this theory is in fact an elaborate

commentary upon the eighth chapter of the Epistle to

the Romans and the fifteenth chapter of the First

Ep istle to the Corinthians . These he felt were the

two keys , the one to the etern ity before, the other to

the etern ity after .

What is it that we see ? A vast creat ion orderly and

beaut i ful , yet manifestly out of jo int . Everywhere the

order is crossed and marred
,
yet the d isorder is not

intent ional . It i s that of an organism striving to shake

off a mortal d isease . The sou l wrest les with the body,

and the thri l l of man
’

s agony is felt by the great system
ofwhich he is a member . The whole creat ion groaneth

and travai leth together in pain unt i l now .

’

What do

these words mean ? I f we look upwards , we see S un ,

Moon and Stars , intel l igent creatures l ike ourselves
,

condemned to minister to our needs , nourishing the

fru its of earth for our subs istence , marking the seasons

for our direction . I f we search the Scriptures
,
we read

of Angels and Archangels , who are all of them ‘min

istering spirits .
’

S o ‘the creature was made subject

unto vanity,
’

ordained to help the vain and corruptible

body of man,
not will ingly, but by reason of God who

hath subj ected the same in hope . And the hope is the

mani festat ion of the sons of God,
’ the day when those

things shal l be revealed
,
which God has prepared for

those who shal l deserve to be H is Sons , or when , the

vei l being taken away, it shal l be known that they are

His Sons . N ay the trouble of sin reaches higher sti l l .

kind might be cited, but these will suffice. T he reader will understand that
Origen never dogmatises . This point i s insisted upon by Pamphilus in the



[1111 VI. ] D z

’

sora
’
er of N ature. 1 95

As yet even the Saviour wi l l not drink wine ’ in the

kingdom ofGod. He wil l not drink it , for He is alone.

He waits for us. He will not receive His perfect glory

without thee, that is without H is people , which is H is

Body. Thus allevi l is resolved into sin. And sin i s not

isolated or individual . For all intel l igent creatures are

kn i t together in a sol idarity so close , that the defect

ofone clouds the fel ic ity and impedes the energies ofall.

But again
,
we see apparent inj ust ice . Everywhere

there is inequal ity. Star d iffereth from star in glory.

Among the angels themselves there are grades— thrones ,
dominat ions , princedoms , powers—there are even those

who have fal len whol ly from their high estate . On

earth it is the same . One man i s born within the fold

of God
’

s Church
,
another in pol ished Athens , a thi rd

is a lawless Scythian or a cannibal Ethiope . There are

the wise man and the fool
,
the rich and the poor, the

c iv i l ised and the squal id savage . Everywhere Jacob is

chosen , while Esau is cast out. The facts of l ife led

the Gnostics to predestinat ion, the sense of violated

j ustice to the bel ief in condit ional immortal ity . But it

appeared to Origen
,
that the equ ity of God was imper

fectly vindicated by a theory, which assigned to the

majority of mankind a l i fe of misery rounded off by

annih i lat ion . Thus opposit ion to Gnost ic ism becomes

the mot ive of his pract ical theology , as i t was also of

his exeges is . Yet on one main po int he is in agreement

with the great Gnost i c chief Basilides. Evil flows from

precedent evi l . But , as differences of c ircumstance -

and

faculty are congen ital , i t fol lows that this l i fe must be re

garded as the continuat ion ofone that has gone before 1 .

For the foundation of the preceding sections, see D e Pm
'

no. u. 9 ; In

0 2
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Whence then comes Evi l ? N ot from God, for God

would then not be God. N ot from Matter , for th is is

another form of fatal ism ,
leading directly to the hope

less Stoi c doctr ine, that the quant ity ofevi l i s fixed and

unalterable . It must then be the work ofman
1

.

In the beginning God created the heavens and the

earth
,
that is the perfect heavens and earth , and peopled

this world with Intel l igences , forming in the S on the

R om. vii. 4 sqq. ; In N am . H om . xxiii . 2 ; In L eo . Horn . vii . 2 ; D eni s
,

P /zilosopnie d
’

O rigene, chapter on C osmologie R edepenning, i i . 31 5 sqq. ;

Guerike, i i . 1 85 sqq . ; Harnack, pp . 539 sqq.

1 O n the S toic doctrine, see L ecture vii. Itwas held also by some at

any rate ofthe P latonists, as for instance Celsus . S o C ontra C elsum, iv . 62

110 110 6
’
61! 7099 090 111 0 157 6 7901

5

0 0611
,
0 1576 11911

,
0 1

5

76 0 9019 157 710 110 211A61
'

w

011 . M10 ydp f) 70511 0
'

v 90150 19 11 0 2 0 15775, 110 2110 1112511 7611 6 0 19 062 0 15776. T he

same fatal notion i s at the bottom ofthe smiling toleration ofM . Aurel ius .
T o philosophers of this school nothing is intolerable but enthusiasm .

Celsus continues , It i s noteasy for any one but a philosopher to understand
the nature ofevil Ibia

’

. 65. O rigen replies, It i s not easy even forthe
philosopher , nor perhaps possible 30V 11170609 671171110 10. E vil is not ofGod ,

nor yet of matter, 70 61100 70v 75760 0 1 011011 0
’

1
'

710 V 799 15170 0 7010 179 611 0 157 19
110 1110 9 60 7111, 777 19 60 7270 Iéia

’
. 66 . T he subject i s recurred to Ilia’.

vi. 54 sqq. Virtue and Vice are good and evi l 11vp1
’

cu9. Bodily goods or
i ll s

,
7d. wpoqyue

’

va
, dwovrpon

‘
ype

'

va
,
are good or evil 110 70xp170'71110

'

or6p0 1f . T o

these latter refers Isaiah xlv . 7. E vil then
,
i f by the word we understand

that which is essentially evil, God did not create, though some evi ls, few in

number i f compared with the order of the whole world
,
fol lowed as a con

sequence upon the plan of His work, j ust as spiral shavings and sawdust
follow as a consequence upon the plan ofa carpenter’ s work

,
j ust as builders

seem to “make the heaps ofbroken stone and mortar that are left lying by
the side of their bui ldings . ’ As to evils then in the secondary sense, w emay

admit that God is their author, 510. 7o15e é1r10'7p6
'

41y as similar
so- called evils are caused by fathers, teachers , surgeons, for corrective pur
poses . Of moral evil O rigen speaks sometimes as i f i t were positive, some
times as if i t were negative. D e P rint. i i . 9. 2 , C ertum namque estmalum
esse bono carere ; but again j ust below , in contrarium boni , quod sine
dubio malum est, trahebatur. But God does not know evil or the evi l man .

This i s i llustrated by the words , ‘Adam , where art thou ? ’ of Gen. i i i . 9 .

This is from Philo, cf. In P salm. i . 6 (L om . xi . 392 ) with L eg . Alleg.
i i i . 17

(i. See also below, p . 20 0 . For the mode in which God brings good
out ofevil the reader should turn to In N am. Horn. xiv. 2 , one ofthe finest
passages in allOrigen.
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unj ust
,
when He distributes to each his earthly lot, nor

wil l any one think , that b irth happy or unhappy is ruled

by chance , nor that there are d ifferent creators , nor that

souls have d ifferent natures .
’

Origen rej ected the P laton i c doctrine of Metempsy

chosis
1
,
but he adopted that of pre—existence, and that

w hich ascribes a sou l to the stars . Both he found in

Philo, and both were regarded as open questions in

the Church 2. It is not necessary to dwel l at any length

upon the philosophic difficult ies attending his theory .

H e
'

has not attempted to get rid of the break of con

1 Origen no doubt held that at the R esurrection the soul passes from one

body into another . H e himself insisted that the R esurrection body was in
a true sense the same as the body of this life, but i t is open to any one to

argue that he has not proved the identi ty. See further on in this L ecture.

But Metempsychosis in the sense of a migration of the soul into another
human body or into the body of a beast , a plant , and so forth in another
l i fe on this same earth (and this is the only meaning of the word ) he cer

tainly did not hold ; see C ontra C elsum, iv . 7 v. 49 ; viii . 30 In R om. v.

1 ; vi. 8 ; In M at x . 2 0 ; xi . 17; xii i . 1 ; In j oan . vi . 7. Yet Justinian
and Jerome charged him with asserting i t . Unfortunately the passage on

which their accusation i s based, D e P rint. i . 8. 4 act/in . , has been modified
by R ufinus. A fragment of the Greek will be found in the Aa’ M enam

,
a

L atin abstract in Jerome’ s Ep. aa
’
Am

’

tnm. Both are given in the footnote
in L ommatz sch . Jerome himself al lows that O rigen concluded his dis
cussion with the words haec iuxta nostram sententiam non sint dogmata
sed quaesita tantum atque proiecta, ne penitus intractata viderentur.

P roiecta heremeans rejected discussioni s gratia dicta sint, etabiiciantur’

is the version of Pamphilus, Apologia, ix . aa
’

fi n . Pamphilus adds that
the words objected to were not O rigen’ s own but were put into the mouth
of an adversary or interlocutor . See O rigeniana , i i . 6 . 17 sqq . ; D eni s,
pp. 190 sqq.

2 H e found them al so in Scripture. Psalm cxlvi ii . 3, ‘P raise Him ,
allye

stars of light Job xxv. 5, T he stars are not pure in his sight .’ N either
Jerome nor Augustine ventures to deny that the stars may have souls .
Ambrosius agrees with O rigen , and even Aquinas regards the questlon as

open ; O rigeniana , i i . 8 . 2 sqq. T he great support of the pre existence
doctrine was John ix . 2 , Master , who did sin, this man or his parents

,
that

he was born blind ? ’ Jerome himsel f at one time held pre-existence.

Augustine did not deny it, and down to the time ofGregory the Great the



VI Innerent D zjfioalties. 1 99

sciousness between the two l ives, as Plato did
,
by the

idea ofpartial reminiscence 1 . Yet i f in this l i fe we have

no recol lection of what happened to us before our birth
,

why it may be asked should we have any knowledge,

in a future existence , of what befel l us here on earth ?

What is the value of a school ing
,
in which each lesson

is forgotten as soon as learned ? Again , i f the sou l ac

cording to his fanci fu l etymology is the ‘cold
’

sen

sualised intel l igence, how does this agree with what

he tells us about the s inless soul of Jesus ? These are

minor flaws
,
but there is one of a far more serious kind .

I f the sp irits were all al ike
,
all subj ect to precisely the

same condit ions , why did~ any fal l away ? Because, he

tells us
,
they were free . But this is no answer . What

is the facu lty
,
which can thus osc i l late between perfect

virtue and vice ? What is th is mysterious paralys is , but

the very fatalism he is struggl ing to avo id ? In the

P naea’ras myth the souls are neither pure nor equal ;
the unruly s teed Desire i s yoked from the first by the

s ide of Reason
,
and the Charioteer who cannot curb his

wanton plunges
,
i s flung down from the cope ofheaven .

This did not satisfy Origen
’s craving for j ust ice . But

all he could accomplish by his departure from Plato was

to push the insol uble problem a step farther back , and

to stereotype Clement
’s vic iou s theory of the indiffer

entism of the Will .

But there were other difficulties arising out of the

question remained undecided . See his Epistles, v11. 53 ; O rigeniana, ii.
6. 8 sqq. Mr. N eale, H oly E astern C laire/z, i . p . 36, regards the belief in
pre

-existence as erroneous but not heretical .
1 T he only passage, so far as I know,

where Origen hints at the doctrine
of Anamnesis i s D e O rat. 24 (L om. xvii . p . 7 09 7 6 7700 1

111511 110 2 70

7 6p27 09 0609 1511011 10 1190 11 670 1 110Ao 9 0 0 1100116 1, 11011 61110 0110 156 111 50 119,
9 6 1

’

1p1
'

0 116 11/ voyfg
’

y 712799 060 0 63610 9 pv0 79p10 .
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language of Scripture i tself. Most perplexing , in view

of the Alexandrine theory of Freedom , were the words

of St . Paul
,

‘Whom He did foreknow He did also pre

destinate . ’ The passage was at thi s t ime the sword

ofGnostic ism ,
as at a later date, by one of those s ingu

lar exchanges of weapons that have often occurred in

the chance medley of controversy, i t became the sword

of Augustiniani sm . But Origen could admit neither

election nor reprobation . If
,
he argues

,
God predestines.

only those whom H e foreknows , i t follows that He does
"

not foreknow those whom He does not predestine . This

i s absurd . We are compelled therefore to drop the

preposit ion . Foreknow is the same as know
,
know in

coun tless passages of Scripture i s equivalent to love .

God knows only the good, whom He loves ; of evi l He

has no knowledge . Again ,
‘whom H e did predest inate

them H e also cal led according to purpose .
’

According ,
that is, to thei r own purpose ; or i f according to the

purpose of God
,
then because He knew that they .

desi red salvat ion . Origen in fact held that man is

free in such a sense that God Himself cannot foresee

what he may choose to do
1
. I

1 T he passage cited in the text is In P om . V11. 8, with which should be
read the preceding chapter. Here O rigen expressly denies foreknowledge
in the ordinary sense ofthe word . N on enim secundum communem vulgi
opinionem putandum est bona malaque praescire D eum, sed secundum
S cripturae sanctae consuetudinem sentiendum N ovi t enim D eus
eos qui sunt eius ” C aeteri autem praesciri non dicuntur ; non

quod aliquid latere possit illam naturam quae ubique est et nusquam

deest, sed quia omne quod malum est scientia eius vel praescientia ha

betur indignum (see above, p . Sed et hoc intuere si praescire et

praedestinare dici potest D eus de his qui nondum sunt
,
an de his qui sunt

quidem
,
nondum tamen conformes sunt imaginis Filii sui; et si praesci

entiam in hoc magis esse convenit, quam in eo quod futurum sit id quod
nondum est. In hoc enim voluntas magis est quam praescientia conditoris.

N am praescientia in quo videbitur, cum id quod futurum est pendeat in
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the wi l l . T o use the language of a later time
,
Grace

i s prevenient
,
concomitant

,
pecul iar

,
but not efficacious .

We must go to Christ , that He may open our eyes .
‘As if

,

’ retorts B ishop Huet
,

‘the wil l
,
that makes us

go,
were not given to us by God.

’ ‘But
,

’

repl ies Origen
,

‘he who does not know his sickness , cannot seek the

physician
,
or

,
i f healed , will not thank the physician .

’

A nd i f pressed with the text God worketh in us both

to wil l and to do ,

’

he wi l l answer
,
that the Apostle

means the general facul ty
,
not the special determ ination

ofvol i tion 1 .

A further and sti l l more serious difficu lty ar ises out

of the doctrine of Original S in . This tenet is found

in Irenaeus and Tertu l l ian , but not in Clement
2
or the

D e P rintipiis, and we may perhaps infer , that Origen

d id not seriously consider the quest ion , or perceive

i ts bearing upon his other vi ews
,
t i l l after his sett lement

at Caesarea. There he found the pract ice of Infant

Baptism
,
with which the doctrine of birth - sin i s closely

connected
,
in general use

,
and the difficulty at once

pressed upon his m ind . The Church
,
he says , in

obed ience to a tradition received from the Apostles ,

1 D e P rint . i i i . 1 . 1 9. I shall recur to the A lexandrine doctrine of

Grace in L ecture vii i , and i t wi ll therefore be sufficient here to refer to
O rigeniana, i i . 7, with the E xcursus from D e la R ue given in L ommatz sch,
xxii i . p . 333.

2 See Irenaeus , ii i . 2 2 sq. Tertullian, D e Anima, xl i . N either regarded
the depravat ion consequent upon Original Sin as absolute. Justin i s wrongly
referred to by Bingham ; see the note in O tto’ s ed. p . 320 , on Tryp/zo,
88 . Justin held that before Baptism men are children ofnecessi ty ; Ap. i .
6 1 , Otto, p . 166 . Theodotus and the H omilies also teach that before the
birth of C hrist men were creatures of N ecessity. That is to say, being
ignorant and weak , they were doomed to sin . But there i s no connection"

between this frai lty of nature and the sin of Adam . Fragment 5, Otto,
vol. iii. 2 56, i s wrongly ascribed to Justin. For Clement’ s doctrine, see

L ecture iii .
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baptizes even infants . ‘For those, to whom are com

mitted the secrets of the divine mysteries , know,
that

there i s in every human being a real s tain of sin
,
which

must be washed away by water and the Spirit 1 .

’

But whence comes this stain ? It is sufficiently ac

counted for by the doctrine ofpre- existence, and at t imes

Origen appears to rest in this explanat ion . But there

are traces in Scripture , which point in a d ifferent direc

t ion , and when these are before his m ind he stumbles

and hesitates . Such was the L aw of Purificat ion . W e

see from this , that a certain impurity attaches to birth
,

though what this can be is a great mystery. S o David

says ‘in sin hath my mother conceived me,
’ showing

that every soul , that i s born in the flesh , i s pol luted by the

fi lth and iniquity of sin . Occas ional ly Origen seems to

apply these words to the material uncleanness of the

body, for in his system the flesh is more nearly akin to

evi l than in that ofClement . But the not ion ofphysical

pol lut ion runs up into that ofmoral gu i lt . I f there were

nothing in l itt le chi ldren to cal l for remiss ion and indul

gence
,
the grace of Baptism would seem superfluous

And this is connected with the Fal l . Our body is the

body ofsin,

’

because Adam
’

s chi ldren were not born t i l l

after his d isobedience 3

Other passages again speak ofhered ity
, of transmitted

qual it ies of body and mind . There are
‘famil ies ,

’ we

read , in heaven and on earth. Souls have marks ,
’ which

1 In P om. v . 9 .

2 In L eo . H om . viii . 3. In this passage O rigen makes the curious remark
that in S cripturewe read ofnone but wicked men celebrating their birthday .

H e regarded the body and i ts affections with fastidious disgust , In P om. vii.

4 . but he distinguishes the physical uncleanness of birth from sin, In L ev .

H om. xii. 1 In L zztam, H om. xiv.

2 In R om. v . 9.
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express themselves through the body in the face
,
in the

handwriting 1 . The d ifference here thought of i s one of

texture rather than of kind . Peter and Paul are both

good men
,
but the goodness of each has its own pecul iar

colour . But again , we read of the seed ofAbraham

The soul then has a pedigree as well as the body. As

the latter reproduces the features of this or that of its

countless ancestors , so the former comes into l i fe bringing

with it spermat ic germs ’ of good and evi l . It may be ,
that he conceived of the sou l as wait ing ti l l a body l ike

itsel f and fit for its recept ion shou ld be born 3, but he

has not cleared up th is point . And probably heredity

as regards the soul is a figure of speech , denot ing merely

affinit ies , which the soul creates for itsel f. For he refers

us for its explanat ion to the doctrine of pre- existence .

But it i s evident
,
that we have here two radical ly incon

gruous trains of thought .

But there are places , where his vac i l lat ion is more con

spicuous st i l l . Writ ing against Celsus he treats the Fal l

as a pure al legory. Adam is Man. H is sin i s a mystical

presentat ion of the defection of the souls , that fel l away

from God. The coats of skins ’

may perhaps be the

bodies , in which they were clothed on thei r expulsion

from Paradise ‘1 Yet again
,

‘The Lord God expel led

1 In N am. H om . i i .
2 In j oan . xx . 1 sqq .

3 This i s the opinion ofR edepenning, 11. 2 1 , but he rests it upon a wrong
explanation ofO rigen’ s commentary on the Parable of the L abourers in the
V ineyard , In Matt. xv . 31 .

C ontra C elsum, iv . 40 . H e i s replying to the scoff ofCelsus that God

made oneman with his own hands and could not persuade that one to do
right . ’ Again, In L ev . H om . vi . 2 , the coats of skins ’

are a symbol of
mortality . Julius C asianus, a Gnosti c teacher, gave this explanation ; see
C lement , S trom. i i i . 14 . 95. It i s found also in the Kabbalah , Ginsburg,
p . 30 , and no doubt comes from a R abbinical source.
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our inherited
’

wickedness , or the evi l imprinted on us by

bad education . In any case Christ has provided a

remedy. Our mortal generation is changed by the

regenerat ion ofBapt ism
,
and the doctrine of piety shuts

out the doctrine of imp i ety

Thus Theology final ly triumphs over Ethics . Clement
’

s

A pathy is a Stoi c phantasm ; his language is loose and

presumptuous
,
but it breathes a joyous confidence in the

assured victory of good over evi l even in this world .

Origen looks habitual ly on the darker s ide . Life is an

expiat ion . Earth is a prison house . Man may be j ust

and holy compared With his fel low-men or even with

angels
,
but never in comparison with God. The son of

God indeed is not the servant of s in he s ins
,
but he is

not a s inner . Or again
,

‘he that believes s ins not
,
that i s

to say fal ls not into s ins unto death .

’

But ‘i f any man

say that he has no sin
,
he is a l iar

,
and the truth is not

in him .

’

I do not think any on
‘

e
’

s heart can become so

pure
,
that thoughts of evi l never stain i t . ’ There wil l

come a t ime
,
when Jesus wil l wash our heads

,

’ but the

t ime is not yet . Such thoughts necessari ly colour his

view ofGrace and Redemption , even where his language

seems to be the same as that of Clement 2

1 In P om. v. 1 . Origen, it should be observed , omitted the negative in

R om . v . 14 . But he remarks that the reading 6112 70219 épaprfi0 au70 9

was found in some copies . In the C ommentary on R omans O rigen appears
to accept almost without reserve the literal sense of the story of the Fal l .
O n the question ofOriginal Sin, see O rigeniana, i i . 7. 24 .

2 Inj oan . xix . 6 , 719 0911 d
'

pa 60 7211 0 1110 76 150 111, 90 116110 1101219 611 709 010 11 690 00 1
110 70. 7011 11070 11 110 20 v111req>v116110 1 0 1571970 6111160 610 00 1 (111 , 60 0 11 611270 1570 19

7 099 097099, 619 70. AG‘Yd/iGI/a 1rp09 00110 70 11 62510 1 00 0p71
’

7110 70 . S o In R om. he

distinguishes peccatorem esse ’ from peccare.

’

In P om. i . 1 , Qui etenim in

carne quis positus adipisci integram libertatem utin nullo iam serviatcarni ?
sicut nec adoptionem filiorum quis in corpore positus habere ex integro
potest Ibia

'

. v. 9, N am omnino ex integro nescire peccatum sol ius Christi
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Looking back over history Origen dist inguished three

separate progress ive revelat ions ofGod,
the Natural L aw

,

the L aw ofMoses , and the Gospel . A fourth is sti l l to

come . It i s the Eternal Gospel .

The first two we may pass over with brief not ice. His

View is substantial ly that ofClement , though with a sweep

of imaginat ion reminding us ofHooker and Wordsworth

he regards the Natural L aw ,
the stern daughter of the

voice ofGod,
’

as swaying not men only
,
but angels and

stars . But he places the Gent i le 1 and even the Jew

est; In j esu N ave
,
Horn . xxi . 2 , N on puto cuiquam tantum in corde

puritatis evenire ut nunquam adversae cogitationi s contagione maculetur.

See also the commentary on Jesus washing the disciples’ feet , In j oan . xxxii.
oa

’
in . T he passages referred to by Huet , O rig. i i . 7. 1 8

,
where sinlessness

i s attributed to the perfect C hristian,
are all to be understood in this light .

1 T he N atural L aw , the L aw ofC onscience, i s N onos opposed to 0 N ew s,

the Mosaic L aw , In R om. i i i . 7 i t is the L aw which binds men, angels and
all reasonable creatures, In R om. v . I . C ommenting on the words ‘there
is none that doeth good , no, not one,

’ ‘What none, ’ he asks , who sheltered
a stranger , or gave bread to the hungry, or clothed the naked, or rescued the
innocent from the gripe of the oppressor ? I do not think that Paul the
Apostle wished to make so incredible a statement .’ But a man i s said
1r0 162

‘
11 Xpn0

'

70
’

7177a , as he might be said to build a house. Ifhe has only got
together material , or laid the foundations, or bui lt a room or tw o, he has

not built a house.

‘Ita arbitror et hic Apostolum dicere neminem fecisse

bonitatem, hoc est a nullo earn ad perfectum et ad integram consumma

tam ,

’

In R om. i i i . 3. Again , the Gentile who has fol lowed the guidance of

the law of reason , l icet al ienus a vi ta videatur aeterna, quia non credit
C hristo, et intrare non possit in regnum coelorum,

quia renatus non est ex

aqua et Spiritu , videtur tamem quod per haec quae dicuntur ab Apostolo
bonorum operum gloriam et honorem et pacem perdere penitus non possit,

’

In R om. i i . 7. There i s a reward for him , then, though not the highest .
See also ii i . 6 . Jansen, who held the absolute reprobation of the heathen,
found great fault with O rigen here. In the passage quoted above the

Gentiles are excluded from the ‘kingdom of Heaven ,

’

the Beatific Vision,
because they do not bel ieve in C hrist. This is modified , though i t is doubt
ful to W hat precise extent , by what we read elsewhere. Thus , In M att.

C omm. S eries, 39 (L om . iv . Quid autem dicamus de Britannis aut

Germanis qui sunt circa O ceanum , vel apud Barbaros D acas et Sarmatas et

Scythas, quorum plurimi nondum audieruntevangeliiverbum , audituri sunt
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decidedly lower in the
’

scale of God
’

s favour . We may

say that his idea ofdevelopment is not so clear or serene .

History tel ls us
,

’ he says ,
‘that the wickedness of the

world is greater than it was He would not go so far as

to al low that the Greek was j ust ified by his phi losophy .

T o his mind there is a certain breach ofcont inuity , though

probably he would not have admitted this . The Gospel

i s not the natural crown of Reason and the L aw , but

rather a remedy for the ir fai lure 2 .

Again, as regards the Gospel itself there are numerous

differences . On one s ide Origen is far more evangelical ,

on another far more ecclesiastical than his master . H e

speaks l ike C lement of the T wo Lives , but as we have

al ready not iced in a very different way ; he no longer

autem in ipsa saeculi consummatione ? This was proved by Matth.

xxiv . I4 .

1 C ontra C elsum,
iv . 63.

2 In R om. v . 6
,

‘L aw (there i s no article) which entered that offence
might abound ’

(R om . v . 20 ) i s the law of our members which rises up to
resist the natural law . So too i s the law which worketh wrath

,

’ though it
may be the L aw ofMoses, inasmuch as i t fixes definite puni shments for sins .
Again, in chap . vii. 7, Ihad not known sin but by law ,

’

law i s the natural
law . O rigen will not admi t that tlze L aw i s in any sense the cause of sin .

O n the contrary, i t struck the fi rst effective blow at the power of sin.

T he locus classicus for this i s In R om. v . 1
,

‘Per legem enim purificatio

peccatorum coepit aperirietex parte aliqua tyrannidieius obsistiper hostias,
per expiationes varias , per sacrificia varia, per praecepta.

’ Being insuffi
cient i t was supplemented by the P rophets, by C hrist . But it i s not

abol ished so much as absorbed into the Gospel
,
In R om. i ii . I I In L eo .

Horn . vi. 2 ,
L avet te igitur Moses .’ T he works of the L aw by which no

flesh could be saved are not works of j ustice, but circumcision ,
sacrifice

,

keeping of new moons and sabbaths, In R om. vii i . 6 . T he Fai th of L aw

and Gospel i s O ne, In j esn N ave, Horn . xvi i . 2 cp. In j oan . xx . 1 2
,
but

the L aw i s inferior, because to the j ews, except a few , God was known only
as L ord , that i s to say, was obeyed through fear , In foan . xix . I again

,

because legis observantia poenam tantummodo effugit, fidei vero meritum
spem repromissionis expectat,

’

In R om. iv . 3. T he L aw i s the clay figure
which the artist afterwards casts in bronze, In L eo . H om. x . I it i s the

lantern opposed to the l ight.’ In L eo . Horn . xii i . 2 . M . D eni s, p . 4 1 sqq. ,

lays too much stress on the inferiority ofthe L aw .



https://www.forgottenbooks.com/join


2 I0 [L ect.

the Word and the Light ; to Origen He i s more emphati

cal ly ‘my Lord and Saviour j esus .
’

T he l ife of the

Christ ian is a growing receptivity of the Incarnat e S on

in H is successive Epz
’

noiaz
'

. But we cannot attain beyond

the lower Epinoiai, those of Redemption and Mediation ,
in this world

,
nor for aeons yet to come . The Cross in

all its wonder, its bounty, i ts power , is always before the

eyes of Origen.

‘We are justified,
’

he says , by faith ,
but far more by the blood of j esus Those mysteries

,

which Clement scarcely dared to gaze upon , Origen has

endeavoured to explain . He i s the first to attempt a

philosophy of the Atonement . Christ is our Teacher

and Example , but above all He is our Sacrifice
, and

under the touch ofAllegory the whole ritual ofLevit icus

becomes eloquent of Him , who bore our s ins upon the

tree .

Christ i s our Ransom , our Redemption . By His

precious Blood , that i s not by His body but by H is

human soul
,
which the God with in the Man,

the Great

High Priest
,
laid as a lamb upon the altar

,
He bought

us from the powers of sin. His Death in some mystic

way broke the powers of sin, as even now martyrs by

Christl ike sel f- surrender daunt and d iminish the army of

Satan . The sp irits of evi l were terrified and conscience

stricken , some of them were even converted , by that

immeasurable defiance 2 .

1 In R om. iv . 1 1 (on R om . v . 8, E x quo ostendit quod neque fides

nostra sine C hristi sanguine, neque sanguis C hristi nos sine fide nostra insti
ficat ex utroque tamem multo magis sanguis Christi nos quam fides nostra
iustificat. See also the passage quoted below ,

p . 2 2 1 .

2 In Matt. xvi . 8 (L om. iv . 28) A650 7a1 56 A157p0 11 131r6p 75116311 73 govxf)
70 17 ufo1

'

3 708 060 1? fra2 7 1) rruevjua 76 J ED/m, 0 155611 yelp

eb
’

poy e
'

v 1703 70 10 1770 11 wep211 1370 17y eypa/xpe
'

uov. T he 111vx1
’

7 would include the
Blood which i s its D e P rine. ii. 8. 2 . In j oan . vi. 35 the Vi ctim is
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Again
,
He is our Propitiat ion .

‘The true High Priest
,

He hath made God propitious to thee by His Blood
, and

reconci led thee to the Father .
’

For God
,

’ says O rigen

in language that seems , but only seems , to antic ipate

Anselm
,

‘is j ust
,
and the j ust cannot j ust i fy the unjust .

Therefore H e willed the intervent ion of a Propitiator
,

that those might be j ustified by faith in H im
,
who could

not be j ust ified by their own works

the Man which is laid upon the altar by the God the great High P riest , but
this does not contradict the former passage. In R om . i i i . 7C hrist pai d his
own L ife as a R ansom to the powers ofevil by whom man was held in cap
tivity ; Ioia

’
. iv. I I , T radens sanguinem suum principi huius mundi , se

cundum sapientiam D ei, quam nemo principum huius mundi cognovi t ; si
enim cognovissent nunquam D ominum maiestatis crucifixissent, ne sanguis
ille quem sitierant, non tam sitim quam vires eorum exstingueret regnumque

destrueret. See al so In M att. xvi . 8 . S ome of the Guardian Angel s of

N ations were converted at the sight of j esus , and this may account for the
rapid spread of the Gospel in those regions over which they presided, In
foan . xiii . 58. But In L neam, H om . xii, this i s put differently. E ach
N ation , like each individual , has two Angels who watch over it , one good ,
the other evil . T he Incarnation strengthened the hands ofthegood Angels .
For the manner in which C hrist’ s D eath broke the power ofthe evil spirits ,
see especially the grand passage In j oan . xxviii . 1 4 . O rigen attributes the
same power to all acts of self- sacrifice, especially to the martyr

’ s death In

[ esn N ave, H om . xv . 6 , P uto sane quia sancti imminuant exercitum

daemonum ; cp. In N am. Horn. x . 2 ; xxiv. I In L evit. Horn . ix . 3 In

j oan . vi. 35. 36 ; In M att. xv. 34 ; C omm C elsum , viii . 44 ; D e M art.

30 . 50 . But while the sacrifice ofC hris t i s the one sufficient atonement for
all the sins ofthe whole world , the benefit ofthe martyr

’ s example extends
but to a few ,

and owes it s efficacy to the C ross of j esus . T he merits of
C hrist’ s D eath are conveyed through seven channels of remission,

Bapti sm ,

Martyrdom , Almsgiving , Forgiveness , C onversion of a Sinner , C hari ty ,
Peni tence In Lev . Horn . i i . 4 . T o these must be added the E ucharist In
M att. C omm. S eries, 86. N evertheless Origen’ s view coincides with that of
C lement , that the only free forgiveness i s that conveyed in Baptism ; In
L ev . H om . i i . 4 , Apud nos una tantummodo venia est peccatorum quae
per lavacri gratiam in initiis datur. For though these words are put into
the mouth of an interlocutor, O rigen appears to adopt them . W e are to

distinguish free venia from purchased remissio .

’

1 See especially In R om. i i i . 8 ; iv . 8. In the former passage wi l l be
found the fine allegory on the Mercy Seat . Here God i s spoken of as

reconciled to man. But God declares His righteousness ’ (R om. i i i . 25) i s

P 2
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N ay the salvat ion of man seems to be an inadequate

obj ect for that unspeakable effort of Divine Goodness .

T o Origen as to the Gnost ics , as to Ignat ius , the death

of Jesus is a world - sacrifice 1 Christ was a double

Victim , meet for those in heaven , as for those on earth .

’

The blood , which was shed in Jerusalem ,
was myst ical ly

sprinkled on the altar above , where the Saviour p leads

H is Atonement , t i l l sin shal l be no more . Wide as the

vio lated order of God i s the heal ing influence of H is

Love . All creat ion groaning and travai l ing in sympathy

with man
’s d istress is soothed and strengthened

,
and wil l

be restored to perfect harmony , by H im ,
who in the blood

ofJesus reconci les all things unto Himsel f, whether they

be things in earth or things in heaven 2.

explained to mean, manifests , confers upon man His righteousness . In

the second passage the reconciliation i s of man to God. Jesus C hristus
nos per hostiam sanguini s sui reconciliavit D eo , sicut scriptum est, cum
essemus inimici D ei, reconciliati sumus D eo per sanguinem crucis Fili i
eius (R om . v. E t al ibi idem Paulus addidit his dicens rogamus pro

C hristo
,
reconciliamini D eo (2 C or. v. Christ i s our Peace because

H e breaks down the hedge ‘quam peccando texuimus.

’

T he idea seems
to be that prior to the Atonement of C hri st God could not pardon, not
because H e had not received a sufficient price for His forgiveness , but
because man could only be made good enough to receive pardon through
faith in a crucified Saviour.

1 Ignatius, Ao
’
Smy rn . vi; Aa

’
Trail. ix . 1 ; D orner, i . I . p . 1 1 3, E ng.

trans .
2 In L ev . H om . i . 3, N isi quia forte hoc intellegi voluit, quod sanguis

Jesu non solum in Jerusalem effusus est, ubi erat altare sed et quod
supernum altare quod est in coelis, ubi et ecclesia primitivorum est, idem
ipse sanguis adsperserit; sicut et apostolus dicit , quia pacificavit per san

guinem crucis suae sive quae in terri s sunt sive quae in coelis (C ol. i . 20 )
Vis autem scire quia duplex hostia in eo fui t conveniens terrestribus et apta
coelestibus ? But In L ev . H om . i i . 3 on earth H e i s offered ‘pro peccato ,

’

in heaven pro munere.

’ That the Passion ofChrist profuisse coelestibus

i s s tated also In L ao. Horn . x ; In R om . v. 1 0 ; In M att. xiii . 8. Itwas

proved not only by C ol. i . 20 but by Hebr. i i . 9, where O rigen preferred the
reading xwp2s yap 1960 17 i1116p wax/7 1

‘
s 676 150a70 Gavd7ov, H e tasted death for

all except God, In j oan . i . 40 . E ph. i i i . 1 0 was held by many ofthe early
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the great Ital ian see
,
which was already designated by its

wealth and splendour
,
its authority and orthodoxy

,
as

the leader
,
the champion

,
the arb iter of Christendom .

He seems to have fel t the acqu iescence of Rome in the

sentence of Demetrius as a heavy addition to his mis

fortune
,
and somewhere about the year 246 despatched a

letter to Fabian , the reigning Pope, in which he pro

tested his orthodoxy 1 , and sol i cited readmission to

communion . We must not however lay too much stress

upon th is fact . The same letter appears to have been

addressed to the B ishops of all the Churches
,
which had

rat ified his condemnat ion . I t was written after the

access ion ofhis pupi l and friend Dionys ius to the Patri

archate ofAlexandria towards the end of Origen ’s l ife
,

when for the first t ime he fel t it possible to make over

tures towards reconc i l iat ion without d isparagement to

his self- respect

The history of his career shows how l itt le he thought

the j udgment ofone Bishop ought to influence the act ion

ofanother . N or does he appear to have felt his d isgrace

as a bar to his act ivity or a burden on his consc ience .

Yet, rebel as he was, he ranked far higher than Clement

the authority and privi leges of the clergy . The analogy

between the Christ ian and the Mosai c hierarchy is con

1 E us. II. E . vi. 795 na70
‘
1
‘
P cbjum/ 67 6

'

p0 19

7 6 7rA61
'

0 70 19 apxovaw 6n/c7t170 16311 , 7161127739 fra7
’

0 1317611 5p90 50§fa9 .
Jerome

,

E p. lxv . act P ammae/zinm (in Migne, lxxxiv) , Ipse O rigenes in epistola
quam scribit ad Fabianum R omanae urbis episcopum , poenitentiam agit
cur talia scripserit, et causam temeritatis in Ambrosium confert

,
quod

secreto edita in publicum protuleiit. O rigeniana, i . 3 . I 3. That O rigen
in this letter recanted doctrines which he continued to teach to the end ofhis
life, or that he endeavoured to throw the blame of his heterodoxy on hi s
friend and benefactor i s not to be bel ieved on the unsupported testimony of
Jerome. S ee, however, D r. Westcott

’

s arti cle on Ambrosius, D i ct . Christ .
Biog.
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stantly in his mind , and if he does not draw from it all

the consequences that have been supposed
,
i t is no l ess

true that in his view the priest i s no longer the minister

of the congregat ion , but the vicar ofGod. The ordinary

Christ ian is indeed a priest
,
but only in the moral or

spiritual sense
,
that i s to say only in a figure

,
inasmuch

as he offers to God the sacrifice of his own heart and

mind 1 . We sti l l trace the working of the ancient mode

of thought in the emphasis laid by Origen upon the

moral and spiritual qual ifications of the minister . His

doctrine of clerical authority is not unl ike that ofWiclif.

T he power to bind and loose depends upon the spiritual

worthiness of him who wields it 2. He who i s not holy

1 Origen constantly speaks ofthe true C hristian as a P riest, In L ev . H om.

iv . 6 ; vi. 5 ; ix. I . 8 ; xiii . 5. But the layman i s a priest only secundum
moralem locum In L ev . H om . i . 5 i i . 4 ix . 6 or secundum spiritualem

intelligentiam ,

’

In L ev . H om. xv. 3. A very modern sounding phrasemay
be noticed , In N am . H om . i i . I , where it i s said of priests

,
virgins

,
asceti cs,

that they are in professione religionis. In j esu N ave, H om. xvii . 2 , shows
that there was a strong tendency in O rigen’ s mind to restrict the language
concerning the P riesthood ofthe C hristian to these rel igious .’

2 T he locus classicus i s In L ev . H om . v . 3. T he P riest eats the sins of
the people,

’ that is
,
takes them upon himself and remits them , secundum

imaginem eius qui sacerdotium ecclesiae dedit . ’ But he must eat the sin

in a clean place, that i s, he must have charity, faith , and a good conscience.

H e i s said again ‘repropitiare del ictum ,

’

and this phrase i s explained to
mean the moral amendment which the good P riest works in the sinner .
P robst , S akramente, p . 267, argues that O rigen means only that the sin

destroys the force of the priestly judgment i f i t affects him in respect of
the parti cular act. If the P ries t was generally speaking a good man

,

but absolved a particular peniten t from personal affection, his absolution
would be of no avai l . But if, though generally speaking a bad man,

he

condemned a particular sinner after conscientious examination of his
case, the condemnation would hold good just as a secular judgemay pro

nounce just and val id sentences though his private life may be thoroughly
vicious . This implies entire ignorance of the A lexandrine doctrine of

spiritual knowledge, and i s refuted by the entire run of the Homily referred
to . T he P riest i s to have forhimself ‘the breast, ’ ‘the right shoulder ,

’ that
i s to say, hemust have a heart pure from sin, a hand fruitful ofgood works .
‘N isi habeat pectus ex omnibus membris electum non est saeera

’
os etnisi
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i s no priest
, and his sentence has no effect at all. N or i s

the priestly absolut ion in itself of force . The priest

declares
,
but does not bestow forgiveness . Nevertheless

he alone may teach . He has received j udgment of souls .

It i s his office to stablish the sinner , who i s converted

from his sin. He is to invite confess ion both publ ic and

private , and to declare the condit ions of absolut ion , the

kind and degree of penance , by which the s inner may

gain his restorat ion to the peace of the Church
1
.

H ow far this power extended was matter of grave

doubt . The d isputes
,
which afterward issued in the

Novat ian schism ,
were already smouldering in the

Church . In many communit ies the opinion prevai led ,
that for mortal s ins , especial ly for unchastity, murder ,
and idolatry, committed after Baptism , there was no

forgiveness on earth . Early in the second century Hermas

at Rome pleads for a mitigat ion ofthi s stern rule, and

would al low ofone absolut ion for he worst offences .

This was, as has been said , the o of Clement also .

In the t ime of Origen even a more len ient pract ice

appears to have been adopted in the Church of Rome .

At first perhaps those gui lty of s ins of unchastity
,
but

soon afterwards all offenders of every grade
,
were de

habeat brachium dextrum non potest adscendere ad altare D eiet saeera
’
os

nominari.
’

T o this end he needs the priestly science (D e O rat. 28
P robst wrongly explains it to mean casuistry ) , but this he cannot have unless
he i s spiri tual and pure, et ita demum eruditionis capax fiat, si prius capax
fuerit sanctitatis.

’

C ompare In P salm . xxxvii . H om. i i . 6 (L om . xi i .
T antummodo circumspice diligentius, cui debeas confiteripeccatum tuum .

Proba prius medicum ; In M att. xi i . 14, i f the gates of hell prevai l agains t
the Priest, in vain does he bind or loose.

1 T he P riest has ‘iudicium animarum
,

’

In L ev. H om . v. 1 2 . For con

fession see In L ev. H om . i i . 4 In P salm. xxxvii . Horn . i i . 6. The judgment
of any righteous man has power to bind and loose, as was shown above,
but not as regards the discipline of the Church .
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to the stern old ru l e. N o death - sin can be forgiven ,

and those priests, who presume to pronounce absolution

i n cases of th is nature , are ignorant ofthe priestly sci ence .

N ot that the s inner is forbidden to hope. ‘God alone

knows
,

’ he says
,
speaking of the crime ofapostasy,

‘what

evi l s He wil l bring upon those who deny and do not

repent, what upon those who deny and repent 1 .

’

The

Church cannot pardon them , but God may . The sin
,

which has no forgiveness in this aeon or the aeon to

come, may be atoned for in some one of the countless

aeons of the vast hereafter.

But in his later works he Speaks with another voice .

Even death - sins may be forgiven once— they may be

forgiven a second and a th ird time—there are no l imits

to the Church
’

s power of absolution . O ne crime alone ,

obdurate impenitence, has no forgiveness . T he s inner

who refuses to hear the Church , whether h is offence be

l ight or heavy
,
i s cast forth

,
and when once expel led

from the fold can never again re- enter . Yet even so i t i s

better for him to repent
,
that he may have fewer sins to

atone for in the D ay ofJudgment 2 .

1 In M att. C omm. S eries, 1 14 . This passage belongs to those that
express the later and more lenient view,

but the particular words here quoted
are applicable in either case.

2 In L ev . H om. xv . 2 , In gravioribus enim criminibus semel tantum
poenitent iae conceditur locus ; i sta vero communia quae frequenter incurri
mus semper poenitentiam recipiunt ; In L ev . H om . xi . 2

,
Quod et si

aliquis est qui forte praeventus est in huiuscemodipeccatis admonitus nunc
verbo D ei, ad auxilium confugiat poenitentiae ; ut si semel admisit, secundo
non faciat, aut siet secundo , aut etiam tertio praeventus sit, ultra non addat.

C ontra C elsum,
i i i . 51 , the sinner i s readmitted to communion, after pro

longed penance, but cannot be promoted to office in the C hurch. There are

two remarkable passages in the C ommentary on Matthew . In T om . xiii .
30 O rigen i s explaining Matth. xviii . 1 5,

‘If thy brother shall trespass
against S ome, he says, take this to mean that even death- sins
may be forgiven. Others that even the lightest sins are shut out from for
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On another important subj ect, the Euchari st 1, we

observe a s imi lar advance beyond the posi tion of

giveness. Both have erred through not keeping closely to the text . Jesus
says if the sinner repent s on the first admonition, ‘thou hast gained thy
brother .’ But what happens i f he does not repent ? This Jesus does not
say. In that case then he is nei ther wholly gained norwhol ly lost . W e know
notwhat hewill suffer. God knows we j udge not, that we be not j udged .

In the words that follow a superfluous negative appears to have crept into
the text , 571 0 131: 6'f6 0'7 1 529 65139 111) c

’

ucoriaaxna 76 7p1f70 11 6111050 011 . T he 0 111:

should surely be omitted . If, O rigen says, this rule seems hard upon those
who have committed only l ight sins , let us remember that they have three
chances of amendment . H e goes on to say that i t i s better in any case to
repent , Av0 17 6A6fp 69’ 0'170 0'a0 1711 dyapn

’

man t 11 670 11 0 6111, that wemay have less
to atone for at the L ast D ay. H e certainly teaches here that if the sinner
after three admonitions refused to submit to penance he was cut off from
the C hurch , and this excommunication was final , whatever the gravity ofthe
sin that had brought i t about . But apparently there i s no limit to the

number of times that the sinner might be admitted to penance. In the

C omm. S eries
,
1 14 , Peter

’ s apostasy was pardoned because he repented at

the crowing of the cock , before the break of day, that i s before the

descent of the Holy Spirit . Since that time there i s no remission of this
sin for those who deny C hrist in the day.

’ But
,
he adds

,
the denial i tself

proves that the day has not really dawned upon them . Forsitan autem
et omnes homines quando denegant Jesum ,

ita ut peccatum denegationis

eorum recipiat medicinam,
ante gall i cantum denegare cum videntur.

’

Origen appears in these last words to be defending with some reluctance the
practice ofgranting absolution even to apostates . Hence even this passage
belongs to those in which the more lenient view is maintained .

1 T he best account of O rigen ’ s doctrine on this subject i s that given by
H iifling, D ie L eftre o

’
er attesten Ifi

'

refze vom Offer im L eben nna
’ C nitns

o
’

er C hristen
,
1 851 . The controversy on the subject between R omanists

and P rotestants in the R eformat ion times will be found in the Om’

geniana .

Both parties claimed O rigen as a friend . Against H 6fling may be set

D oll inger, D ie E ucharistie in den drei ersten 1 826. The

A lexandrines held a real but Spiritual and in no sense material P resence of

Christ in the E ucharist . But therewas undoubtedly a party which bel ieved
in Transubstantiation, though probably therewas as yetno setphilosophical
explanation of this belief. See In j oan . xxxi i . 16, 110 610 910 56 6 a

’

pros na2

770 71
'

7p10 11 7029 11611 cino 0
‘
76

'

po19 Rani 77
2

111 110 111 0 7 6
'

pa11 7T€p2 7779 eéxapmn
'

as

61c50x1
'

711 , 7079 56Ba0157 6p0 11 02110 1
5

6 111 110 70
1

1. 72711 96 10 7 6
’

pa11 frai 70 17

7p0 <pi,uov 7739 dA77961
'

a9 Ko
'

you 617a
‘
y
'

76Ma11 (L om . i i . Here the bel ief
in a C orporal P resence i s regarded as belonging to the L ower L i fe, the life
of those who do notgo beyond the letter. Transubstantiation rests upon
A ristotel ic or Stoi c R ealism, and i s d iametrically opposed to P latonism .
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Clement
,
though here probably the difference is greater

in language than in real i ty. The Church has i ts ‘altar
‘consecrated by the precious B lood of Christ 1.

’

The

Bread is ‘Sacerdotal Bread ,
’ ‘

a kind of holy Body.

’

The communicant is said to ‘receive the Body of the

Lord
,

’ ‘the sacraments of the Lord
’

s Body In these

and s imilar phrases we trace the growing reverence and

mystery attached to the material of this greatest of

Christian rites . Yet we must not be carried too far.

The E ucharist is a Mystery, one of the chiefest Mys

teries, for here too there is a l etter that ki l leth , a spirit

that giveth life 3. The Bread and Wine are an al legory
,

L eading passages on the subject ofthe E ucharist are, In M att. xi . 1 4 (L om.

i i i
. 1 0 6 quite decisive as to the opus operatum and the value ofthe 6267)

C omm. S eries, 85 In L ev . Horn . xii i (the whole Homily should be read) ;
In N um. H om . xxii i . 6 . It has been observed above

,
p . 1 43, that the

E ucharist i s a mystery in a double sense, firstly as regards i ts ri tual , secondly
as regards its doctrinal explanation.

1 In j esu N ave, H om . i i . 1 x . 3 ; In j ua
’
. H om . i ii . 2 P robst, [ fire/i

Zielie D iseiplin ,
p . 2 1 2 . In j esu N ave

,
Horn . vi i i . 6 , C hrist i s P riest, Victim,

A ltar. Ioia
’
. Horn . ix . Origen uses the language ofC lement . T he believers

are the altar on which C hrist offers His sacrifice to the Father . T he or

natus altaris i s the L aw in the type engraved by Joshua on stones, in the

anti type by C hrist on the heart ; and all true C hristians are P riests and
L evites . C ompare C ontra C elsum, vii i . 17.

2 In E xodum
,
H om. xiii . 3, C um suscipitis corpus D omini, cum omni

cautela et veneratione servatis, ne ex eo parum quid decidat, ne consecrati

muneris al iquid dilabatur ; C ontra C elsum,
vii i . 33, d

’

p70vs 60 9i0/.1611

70 1 011611 0 119 5101. 6 1
’

JX1
‘
711 71 ci‘yw

'

ifov 70 1
2

19 15710 179 17p096
'

0 6w9

011376} xpwy e
'

z/ovs ; In L ev . H om . xii i . 6
,
Ille sacerdotalis pani s qui est

secretus etmysticus sermo.

3 In L ev . H om . vii. 5. T he whole passage i s one ofthemost important
Jesus ergo quia totus ex toto mundus est

,
tota eius caro cibus est, et totus

sanguis eius potus est, quia omne opus eius sanctum est, et omnis sermo
eius verus est. P ropterea ergo et caro eius verus est cibus et sanguis eius
verus est potus . C arnibus enim et sanguine verbi sui tanquam mundo cibo
ac potu, potat et reficit omne hominum genus . Secundo in hoe loco post
i llins carnem mundus cibus est Petrus et Paulus et omnes Apostoli . Tertio
loco discipuli eorum. D as Wort, die Verhei ssung des Herrn i st der
heilskr

'

aftige L eib und das heilskraftige Blut, das wir sowohl innerhalb als
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repeat that Origen held the Sacrifice of Christ to have

consisted not of His Body but of His Soul . The Sou l

answers to theWine
,
for accord ing to the book ofGenesis

the blood is the soul or l i fe. This one fact i s enough to

prov e that
,
as regards the bread at any rate, Origen

cannot have held the doctrine of transubstantiation in

any shape whatever.

But the thoughts of Origen turn with constant hope

and longing from the Church on earth , where tares grow

side by side with the wheat
,
to the spiri tual invis ible

Church
,
the Church of the fai thfu l and true, which has

neither spot nor blemish nor wrinkle . I t is l inked in

close and vital union to the Church above
,
the Church of

the first- born
,
of saints and martyrs and angels . These

two form the Body, the Temple of the Lord , o lder in

the counsels of God than creation i tself. This is the

saving Ark
,
the Church outs ide ofwhich is no salvation.

Men might belong to the vis ible Church
,
and yet be dead

in trespasses and s ins ; they might be cut off from the

vis ible Church
,
and yet be true brothers of Christ . S o

different is the view ofOrigen from that of the organising

law - loving West 1

1 C hurch buildings , In j esu N ave, H om. i i . 1 , C um videris ecclesias ex
trni ;thei r disposition, Horn. x . 3 ;Inj ua

’
. Horn . i i i . 2 . The C hurch had

been corrupted by prosperity, Infer. H om. iv. 3 (L orn . xv. 140 ) Ifwe judge
things by truth and not by numbers we shall see now that we are no longer
fai thful . But in bygone times we were faithful when the people suffered mar

tyrdom, when from the cemeteries to which we had escorted the bodies of
the martyrs we returned to our places ofmeeting, and the whole church was
gathered together, none fall ing away, and the catechumens were instructed
in martyrdom and in the deaths of those who confessed the truth even unto
blood

,
not yielding to temptation or being confounded before the l iving

God. Then we know they saw signs and wonders then few were fai thful ,
but they were faithful indeed , treading the strai t and narrow path that
leadeth unto l ife. But now when we have become many—for i t is notpos
sible that there should be many elect, for Jesus truly said many are called



VL ] T/ie E ternat Gospel. 2 2 3

T o the Spiritual Church belongs the Eternal Gospel ,

a phrase taken from the Book of Revelation 1 . The

Eternal Gospel bears the same relat ion to the actual

Gospel
,
as this to the L aw ,

or as Deuteronomy to

the rest of the Pentateuch . I t i s that ful l d isclosure

of the purposes ofGod, which could not be given in the

New Testament because of the nature of human lan

guage and the l imitations of the flesh -bound mind . Yet

there are hints , fragments , shadows , which he, who nu

derstands the reading of the Mystic Sense, can seiz e

and interpret . These hints , these
‘crannies in the wal l ,

’

Origen finds abundantly in the Books of Joshua and

Leviticus ; the earthly altar is a type of the heavenly

altar ; the earthly Canaan is a model of the Promised

but few chosen—out of the multitude of them that profess godliness there
are very few that attain to the election of God and blessedness .’ C ompare
In j esu N ave, Horn . xxi . The true C hurch , 17nvpi

’

ws 6c 770 1
'

a
,
i s holy and

undefiled, D e O rat. 20 aa
’
in . O utside the C hurch is no salvation, In j esu

N ave
,
i ii . 5, N emo semet ipsum decipiat extra hanc domum

,
id est extra

ecclesiam nemo salvatur. C ontrast however with thi s Infer. Horn . xx . 3,

Qui extra ecclesiam estneque vas misericordiae estneque i rae sed vas in

al iud quiddam reservatum (seeabove, p . 20 7, note) . But thereare thosewithin
the C hurch who do not belong to it, there are thosewho have been driven
forth wrongful ly and yet remain members In L ev . Horn . xiv . 3. Christ, the
Angels

,
the holy dead areall present atthepublic worship oftheChurch In

L ueam
,
H om . xxiii

,
D uplex hic adest ecclesia una hominum altera angelorum ;

Cp. D e O rat. 31 . In L ev . H om . ix . 8 . 9, there are two Temples , the Holy
P lace and the Holy ofHol ies

,
the C hurch on earth , the C hurch in heaven .

T he former i s the wap0
’

156 10 0 9 7pvq>739, paradisus deliciarum,

’

a phrase
borrowed from Philo , L eg. All. i . 1 4 (i . In C ant. C ant. 1 1 1 (L om. xv .

but this term expresses the Holy Church as a whole on earth or in

heaven see In E zee/z . Horn . xiii . 2 . T he C hurch in Heaven i s the eccle
sia primitivorum (from H eb . xii . In j esu N ave, H om . ix . 4 . We find

the phrases ecclesia catholica
, catholice, doctores catholici, and even catho

licus, a C atholic, the last In L ev . H om . xiv. 2 .

1 R ev . xiv. 6. See D e P rine. iv. 25 In j oan. i . 9. 1 0 ; In P om. i . 4
i i . 5 ; In L ev . Horn . xiii . 2 . T he imperfection of R evelat ion in the usual
sense ofthe word, the 0 20 9777511 66a776

’

2110 11
,
appeared to be proved , especi

ally by 1 C or. xiii . 9, 1 0
, and John xxi . 25.
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Land above . But the most s ignificant are furnished by

St . Paul . Pieced together by his cunning hand they

form what i s cal l ed his Eschatology
,
his vision of the

l ife to come . He differs from Clement mainly in detai l

and the anxious care with which he discussed , debated ,
explained away the language of Scripture .

He learned from the Bible that the sou l passes at

death into one of two abodes
,
which in accordance with

the general bel ief of his time he regarded as si tuated

beneath the earth . The first i s Hades
,
the prison of the

imperfect . I t is guarded by the Cherubim
,
who with

their fiery sword keep the way of the Tree of Life .

N or had any been suffered to pass these stern sentinels ,
t i l l Christ descended

,
and carried the souls of the Patri

archs and Prophets in His train to Paradise, the man

s ion of the blessed . Since that day the true believer

passes at once into Paradise
,
unharmed by the fiery

sword 1 . Even in this p lace of rest the sou l sti l l has

a bodily form
,
such as that which clothed i t before its

entry into l ife.

At the close of this present Aeon wi l l come the

Great D ay , when Christ wil l return to j udgment . As

in Clement
,
we hear nothing of the imminence of this

catastrophe ; what the more refined minds are pondering

i s not the time
,

‘
but the manner of the great change , the

1 In Zior. I S am . H om. 2 (L om. xi . D e P rine. i i . 1 1 . 6 , P uto
enim quod sancti quique discedentes de hac vita permanebunt in loco
aliquo in terra posi to, quem Paradisum dici t S criptura divina, velut in

quodam eruditionis loco, et, ut ita dixerim, auditorio vel schola animarum .

In terra,
’

I presume, i s ‘within the earth
,

’ ‘under the earth .

’

C ompare
also In L ueam,

H om . xxiv ; D e M art. 36 . All pass ‘the fiery sword, ’
‘
the fire,

’ but the righteous are not harmed nor stopped by the screen of

flame because there i s in them no fuel for i t to fasten upon. That the soul
in Hades or Paradise has a body was proved by the Parable of D ives and
L azarus ; R edepenning, i i . 1 26.
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i t into a habitat ion su ited to i ts needs . The same pro

cess
,
by which it repai rs the daily waste of our organism

now ,
wil l enable i t then to construct a whol ly new tene

ment for i tself 1.

It has been urged that Origen
’

s system leaves no

real place for the Resurrection 2. This he would most

strenuously have denied . And it is in fact untrue .

The body of the soul in Paradise, though different from

that which it inhabited in l ife, is sti l l a body belonging

to this Aeon , th is world ; the resurrect ion body is the

body of another Aeon , another world . Hence though

its features are the same, because these are the natural

outward expression of its abiding individual i ty, i ts tex

ture is far different
,
because adapted on the one hand

to i ts new element , on the other to the varying degrees

of the soul ’s purity or impurity 3 . Man
,
he tel ls us

,
wil l

1 D e P rine. 11. 1 0 . 3 ; i i i . 6. 4 sqq . ; S el. in P sal. i . 5 (L om. xi .
C ontra C elsum

,
v . 2 2 sqq . T he germinative principle ’ i s the A670 9 , sub

stantiae ratio , 0 1111
1977p10

'

p69,
2 R edepenning , i i . 1 27; D eni s , 325.

3 T he principles laid down by O rigen are four . The R esurrection body
will be infini tely more beautiful ; i t wi ll retain its general type and be

recognisable i t will beadapted to the requirement s of i ts new environment
it will have no superfluous organs . In consequence of the latter rule the
‘gnashing of teeth ’ i s not to be l iterally understood . T he R esurrec

t ion body of the wicked will differ from that of the righteous, D e

P rine. i i . 3 ; 1 0 . 2 sq. ; i ii . 6 . 4 . O rigen taught the R esurrection of

this body, ’ and even of ‘the flesh ’

(Pamphilus insists upon this point ,
Apol. but not of ‘this flesh .

’

E ven in his own t ime many were
offended at his doctrine, D e P rint . i i . 1 0 . I

, and Jerome and others
attacked him with great vehemence. The O rigenist monks are said to have
believed that the R esurrection body would be spherical , and this opinion i s
charged upon O rigen by Justinian. T he accusation rests probably upon
D e O rat. 31 (L om. xvii . where this shape i s attributed to the bodies
ofthe stars . T he same general principles applied to the Body ofour L ord
as to that ofman ; see C ontra C elsum, i i . 62 i i i . 4 1 , and passages referred
to at end of last L ecture. Some charged Origen with asserting that the
Saviour laid aside His Body in the Sun. Some Christians, according to
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eventual ly cease to be ‘a sou l
’

at all. When his re

demption i s complete, his love wil l be no longer cold

he wil l become a pure Intel l igence, as he was before he

lapsed from his first estate . But even so he wil l sti l l be

corporeal , for except the Trinity no spirit can exist

without a shroud . The same law wil l apply to the

Saviour
,
in so far as He is perfect Man.

Clement figured the future l ife as an upward pro

gress ofthe soul through seven heavens to rest in the

O gdoad . But Origen doubted whether this Gnostic

conception had sufficient Scripture warrant . Hence
,

fol lowing the hint conveyed in the phrase ‘
aeons of

aeons ,
’

he speaks of a vast stretch of cycles reaching

onwards in almost i l l im itable extension to the C onsum

mation of All . There i s in this a certain resemblance

to Stoicism ,
but i t is merely superficial 1 .

In that future l ife the sou l is sti l l free
,
i s st i l l tested

by its use of freedom
,
r ises and fal ls

,
is punished or

Pamphilus, Apol. 7, actual ly held this strange tenet, interpreting in this way
P salm xix . 4 , in sole posuit tabemaculum suum . It i s perhaps a Gnos tic
idea ; see the account of Theodotus in L ecture i . Any stone was good
enough to fl ing at O rigen. S ee for the whole subject, O rigeniana, i i . 9 ;
D eni s , p . 297sqq. ; R edepenning, places cited in Index . D e la R ue con

sidered that there was nothing in O rigen’s speculations opposed to the

C athol ic faith , si modo quasdam exceperis quaestiunculas quas luxurians
O rigenis ingenium curiosius persequens paullo longius prosequitur .

’
T he

reader should also bear in mind D e P rine. i . 5. 4 , C ertius tamemqualiter
se habitura sit res scit solus D eus et 51 qui eius per C hristum et Spiritum

Sanctum amici sunt .
1 C ontra C elsum

, vi. 2 1 , the canonical scriptures do not speak of seven or

any definite number of heavens , yet do speak of heavens in the plural ,
whether these are to be identified with the Greek spheres or understood in a

mystical sense. D e P rint . i i . 3. 7, the eighth heaven, the 0
’

111Aa111) 9 opai
’

pa.

There are three heavens, In Matt. xxx . 51 In P salm. xxxix. Horn . 1. 8 D e

M art. I 3. D e P rine. i i . 3. 5, Multorum saeculorum finis dicitur esse hic
mundus qui et ipse saeculum dicitur : compare D e O rat. 27 (L om. xvii .

In Matt. xv. 31 .
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rewarded
,
accord ing to i ts works 1 . All punishment i s

medicinal
,
at l eas t in the purpose of the good God 2.

A nd the reward is not payment l ike that of an earthly

master, who gives money in return for to i l . The K ing

dom of God i s within us , and what He promises i s not

happiness , sti l l less p leasure , but the ful l satisfaction of

that restless love of truth which He has implanted in

the soul
,
most surely not in vain 3

. But all revelation

must be gradual , must be wi l l ingly received . Hence

1 D e P rine. i . 6 . 3 , E x quo , ut O pinor, hoc consequentia ipsa videtur
ostendere, unamquamque rationabilem naturam posse ab uno in alterum
ordinem transeuntem per singulos in omnes

,
et ab omnibus in singulos

pervenire, duizn accessus profectuum defectuumvevarios pro motibus velcona
tibus propriis unusquisquepro l iberi arbitri i facultate perpetitur. T he drift of
the passage compels us to apply these words to the future aswell as to the pas t
and present life. S till more distinct i s D eP rint . i i i . 1 . 2 1 , E x quo O pinamur

quoniam quidem,
ut frequenter diximus

,
immortalis estanima etaeterna, quod

in multis et sine fine spatiis per immensa et diversa saecula possibile est
,
ut

vel a summo bono ad infima mala descendat, vel ab ultimis mal is ad summa
bona reparetur : and more explicit still are D e P rint . i i . 3. 3 aa

’

fi n .
, and

the Fragment from Jerome’ s translation of D e P rint . in the Acl Avitum

(L om . xxi. T he possibility of a fal l in the future l ife i s the special
characteristic of O rigen’s View . It appeared to flow necessari ly from the

doctrine ofFreeWil l , on the other hand it i s limited by the doctrineofGrace
see below at the end of this L ecture. But Ihave not noti ced any passage
where O rigen affirms this possibility outside of the D e P rincipiis, and i t is
expressly denied In P om . v . 1 0 .

T he best passage forthe curativenature ofall puni shment i s to be found
in the S electa in E xoa

’
um on the hardening of Pharaoh’s heart . Origen’s

bel ief is summed up very forcibly in the words 611010 70 9 0511 0 0 11 6 151219 duapn
'

as

6av7qi3 66x60 9w 1: 0Aa0 61
’

jvc u (L om. viii . C ompare also D e P rint . i .
6 . 3. T he weak part of his doctrine i s the tendency to regard the relation
between vice and punishment as quantitative. In L ev . Horn . xiv . 3 there
are three degrees of sinfulness , denoted by the wood

,
hay, straw of

1 C or. i ii . 1 2 which the fire burns up in a longer or shorter time. In L ev .

Horn . xi . 2 ; xiv . 4 the death , which was the punishment of certain sins
under the L aw , wiped out the sin. T he C hristian must make atonement
either by penance this i s the tradidiin interitum carni s of 1 C or. v. 5; orby
fire in the next world . Here, as often, Origen i s drawn in different directions
by three irreconcileable principles—discipl ine, literal ism ,

and spiritual ism .

3 D e P rine. i i . 1 1 . 4 sqq.
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Origen ’s view—we must not say his doctr ine— rests

largely upon general principles : that j ust ice and good

ness are in their highest manifestat ion ident ical ; that

God does not pun ish , but has made man so , that in

virtue only can he find peace and happiness , because He

has madehim l ike Himself ; that suffering i s not a tax

upon sin
,
but the wholesome react ion , by which the

diseased sou l struggles to cast out the poison of i ts

malady ; that therefore, i f we have done wrong, it i s

good to suffer, because the angu ish is return ing health ,
wil l cease when health i s restored , and cannot cease t i l l

then . Again
,
that evil i s against the plan of God, is

created not by Him but by ourselves ; i s therefore pro

perly Speaking a negat ion , and as such cannot be eternal .

These are in the main Greek thoughts ; thei r chief

source is the Gorgias ofPlato. But h is final appeal i s

always to Scripture . The texts on which he mainly rel ies

are those of St . Paul ,
‘He Shal l be saved yet so as by

fire
,

’

God shal l be all in all.
’ But starting from these he

finds a thousand hints and "crannies
,

’ especial ly in the

Old Testament 1. He laboured to answer obj ections .

nec ullam posseanimam repeririquaeuniversis statim vitiis careat D eP rint.

ii. 1 0 . 4 sqq. Inferem .Horn . i i . 3Origen speaks as ifthe saints donotneed th is
baptism offire. But this must be understood in the light ofthe abovepassages .

1 Besides the famous texts L uke i i i . 1 6, 1 C or. i i i . 1 5, Is. iv . 4 , Origen
quotes Is. xli. 1 , Though Thou wast angry with me, Thine anger i s turned
away ;’ xxiv. 2 2

,

‘And they shall be gathered together as prisoners are
gathered in the pi t , and shal l be shut up in the prison, and after many days
shall they be Visi ted ;’ xlvii . 1 4, 1 5, 6x619 61119710 110 9 1rvp69, 110 950 0 1 611

’

0 1
3

70 1 60 0 117 0 1 0 0 1 [30 156610 Micah vii. 9, Iwill bear the indignation
ofthe L ord , because I have sinned against Him H e will bring me forth
to the l ight E zekiel xvi . 53, 55, R estituetur Sodoma in antiquum Jerem .

xxv . 1 5, 1 6, Per H ieremiam prophetam iubetur cal ix furoris D ei propinari

omnibus gentibus ut bibant et insaniant et evomant. In quo comminatur

dicens quia si quis noluerit bibere non mundabitur Matth. xvii i . 30 , Went
and cast him into prison t ill he should pay the debt John x . 16, There shal l
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The word eternal ’ as appl ied to death does not neces

sarily mean
‘endless The Sin, which is not forgiven

in this aeon or the aeon to come, might yet be blotted

out in some one of the aeons beyond 2. But he could

not be bl ind to the fact , that there are i n Scripture

passages that make d irectly against him . Hence Resti

tution i s a great and terrible mystery . I t i s taught in

Scripture not explicitly but in al legories . And there is

a reason for this , because many men are so vi l e
,
that

even the dread of endless torments wi l l scarcely curb

their evi l passions . Considerat ions such as these lay
heavy upon his cand id spiri t . Hence though um

doubtedly h is prevai l ing hope is , that all men shal l be

healed in that far- offday , when there shal l be one flock

and one shepherd
,
and even Sodom , as Ezekiel pro

phesied,
Shal l be restored , at t imes his vis ion fai ls . ‘Who

be one fold and one shepherd ; R om . xi . 25, 26, Blindness in part i s hap
pened to Israel until the fulness ofthe Gentiles be come in, and so all Israel
shall be saved R om . xi . 32 , ‘God hath concluded them all in unbel ief that
H e might have mercy upon all 1 Peter i ii . 1 8- 2 1

,

‘Christ went and
preached to those who perished in the Flood P S . lxxviii . 34, ‘When H e

slew them then they sought Him .

’
O ther texts are given by Huet, O ri

geniana, i i . 1 1 . 20 .

1 In E xoa
’
um

,
Horn . vi. 1 3, D omine qui regmas in saeculum et in saeculum

et aciline ; D e P rint. i i . 3. 5 ; In L ev . H om. xiii . 6, L egitimum namque

ct aeternum est omne quod mysticum est. C ontra C elsum
,
vi . 26

,
O rigen

seems to allow that 0 21211110 9 implies endless duration, but argues that the
word is used 5151 7 0219 gbo

’

c 759 110A0
'

10 6019 1113211 0 v0 76
'

AA0 1170 9

6111
'

1100 0 11 759 110 1120 9 110 2 713 11 d1r
’

0 137139 dy0 p7a110/1 6
'

110111 x150w . T he word
0 10911 in the usage of the P latoni sts of the t ime, certainly included the idea
of endless, changeless duration, see P lutarch , D e E i apua

’
D elp/zos, 20 ;

and i t must be admitted that the arguments employed in the passages quoted.

above are not sufficient to prove Origen’ s point . O rigen speaks of eternal
punishments in many passages . Vincenz i, In S . Greg. N

'

yss. et O rigenis
S cripta et D octrinam,

R ome, 1 865, refers to In L ev . H om . ix . 4 . 5 xiv. 4

In j esu N ave
,
H om. xvi . 3 ; In E zetlz . Horn . vi. 26 ; In Matt. C om. xvi .

2 2 ; D e M art. 25, and others
,
but he endeavours to prove far too much .

See O rigeniana, i i . 1 1 .

2
In Matt. C om. xv. 2 1 .
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i s that guest who i s bound hand and foot , and cast into
'

outer darkness ? You wil l ask whether he remains bound

in the outer darkness for ever —for the words for th is

aeon
,

’

or
‘for the aeons ,

’

are not added— or whether he

wil l in the end be loosed —for i t does not appear that

anything is written about his future release. I t does not

seem to me to be safe, seeing I have no fu l l understand

ing
,
to pronounce an Opinion , especial ly in a case where

Scripture i s S i lent 1 .

’ The same hesitat ion is apparent
,

where he is led to speak of the final doom of the evi l

Spirits 2
Indeed the Alexandrine doctrine ofVo l i t ion is such ,
that it i s hard to reconci le with the hope of final unity.

If the wi l l is whol ly free
,
unconditioned

,
indifferent , what

after all i s the use of these long ages of discipl ine ?

What can they produce
,
but an eternity of steri le change

,

in which each rise i s balanced by a fal l , and after the

lapse ofa mill ion ages the end is no nearer than it was 3 .

1 In j oan . xxvii i . 7; see also In P om . vi ii . 1 2 In j er. Horn . xvi i i . 1 5.

2 D e P rint. i . 6. 3, the salvabili ty of some ofthe evil spirits is an open
question. Ibia

’

. i . 8. 4, the ‘
adversariae virtutes

’

are divided into two

classes, 1 .

‘
principatus, potestates mundi rectores ofthesehe only says that

they are not essentially evi l : 2 . another class has sunk so deep ut revo
cari nolit magis quam non possit.

’

Ibia
’

. i i i . 6 . 5, T he last enemy that
shall be destroyed is D eath .

’ That i s to say, not the substance but the
wicked will of the D evil will at last be annihilated . H e .will cease to be
an enemy . But this i s denied

,
In P om. viii . 9, Istius autem qui de coelo

cecidisse dicitur nec in fine saeculi erit ul la conversio. In the Epistola ao
’

Amitos (L om . xvii . 8) according to the version ofJerome certain ofO rigen’ s
adversaries taught that the D evil posse salvari, ’ according to that ofR u
finus they affirmed that O rigen taught ‘diabolum esse salvandum .

’ Both
translators agree in the sense of the following words, quod ne mente
quidem quis captus dicere potest . ’

3 Jerome, Ao
’
Avitum

, considers that the resul t ofOrigen’s speculations
i s rursum nasci ex fine principium et ex principio finem .

’ But Origen ex

pressly denies this, D e P rint. i i i . 6 . 6 . See D enis
,
pp . 176, 328, 347.

R edepenning raises other difficulties on which it is unnecessary to enter .
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There are those, who bring forth thirty sixty a hun

dred- fold . The righteous shal l sh ine as the sun . And

upon whom shal l they shine but on those beneath them ?
’

If we do not misinterpret these expressions , they

appear to mean , that the soul by S in may lose capacities ,
which can never be whol ly regained , and i n this sense

at l east Origen teaches the eternity ofpunishment .

the river which makes glad the city of God, ’ In N um. Horn . xxvi . 4 . 5

xxviii . 2 . 3 . But agam, In j esu N ave, xxv. 4, thereare different abodes even
in the last degree figured by the final settlements ofthe

'

tribes in E ast,west ,
S outh and N orth . Again, In N um. H om. xi . 4 . 5, as in thi s world the
Genti le races are under the care of Guardian Angels , while Israel i s the
special portion of G od,

‘ita credo et in fine huius mundi atque in ini tio
sacculi al terius futurum ut i terum dividat excelsus filios Adam , et qui non
potuerint ita mundi esse corde ut ipsum videant D ominum et esse port io
D omini videant sanctos angelos et sint secundum numerum angelorum D ei.

It may be doubted here whether O rigen i s speaking of the D ay ofJudg
ment or of the C onsummat ion, but In N um . Horn . xxi . 1 he i s certainly
speaking ofthe latter . T he same uncertainty attaches to In L ut . Horn .

iii, where i t is said that though allthe redeemed will be in one place
,
only the

pure in heart will be able to see God. But here again I think he refers to
the E nd. S o again, Ioia

’
. xvii , the 52707110 9 i s excluded from the church of

the firstborn
,

non quo in aeternum mittatur incendium sed quo partem non

habeat in regno D ei.
’

H e may be saved but is not crowned . S o again , In

L ev . H om . xiv . 3, he who i s Spotted with vices not of a mortal kind
,
huic

etiamsi secundum Apos tol i sententiam negantur regna coelorum non tamen

alterius beatitudinis abscinditur locus . ’ S imilar language i s used of the

Gentiles (see above, p . T o
(
these passages may be added D eMart.

1 3 . 14 ; In M att. x . 3. T he point is of importance because i t i s the only
ground onwhich Jerome attacks O rigen’s doctrine ofthe R esti tution ofMan ,

alleging (Ep. lxxxiv . Migne, Aa
’
P ammae/zium et O teanum) that he taugh t

post multa saecula atque unam omnium restitutionem i d ipsum fore
Gabrielem quod diabolum,

Paulum quod C aipham, virgines quod prosti
bulas . ’ See O rigeniana, i i . 1 1 . 2 1 .



L E C T U R E VII.

N o man can serve two IlIasters.
—ST . MATT. vi. 24 .

O U R account of Origen would be essential ly defective

without a not ice of his controversy with Celsus . W e

have seen how the Church uti l ised philosophy ; we

must now reverse the picture
, and consider what the

philosophers had to say on their side . It wil l be inter

esting to observe the attitude they took with regard

to Christ ianity, the po ints they conceded , the points

they denied , and to ascertain
,
as clearly as we can,

what

they treated as the vital i ssues of the great debate .

But we shal l be enabled to do thi s better, if we permit

ourselves a wider scope , and review not the controversy

with Celsu s alone
,
but the mutual action and reaction

ofChristianity and Paganism during this period .

It would be a serious error to regard the Second

Century as a time of i rrel igion . On the contrary i t

was an age of revival . Everywhere men were seeking

with restless eagerness for deeper , more pos it ive, more

V ital bel iefs . The ancient mythology had perished with

the Republ ic
,
and the old Greek and Roman deities

appear henceforth for the most part as intermediate

beings , angels or demons , who people the spaces of

air between man and the supreme obj ect of his worship .

This is no longer Zeus or Jupiter
,
but a God ofSyrian

,

or Persian
,
or E gyptian national ity. The altars of

the Great Mother
,
of Is is and Serapis , of Mithra, are
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to be found all over the world , from Bactria to Gau l ,
in Northumberland

,
on the Rhine , in Numidia, wherever

the Roman eagles flew
,
i n the provinces, i n Rome , in

Caesar
’

s palace .

The change is s ignificant in many ways . I t Shows ,
first ly

,
the irresist ible tendency of the t imes towards

a Monotheist ic worship . For these Ori ental Gods ,
though many in name, are in real ity but one. As we

gaze upon them they seem to melt into one another.

W ho i s th e Syrian Goddess ? She is the Aramai c

Astarte
,
the Babylonian Mylitta, she i s the Great

Mother
,
she is Is is , Universal Nature , the maternal

feminine aspect of God . And God i s the Sun
,
whose

ray
—crowned head is to be seen on Roman coins from

the reign of Commodus to that of Constantine . Osiris ,
Mithra

,
Elagabalus

,
are all the same. They are the

fatherly, fostering, mascul ine side of the D ivine
,
aptly

figured by the orb ofday
1
.

1 The same idea, that of the substantial identi ty of dei ties, regarded by
the vulgar as distinct , i s found in Aeschylus, P rom. Vino. 2 1 0 ,

110 2

P ai
’

a 11070 16111 1311 0110710 11 p opqn) 1120 . This mode of conception—ithas been
called Henotheism—i s an intermediate stage between Polytheism and Mono~

thei sm . It had prevai led from very early times in E gypt (see M . L e Page
R enouf, H i

’

bbert L ettures for 1 879 ; G . Maspero, IIistoire A ntienne a
’
es

P euples a
’
e l

’

O rient,
’

4th ed. Paris
,
1 886) and obtains ful l expression in the

D e Isia
’
e et O siria

’
e of P lutarch , the D e D ea Sy ria of L ucian. See also

Mommsen, v . 454 . It i s the chief reason for the great fascination exercised
by the E gyptian religion, notwithstanding its z oolatry

,
upon Greek minds .

Henotheism, however, preserves in a confused way the personal ity of the

different deities, and does notgo so far as to assert that the different names
only mark more or less perfect or imperfect ideas of the same God. This
was asserted in one passage by Clement , S trom. v . 1 4 . 1 0 1 , where he

affirms that God is meant by the Zeus of the poets . O rigen would not

admit this . When Celsus insists that allmankind worship the same Father,
whether they call Him Jehovah, Jove or L ord , ’ he replies that words have
a natural affinity to things , that language

'

is41150 61 not960 6 1, that the different
names ofthe pagan gods have a real connection with demon-worship

,
as is
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He is the Sun
,
who Shoots his rays down into this world

to fight for man against cold , darkness , and disease .

Hence he wasworshipped in caves , and dep icted as a

youth slaying a bul l . The cave i s this d im earth ; the

bul l i s the changing world or evi l , whose death is the

l ife of the soul . S o Mithra i s a Redeemer, and the

blood of the s lain bul l is an Atonement . His monu

ments exhibit beneath these figures a dog, emblem

of the purified soul , lapping up the blood ; and beneath

all i s the legend ‘A holy stream ,

’

or
‘The stream that

i s shed for all1

Connected with Mithra worship , though properly be

longing to that of the Great Mother
,
was the barbarous

rite of the Taurobol ium . The devotee was seated in

a trench , so that the blood of the slaughtered bul l

gushed all over him . Monuments which commemorate

this hideous baptism speak of him by whom it was

received as
‘regenerate —R enatas in aeternum Tauro

bolio 2 .

Mithraism had also its Messiah 2. In the fulness of

t ime shal l come a Saviour
,
a divine son of Zarathustra,

the lawgiver . He shal l bring to a glorious c lose the

aeon ian stri fe between good and evi l . Death and Hell
shal l be destroyed

,
and men Shal l l ive in blessedness

1 N ana 0 66130 10 11 : nama cunctis ; Prel ler, p . 761 .

2 D er E inz uweihende wurde mit einem armlichen Gewande bekleidet ,
um so recht eigentlich als “

armer S tinder ” die reinigende Bluttaufe iiber
si ch ergehen z u lassen.

’
The oldest monument in commemoration ofthe

Taurobol ium is at N aples and dated 133, the most recent i s at R ome and

belongs to 390 . P reller thinks the word renatas i s borrowed from C hrist i
anity. It was in common use in the Isis mysteries ; Apuleius, IlIetam.

xi . 2 1 .

3 H e was known by the nameofSaoshyant. A tolerably precise outline
of the doctrine i s given by

_

Theopompus, Fragments 71 , 72 in Muller
’s

Frag. H ist. Graec.
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for evermore,
‘cast ing no Shadow,

’

children , as we say ,

of l ight . Even before that consummat ion there i s a

heaven for the righteous . It is figured as a staircase with

seven portal s 1 . These are the seven heavens , the abode

of the six great Emanat ions and of Mithra. Through

these the soul ascends , protected by its guardian angel

into the eighth , where i t rests in the presence ofOrmuzd .

I t i s peculiar to the rel igion of Mithra and to that of

Serapis
,
which is in other respects very similar , that

the guardian angel i s the intel l igence , the better and

purer half of human nature, which becomes after death

the champion, or Spiritual bride
,
of the lower soul .

H ow closely all this resembles the ideas derived by

Clement from the Valentinian Theodotus wi l l be dis

cerned without further comment .

1 C ontra C elsum, vi. 22 . The priests held that only the pure and bright
part of the soul could l ive on after death. Hence even in the l iving they
distinguished this part from the polluted part, and in the pure immortal
half they saw the side created by the good gods, i ts true being , the Fra
vashi

,
or protecting spirit allotted to each man D uncker , v . p . 1 80 , E ng.

trans . So in the E gyptian Mysteries , ‘At death the intel lect (Khu or K a)
becomes a demon ; the soul passes into the under world and appears at the
judgment bar of O siris-Khent-Ament , and his thirty-two assessors . Its

conscience, or as the E gyptians say i ts heart, accuses it . It i s weighed in
the balanceof truth and justice. A ccording as i t i s found light or heavy the
righteous doom is pronounced , and the intellect , the demon ,

becomes the
executioner . It reminds the soul how i t neglected i ts warning and would
none of its reproof i t flogs it with the scourge of its Sins, and delivers itU p
to the storm and the whirlwind ;’

’

Maspero , Germ . trans . of 1 877, p . 39.

T he account i s taken from the B ook of tlze D ead, a copy of which was
buried with every mummy. But I observe that in his las t edition M . Mas

pero does not bring out this peculiar relation of the intel lect to the soul as
i ts guardian angel or avenging demon. Compare p . 33 above, and L e Page
R enou f, p . 147. Serapis or Sarapis (both spell ings are found in inscriptions)
i s Osiris-Apis, that i s, ‘the dead Apis . ’ Allmen after death were regarded
as entering into union with , as becoming O siris . ‘A partir de la xii°
dynastie le défunt est nommé couramment l’O siris N ; Maspero, pp . 31 ,

35, 38, ed. Pari s , 1 886.
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The disciples of Mithra formed an organised church

with a developed hierarchy. They possessed the ideas

ofMediation
, “Atonement, and a Saviour, who i s human

and yet divine
,
and not only the idea, but a doctrine of

the Future Life. They had a Eucharist , and a Baptism ,

and other curious analogies might be pointed out be

tween their system and the Church of Christ 1 . Most

of these conceptions , no doubt
,
are integral parts of

a rel igion much o lder than Christianity. But when we

consider how strange they are to the o lder polytheism

of Greece and Rome , and when we observe further that

M ithraism did not come into ful l vogue ti l l the time

of Hadrian , that is to say t i l l the age of Gnostic ism ,

we shal l hard ly be wrong in j udging that resemblances

were pushed forward , exaggerated , modified , with a

special vi ew to the necessit i es of the confl i ct with the

new faith , and that di fferences , such as the barbarous

superstitions of the A vesta
,
were kept sedulously in the

background with the same obj ect . Paganism was copy

ing Christianity, and by that very act was lowering

her arms .

This process of approximat ion
,
so visible in the p0pu

lar rel igions , was carried to even greater lengths in the

region of phi losophy . The old sceptic ism was sti l l

represented by the Sto ics
,
who combined the worship

of humanity with specu lative doubt , and by the Epi

cureans, who were pract ical ly Atheists . But these were

the creeds of a few rebel l ious intel lects . The bel ief

in a future l i fe , which Cicero had rid iculed in a court

1 Justin, Apol. i . 66 ; Tryp/zo, 70 ; Tertull ian, D e B apt. 5 ; D epraescr.

H aer . 40 Preller, p. 759 ; D oll inger, The Gentile and t/zej ew ,
i . 4 16, E ng.

trans .
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for Magi
,
Thracians

,
Egyptians, Jews . They profess

to disti l an el ixir from all rel igions , from all that i s

except Christ iani ty, which they never name . Yet the

Church
,
from which they avert thei r eyes as from the

angel of doom ,
i s real ly the prompter and guide of all

their efforts . If their beloved Hel len ism was to be saved ,
i t must be by reforms borrowed from this hated rival .

And so they set to work with the energy of despai r to

prove that so far as Christianity was true it was not new .

What was the secret , they asked , of the formidable

growth of this new sect ? They could not miss the

external conditions . Christianity was a development

of an ancient faith ; i t had been preached by a divine

person ,
whose mission was accred ited by miracles . I t

taught a pure moral ity , and kindled a zeal that was

stronger than the fear ofdeath . It had i ts sacred books ,

dictated or inspired by the Spiri t of God . Were not

similar weapons to be found in their own armoury ?

If they were not to be found
,
at any rat e they were

easy to manufacture . There were books of Orpheus
,

Hermes
,
Zoroaster

,
O sthanes

,
which would serve for

Gospels . If Christ was S on of God
,
so were Plato ,

Pythagoras , Apol loniu s . If Christ wrought signs and

wonders , Pythagoras also caused a miraculous draught

of fishes and fasted for forty days
,
T heosebius cast out

devi ls , the death of Proclus was foreboded by a super

natural darkness so thick that the stars were seen at

Indo K onzge in B ale/rim , K abul und Indien ,
Bonn, but in

default ofaccurate l iterary information it cannot have been of such a nature
as seriously to affect the course of E uropean thought . T he merchant
mariners brought back littleknowledge, see Strabo, xv. 4 . What knowledge
there w as appears to be derived chiefly from Megasthenes ; see the fragments
in Muller, Frag. H ist. Graec. i i . p . 437. But it is sufficient to refer to Bishop
L ightfoot

, C olossians, p . 151 sqq. , ed. 1 875 .
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noonday . If Christ taught in parables
, so too d id

Pythagoras . If the Church had martyrs , philosophy

could boast of Damon and Phintias, of Myllius and

T imycha, and of Anaxarchus. I t was Pythagoras who

first proclaimed the golden rule ‘thou shalt love thy

friend as thyself,
’

and his morn ing and evening hymn

were cited as models of devot ion 1
. In all this we may

surely discern the reflex of Christian ideas . On the

other hand it must be conceded that the doctrinal

Reserve and the severe Asceti cism attributed by the

Pythagoreans to thei r founder affected sensibly the

pract ice of the Church .

Very l ittl e is real ly known of Pythagoras , and the

twenty biographies which were current in the second

century are l ittle better than a mass of fiction 2 The

same thing i s true of the L ife of Apollonius, yet this

extraordinary romance has a genuine histori cal interest

of its own 3
.

1 T he miraculous draught of fishes, Porphyry, Vita Py tn. 25 the fast of
forty days , [ bid 57; for T heosebius, see D amascius, Vita Isidori, 56 ; for

P roclus , Marinus
,
Vita P rotli, 37; the philosopher healed the daughter of

Archiades when at the point of death , Itid. 29. Porphyry also tells us that
Pythagoras first taught 7611 (po v 0

'

Mx0 11 60 v7511 6211 0 1 , 33 that no one ever
saw him weep (whereas Jesus wept ) , 35 that he taught all but his chosen
disciples in parables , 37; and speaks of his morning and evening hymn,

40 . ForD amon and Phintias, Myllius and T imycha, seeIbid. 60 , 6 1 Anax
archus, C ontra C elsum, viii . 53. T he P latoni sts were very anxious to prove
that all C hristiani ty taught was better taught in their own books ; see Augus
tine’ s C onfessions, vii . 9.

2 More than a score of complete or partial biographies ofPythagoras are
referred to by Clement, S trom. i . 1 4 . 62 sqq., and Porphyry in the L ift.

T he only documentary foundation for all this mass of li terature was the
brief account of their master’ s teaching said to have been drawn up by L ysis
and A rchippus , and certain {u m/11113110 70 116 <paAa1cb517asserted to have been
composed by anonymous individuals for their private edification and handed
down from father to son Porph. Vita, 58 .

2 T he L ife ofApollonius hasbeen dealt with by Gibbon, N eander, Meiners ,
R 2
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It was composed by the courtly sophist Philostratus

at the command ofJul ia Domna, wife of Severus , mother

of Caracal la, aunt ofElagabalu s andAlexander Severus .

This princess was wel l acquainted with the fai th and

pract ice of Christians , who abounded in the royal house

hold . N or was she host i l ely disposed towards them .

But she was deeply interested in the Syrian worship

of the Sun, to which her family owed its consequence ,

and she presided over a coterie of lawyers and men of

letters , which was ardent in the defence of Paganism .

T o a lady so l earned and so august the settlement of

ecclesiastical d isputes was a tempting , and s eemed an

easy
,
task . Let paganism be set forth at its best

,
let

i t be shown that the old mytho logies also carried in

their bosom the germ of their own regeneration , and

could provide rational satisfaction for all the cravings

of heart and mind
,
and then the reformed Judaism

would be compelled to renounce i ts exclus ive pre

tensions , and fal l at once into i ts proper place in the

new Pantheon . The necessary ideas were already cur

rent in the imperial saloons . What was wanting was

a Messiah , some personage , not too ancient and not too

modern, who would inspire the system with the need

fu l human interest and vital ity . Such a figure was to

be found in Apol lonius , a sage , though some said a

charlatan , of the first century
, and Philostratus was

Buhle, Jacobs, L etronne, Baur. I have made much use ofAubé, H istoire

des P erse
’

cutions de l
’

Eglise, to which I may refer the reader for_ further
information. O f the three main authorities referred to by Philostratus,
D amis the N inevite i s probably his own invention ,

Maximus of Aegae
wrote an account only of such part of the l ife ofApollonius as was spent at
Aegae, and Moeragenes (cp. C ontra C elsum

, vi. 4 1 ) appears to have treated
the sage much as L ucian deal t with A lexander.
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tary sacrifice to the tyrant
’s rage , and gently reproving

the fears of his disciples makes his way to Rome . There

he i s charged with the crime that was so common ly

urged against the Christ ians, that of having immolated

a chi ld in secret magic rites he is insulted , thrown into

chains , and mockingly invited to save himself, i f he can ,

by a miracle . But the chi ld of God suffers only so far

as is worthy of his Father. From the very tribunal of

Domitian Apol loniu s vanishes away
,
and appears the

same day to two of his disc iples , who are seated in a

grotto of the Nymphs at Puteol i , talking sadly about

their lost Master. Damis , one of the two , cannot

bel ieve his eyes
,
and i s convinced by a grasp of the

hand .

After this Apol lonius renews his beneficent activity

for a t ime . Where or when the end came no man knew ,

but according to one story which Philostratus probably

intends his readers to accept , i t befel l in Crete. T he

priests of Dictynna had confined him in thei r temple .

But at midnight the sage arose before his gaol er
’s eyes ,

the chains fel l from his l imbs
,
the great gate swung open ,

and he went forth . A choir ofangel s was heard to salu te

him with the cry ‘Away from earth to heaven ,
away ;

’

and Apol lonius was seen in the flesh no more . Yet

once again after this translation he appeared to a mourn

ing disciple , to confirm his faith and assure him of the

truth of immortal i ty.

It is the story of the Gospel corrected and improved .

Apol lonius is what the enl ightened circle ofJul ia Domna

thought Christ ought to have been . His portrai t i s

copied with minute care from that of the S on ofMary ,
but it has been adorned and dign ified according to
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heathen not ions . I t i s interesting to notice the po int

at which his passion ceases . T o the S un-worsh ipper ,
as to the Gnostic , the detai l s of the Crucifixion seemed
degrading. If Christ were what he professed to be

,
he

could not have fal len so low . This was in the eyes of

Celsus also one of the gravest obj ect ions to Christianity .

We see from this curious romance precisely how far

the authorities
,
with whose sanction it was published

were ready to advance on the path of concess ion .

Apol lonius refuses to be present at a bloody sacrifice
,

and contents himself w ith scattering incense on the al tar

of the S un. He preaches against image worsh ip , and

against the barbarous shows of the amphitheatre . O n

the other hand , he loyal ly accepts the Emperor as Head

ofChurch and State. At Alexandria
,
when the philoso

pher Euphrates exhorts Vespasian to restore the R e

publ i c
,
Apol lonius repl ies that monarchy IS the only

form of government su ited to the t imes . ‘For me all

constitut ions are indifferent , for I depend upon God

alone
,
but I do not wish the flock to perish for want

ofa good and fai thfu l shepherd .

’

These were the terms

now offered to the Christians
,
and had they accepted

them they would have been protected against the hos

tility of the heathen p riests , which Apol lonius i s repre

sented as defying
,
a host i l ity j ust as bitterly irritated

against the new Imperial rel igion as against the Church .

Such was Pythagoreanism at its best . It is needless

to exhib it its lower forms
,
or to descr ibe at length that

grovel l ing theurgy which represents with such startl ing

exactness the coarse imposit ions of modern spiritual ism .

Sufficient to say that they are allthere, the table- rapping ,

the apparitions , the aerial music, the float ing in the air,
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the magic writing , the thought reading , the medium with

his sham miracles . The same causes produced the same

effects
,
and then as now the most determined enemies

of the quack were, as the arch - quack Alexander com

plains
,
the Epicurean Agnost ic , and the Christian 1

.

But we must turn from the Pythagoreans to the more

sc ient ific family of Platonists . Of these there were two

branches , the Trin itarian and the U ni tarian . We may

take as representatives of the first Numenius 2, of the

second Celsus .

The genesi s of the Platonic Trin ity i s one of the most

perplexing quest ions in the history of phi losophy. Like

almost all the leading ideas of the t ime it had i ts roots

1 The famous oracle which predicted the death ofValens was obtained
by certain men who sat round a table and noted letters of the alphabet,
which were spel t out for them by some automatic agency after a fashion
which

,
from the description of Ammonias

,
we cannot precisely determine.

’

Mr . F . W . H . Myers , Greek O racles in H ellenica, p . 467. T he reference i s
to Ammon. Marc . xxix . 2 xxxi . 1 . C ompare for talking tables , Tertullian,
Apol. 23 ; dancing furni ture in the H omilies, i i . 32 ; ‘levigation in the

account of the Brahmins in Philostratus, Vita Ap . magic writing in
Macrobius, S at. i . 23, and L ucian

’ s Alexander . See also the P fiilopseudes,
and L obeck ,Aglaoplzamus. Telepathy, ’ thought- reading , are very common
there i s a good story in the account of S osipatra in the l i fe of Aedesius ;

E unapius, p . 469, ed. Firmin-D idot . These miracles attracted the notice
ofthe police magistrate, and ceased or were concealed after the accession of

C onstantine E unapius, p . 461 . T he dislike of the famous impostor
A lexander for the disciples of C hrist was expressed with the most outspoken
candour . H e complained that Pontus was full ofChristians and A theists, ’

25, and denounced them by solemn proclamation at the commencement of
his mystic rites . ‘Firs t of all there was an expulsion of strangers

,
and

A lexander cried aloud, “ O ut with the C hristians,
”

to which the congrega
tion repl ied , O utwith the E picureans 38.

2 For this philosopher, see Zeller, i i i . p . 545 sqq. ; Vacherot, i . p . 31 9 5qq.

S iegfried , p . 277; R itter and P reller, 525 sqq. and the fragments
preserved by E usebius, P raep. E v .

, by Porphyry and Iamblichus in Stobaeus,
E el. i . 836 and by N emesius, D e N at. H om. i i . 69 ; i ii . 1 29—1 37. There
was alsoa school ofP latonists who held by the Timaeus and spoke ofTw e

Gods . It was represented in the second century by A l cinous (see below,

p . but is not of sufficient interest to cal l for separate notice.
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In the t ime of Plutarch many regarded the Ideas as

thoughts exist ing in the divine Mind 1 . For those who

held this view there were two principles , as they were

cal led , God and the World ; and the latter might be

regarded as a divine Being or not. Others , l ike Moder

atus
2
and Nicomachus, ass igned to the Ideas a substan

t ive ex istence outs ide the d ivine Mind . For these there

were accord ingly three principles . But , though the Ideas

m ight doubtless be gathered up into one
,
none of the

later Platon ists had as yet personified the Arch - Idea, or

spoken of i t as a God. This was the work ofNumenius ,

a Syrian ofApamea, whose date fal l s probably about the

middle ofthe second century 3

1 P lutarch, D e P lacitis P lzil. i . 1 0 . 1
, Ewnpéms 110 2H A0

'

1710 11 xwp10 70
‘
19 7739

0 110 10 9 759 1560 9 inoAa/d ua 611 7 029 11 073110 0 1 110 2 (par/70 0 10 19 705

960 17, 7 0 0 760 71 7 013 11 06
2 See Zeller , i i i . p . 514 note. Simp . P liy s. f. 50 b , 0v709 70

2

p 110 70
2

70219

H v9070p610v9 7 5 11611 11c 70 11 131167) 75 6211 0 1 110 2 115170 11 1
'

1110 cp0 111670 1
°

75 56

561
5

76p0 11 g1rep 60 7275 6117019 110 2110 177011, 702 61517(15170 211 75 56 7p170 11 ,

5
'

11 6p 60 721pvx111611 , 1167 6
'

X 6 111 7 0 17 61159 110 2 712111 6155511 . Moderatus of Gades
then (temp . N ero) summed up the Ideas in the one Idea ofGood , but did
not apparently personi fy them . Zeller insists that 0 13 70 9 i s P lato , notMode
ratus , but this makes no real difference, for Simplicius i s describing what
Moderatus held to be the doctrine ofP lato. M . Vacherot has therefore no
ground for regarding Moderatus as the first propagator of the Platonic
Trini ty . N or is he better advised in attributing the same doctrine to A l ci
nous . For

,
though A lcinous speaks (chap . 1 0 ) of the 0 1

’

1pd11 109 11 0 179 and 17

pvxfi 70 17 1160 110v as distinct from God, these are merely two parts ofthe one
Anima Mundi, as appears from chap . I4 , 110 272711 ¢vxfiv 72111 6162050 0 11 7 06

fed0 11ou 0 13x2 110 16? 5 9659 dAAd 110 70 11 0 0 11 61
?

1102 70 11777Aé
‘
yow

’

52V 110 2110 16111
,

6761pco11 110 261110 7p6
'

cpwz1 11p59 7611 7 6 110511 0 13759 110 20 137511 1
'

1

'

10 116p 61: 1111110 0

711159 1) 30 06019 151111 0 11
‘ 5ijo our 371 {030 11 61175 1160 110 9 110 2V0 6p611 10 019

0 1
’

1x 0
'

1
'

0v 76 5117 0 9 11 013 dix1 6u 1,1/vx1
'

j9 13110 0 7 13110 1. T he doctrine of Apuleius
(D e H abit. D octr . P lat. i . p . 1 62 Bip . R i tter and P reller

, 530 ) appears to
agree with that ofA lcinous . T he quest ion i s perplexed by the difficulty of
the dates . Allwe know ofAlcinous and N icomachus is that they are older
than P lotinus . But , with the exceedingly dubious exception ofthe Second
P latoni c E pistle, i t may be confidently affirmed that no Trinity is to be found
in any ,

Pagan philosopher who was notwell acquainted with C hristianity.

2 Allwe know as to his date is that he i s older than Clement , who refer
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That Numenius differed from all his predecessors in

this art icle i s clear from the fact that he claimed to be

regarded as the regenerator of phi losophy on this very

account . He boasts that he
'

has gone back to the

fountain head , to Plato ,
Socrates and Pythagoras , to

the ancient tradit ions ofBrahmins , Magi
,
Egyptians and

Jews , and has restored to the schools the forgotten

doctrine of Three Gods 1. Of these the first is M ind
,

simple and changeless
,
good and wise 2. Being change

less he cannot create
,
hence there i s derived from him a

second God, the Creator 3 . The S on i s no longer simple,
to him by name and borrows from him not only the well-known comparison
ofTruth to the body ofPentheus (above, p . but probably that also of

the P ilot
, and the phrase about the S on ofGod never leaving his 116711011117;

cp. S trom . vii . 2 . 5 ; E us. P raep . E v . xi . 1 8. 1 0 , 24 . Apamea was one of

the centres of N eo-P latonism . There l ived Amelius
,
who quoted the

Gospel ofS t. John in support of the doctrine ofthe L ogos , E us. P raep . E v .

xi . 19, and hisadopted son H ostilianus H esychius Porphyry
,
Vita P lotini

,

2
, 3: N umenius was a fool ish , gossiping man ; see the long and absurd
story about L acydes, E us. P raep. E v . xiv. 7.

1 E us. P raep . E v . xiv. 5. 5, 0 1710 11 56 7p61
'

9 06 0219 7 19671 611 0 11 2 0111pd70v9

110 2¢1A0 0 0 <p05117 09 0 137 019 611 11p0 0 1jfcov0 111 611010 70: 50011019, 0 1 510 110 1
5

0 0 117 69

70 177 0 7771160 0 11 , 117 A. N umen i us is no doubt referring to the Second
P latoni c E pistle, the author of which not only makes P lato ascribe his
Trini ty to Socrates, but actually affirm that he himsel f had never wri tten
upon theological questions at all 314 C ,

5102 70 1770 0115611 111111107
’

67121 1repi

7 01170111 yé
‘
ypacpa , 0 115

’

60 7 1 0 677710 1111 0 H A0
'

17 01110 9 0 135611 60 70 1
,
70

2

56 11 1711

M ‘
yéy eva Ewnp0

'

17ov9 60 7 1 nak oi? 110 21160 0 7670 11670 9. I unders tand the author
to mean not that P lato did not write the dialogues but that they are

what they profess to be
,
mere verbatim reports ofthe teaching of Socrates .

2 For the attributes ofthe Supreme God, see E us. P raep . E v . xi . 2 2 . 3 sqq.

,

and xi . 1 0 . Itwill be observed that the D ei ty of N umenius sti l l possesses
moral and intellectual qual ities . R ichter thinks that his doctrine of the

Absolute did not differ from that of C lement or P lotinus, N eu-P latonistfie

S tudien
, p . 60 ; but see P raep. E v . xi . 1 8. 2 0

,
where even ‘movement ’ is

attributed in some sense to the Supreme. T he doctrine of E cstasy , in a

form not unl ike the self- induced mesmerism of the Quietists, is to be found
in the extract from the 1rep27 1270 905 given by E us. P raep . E v . xi . 2 2 . 1 .

3 Zeller
,
i ii . 547, note, thinks that N umenius derived his doctrine of the

Son-C reator from the Gnostics . This i s quite impossible, for there is no

trace ofhostility between the two D eities .
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l ike the Father
,
but twofo ld . Condescending to Matter

,

which is multiple
, he gives to i t unity, but is himself

d ivided .

’ Part of him is incorporated in the things that

he has made , becomes in fact the World Spirit ; part

hovers over the world as i ts guide ,
‘rid ing on Matter as

a pi lot on his ship
,

’

and maintaining it in harmony with

the wil l ofGod. He touches the sens ible and cares for

i t , drawing it up to his own nature
,
because he yearns

for i t Hence
,
as Proclus says

,
the Trinity ofNumenius

cons ists of the Father, the Creator, and the World .

Numenius is but repeating the fashionable language

of his school when he talks of Brahmins
,
Magi and

Egyptians . The real source of his doctrine i s un

doubtedly J ewish . W e l earn that he al legorised the

Old Testament with some skil l and success , and, when

he cal led Plato an Attic Moses
,
he must have had Philo

in his mind . But there is an element in his doctrine

which is not Philonic . He speaks of Matter not as the

cause of evi l , but as something which the S on loves and

cares for, so much so that in a pecul iar sense he conde

scends to take its nature upon him . A nd in strict con

formity with th is he regarded sin as the resu lt of a

confl ict not between Mind and Matter
,
but between the

higher and lower spiri t ofman. This i s the language of

St . Pau l ; and, when we consider that he was wel l ac

1 E us. P raep. E v . xi . 1 8 . I , 24 . It will be observed that even in N u
menins the doctrine of the Trini ty has not yet attained to clearness and
consistency. Though he speaks ofThree Gods

, the Son i s still in part the
same as the Anima Mundi : 5 065g 5 5eizT epos ital 7pi7os é0 72u cfs'

0 v11<pep611w os 52 Wm5vc
’

i51 050 37, éz/o? 11EV 0 577311 , 0xl{67a1 53 51r
’

11 57739,
Ezr19v11 777 1/c5z/ 7790 9 éxoumys [cal 560 130 179 . Matter i s a dyad, I presume,

because i t has a ¢vxfi, that i s Ovyds‘ and émOv/u
’

a
,
but no 11 053 till this regu

lative unifying principle i s infused into i t by union with the S on. N umenius
then has Three Gods but not Three Hypostases . P lotinus speaks of 7pcfs
5170 0 760 6 19

, but not till after this phrase was current among Christians.
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Celsus wrote his Trae Wora
’
against tne C/zristz

'

ans

amid the c ivi l troubles that clouded the latter days of

M . Aurel ius . Hal f a century afterwards the treat ise

fel l into the hands ofAmbros ius , who sent i t to Origen,

with a request that he would reply to i t . Origen

was reluctant to undertake the task , thinking that the

one effect ive answer to all opponents lay in the actual

triumph of the Gospel . But as soon as he began to

read the book he perceived the gravity of the attack ,

and threw himself heart and soul into the controversy.

Like most of O rigen
’s work the Contra Celsnnz is marred

by the fiery impetuos ity of i ts author . H e alters and

enlarges the plan of his defence. With such haste does

he pour out the eager flood of d ictat ion , fol lowing and

combat ing hlS antagonist sentence by sentence , that he

often does not catch the point of an argument t i l l he

has wandered round it for many a page
,
and even to

noteichos. T he name was not uncommon . N or perhaps is i t necessary to
suppose that the friend ofL ucian was an E picurean ,

though that i s certainly
the natural inference from the words 75 wAe

'

ov 51rep 110 2 0 02
’

E 1r1

noupcy 7 1
,
11p 11 , 0

’

1115pi519 0
’

1A7795
‘
13 iepc?) Ira? 060 1760n 77711 <p150 111 , Alexander, ad

fi n . T he author of the True I/Vora’ was undoubtedly a P latoni st, though
O rigen charges him with masking atheism under the garb of P latoni sm ,

C ontra C elsum, i . 8 ; i i . 1 3 ; i i i . 35. 8o iv. 4 . 54 ; v . 3. H e seems to have
j umped at this conclusion from the way in which C elsus spoke of the

miracles of Jesus, admitting some of them to be true but ascribing them to

vulgar magic ; see C ontra C elsum,
i . 68, 50229 tbs 5161 7 0 1570111 0 50 11 62 wapa5é

Xe
-
ra1 payeiav 6511010 0 1

’

c 0750. ci5 115759 5111 7po
’

11fia1171 nan}, yaya
’

as B1BA1
’

a

widow . N ow the C elsus who was L ucian’ s friend hadwritten na7d. 7115170111 ,

Alex. 2 1 . Origen no doubt identified the two, and took it for granted that
L ucian’ s friend was an E picurean. Keim shows good reason for supposing
that he was right in the first inference and wrong in the second . T he date
of the True Word i s about 178 . N early the whole work is found em

bedded in the reply ofOrigen. T he fragments have been col lected, trans
lated , and commented on by several hands , especially by Theodor Keim,

C elm s
’

Wa/zres Wort, Ziirich, 1873, and with less erudi tion but great clear
ness and an interesting criticism by B . Aubé in theH z

’

stoz
’

re o
’
er P ersecution:

o
'

eZ
’

Eglz
’

se, Paris, 1 878.
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i

e
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ist he does not clearly real i se that Celsus was

not an Epicurean but a Platonist .

Celsus is scarcely to be cal led a philosopher
,
for he

is defic ient in system , penetrat ion and sympathy . But

he is a favourable specimen of the highly cultivated

man of the world
,
keen

,
posit ive and logical , sceptical

and mocking , yet not without genu ine moral convict ions ,
a student of the sc ience of rel igion

,
an enl ightened ad

vocate of the reformed Paganism . He was wel l armed

for his task , for he had stud ied the four Gospels and the

books ofGenesis and Exodus , possessed some knowledge

of the Prophets and Epistles
,
and had read more or less

of Gnost ic and Jewish
,
or J ewish - Christian

,
l iterature 1

Besides he had travel l ed widely
,
and sought conversat ion

w ith rel igious professors of every shade , especial ly with

Christians . He had gained , as he thought
,
ful l know

ledge of his subj ect before he took up the pen . N or

is he consc iously unjust . He pours out his scorn with

perfect impartial ity upon the begging priests
,
and

mountebanks , and gross superstit ions of the popular

rel igions . He does not repeat the old and not yet

extinct s landers against the Church , and pays a grudg
ing respect to the purity of Christ ian morals . Yet

1 According to T ischendorf and Volkmar, C elsus used all the canonical
and some uncanonical Gospels ; according to Meyer and Zeller , the S ynop
tics but not John ; according to R edepenning and Mosheim ,

no canonical
Gospel atall but Jewish and Apocryphal document s . T he question i s dis
cussed by Keim, p . 2 19 sqq. , who concludes that C elsus waswell acquainted
with all four canonical Gospels , that he makes most use of that ofMatthew ,

that the general colouring of the C hristology known to him is Johannine,
and that there i s no certain trace of his employment of any apocryphal
Gospel . O fthe Pauline E pistles Keim thinks he knew only a few phrases
picked up in conversation, and his acquaintance with O ld Testament
prophecy is general and vague. See also D r. Westcott , O n tlze C anon ,

p . 40 4 .
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when he charges the Christians with sorcery , want of

patr iotism and disloyalty
,
when he asserts with emphasis

that every church i s an i l l ic it col lege , he is del iberately

giving a new edge to the most deadly of all the ac

cusations under which the Christ ians suffered l . Well

did he know the fatal s ignificance of these cruel in

s inuat ions .

We need not fol low in detai l h is crit icism of the

Scriptures . He treats the Gospel from the point of

1 Their churches are i llici t colleges , i . I . 7; the charge of magic is
made, i . 6. 68 ; vi . 39 ; that of want of patriot ism

,
faction, viii . 2 . 2 1 .

T he law against illicit clubs or colleges was severe and bore very hard
on the C hristians . See the exceedingly interesting treati se ofMommsen , D e

C ollegiis et S oa
’
alieiis P omanoram

,
K iliae, 1 843. A Senatus C onsultum

passed probably under Augustus, while recognising the ancient collegia
opificum ,

rendered all other clubs except burial societies illegal . They
were allowed to meet once a month for business purposes

,
when the subscrip

tion (the ‘stips menstrua
’

) was collected , but they had o ther unrestricted
meetings for the purpose of offering sacrificein the temple ofthe patron God
and feasting together . T he qualified tolerat ion of benefi t societies by the
S ctum ofAugustus appears to have been confined to R ome, andwas extended
to Italy and the P rovinces by Severus (D igest xlvi i . Before th is time
clubs of allkinds and denominations appear to have been i llegal in Italy and
the P rovinces without special authori sation from the Emperor , and this was
very grudgingly conferred (see theR escript ofTrajan in P liny, Ep. x . 42 , 43

T ac . Ann . xiv . T he language of Tertul lian,
Apol. 39, shows how

easily the C hristian C hurches could be brought under this law . H e does not
deny that each C hurch is a col legium ; all he aims at proving is that i ts
objects are good

,
and i ts management exemplary. T he very phrases that

are used ofcolleges occur in his description, and no doubt are used purposely
coimusin coetum—si quod areaegenus est, ’ the regular word forthe treasure
chest of a col legium—‘modicam unusquisque stipem menstrua dievelqaum
velit et si modo velit et simodo possit apponit - the money was applied
egenis alendis nw nana

’
isgae.

’ They had coenae also
,
but how different

from those of the colleges H e concludes
,
qaum probi quum boni

coeunt, quum casti congregantur, non estfottio dicenda sed caria.

’ ‘C uria ’

is

apparentlyequivalentto collegium licitum,

’

as
‘factio to collegium i llicitum .

’

T he charge of factiousness , want ofpatriotism,
brought the C hristian under

the law of Maiestas, and magic was a capital crime. T he subject of the
laws under which C hristians suffered has been investigated by M . E . L e Blant,

N ote sur les oases j uria
’

ignes a
’

es poursuites a
’

irzge
’

es contre les Marty rs,

Acad . des Inscr. N ouvelle Série, vol. 2 p . 358. It seems probable
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that He never needs to interfere for i ts correction or

improvement . A nd being absolutely j ust and good , He

i s untouched by pity . Man
’ s relat ion to Him may alter,

but H is relation to man must ever be the same l . It i s

st i l l the old conception ofGod as pure Intel l igence .

God i s the supreme ruler of Nature , whose laws are

the expression of His reason , and in this sense He may

be considered as exercising a general providence . But

something more than this was demanded by the con

science of the times in which Celsus l ived . T o sat isfy

this need he inserts between God and the world the

hierarchy of the inferior gods or Demons . These sub

ordinate powers fi l l a very remarkable place in all the

Platonic systems of the t ime . They change phi losophy

into rel igion
,
they are the mediators between God and

man
,
and

,
what i s even sti l l more important

,
they form

the connecting l ink between the old and the reformed

Paganism .

I t i s not indeed a novel concept ion
,
for the Demons

are as old as the poems of Hesiod , and appear in the

T imaeas and the Symposium. But in the modern

Platonists, Plutarch , Maximus T yrius, or Celsus
,
they

are no longer a subordinate accidental feature. Like

the Powers of Philo
,
they are the real creators of all

except the soul of man. Some of them are demons

in the lowest sense of the word, sp iri ts of evil banished

O n this point i t i s worthy of notice that O rigen does not contradi ct
C elsus : 71md. 7a87a 5

’

éavrc}? Aad va 75m) 5715 75511 Aoyufcbn pov

1r10 7ev0
'

117w11
,
70

'

1xa 5115 7 111 5111 5110 73701 11 0
5
9 d

'

pa 5110 1
'

a1s 0711751

50 vAev
’

0v0 1 50vA6 150 as, 0711q 75311 5 9659 7 059 110 11059 novcpt
'

g
'

ez, na2

711775511 70 10570 5p5
‘
1117as 7059 d‘yaeobs dwoppirwa

' 51rep 50 7211 ci51ncf17a70 11 , i ii . 71 .

But God
,
in the View of C elsus

,
i s still moral and intelligent , though H ehas

no name. For H e knows what goes on upon earth ; iv. 3.
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from the presence of God. But for the most part they

are of mixed nature
,
some almost whol ly divine

,
some

little better than man. They exerc ise ru le over special

provinces of Nature
,
sending the l ightning and the

rain ; they are the ‘invis ible farmers ,
’

who make the

crops to grow and the cattle to increase . They are

the ‘lords of the prison- house,

’ rulers of the darkness

of this world in which the fal len spirit of man i s con

fined for its purification . They are the gods of the

old nat ional mythologies , whom in t imes past men

ignorantly worshipped as the Supreme . They give

oracles , prophecies , revelations , send and cure diseases,
work miracles . They claim honour and servi ce from

man , the lower delighting in the steam and blood of

sacrifices , the higher accepting no offering but that of

a pure and ho ly sp i rit . Thus the Platonist found sti l l

a way to bel ieve in the personal loving care of God

for His creatures . He who denies the Demons
,
says

Plutarch , den ies providence , and breaks the chain that

unites the world to the throne of God 1

P lutarch , D edefecta O rat . 13. Special P rovidence and Mediation were
the two great religious needs supplied by the doctrine ofD emons . Both are
very clearly brought out by Maximus T yrius. For the latter, see O ration xv .

Without the D emons no relation could exis t between God and man . A 150

ydpwar

y/457 0111 nexwpmue
’

uwv 75(1150 61 xwpz0 ¢97§0 €70 1 110 27531115 151
’

a 1ra117dn'

a0 111
,

719 110 11159 5pos 0
’

1
,
u<p57epa 5770 55577711 1. It is necessary then that there

should be a class of beings partaking of both natures, i) 57ra029 011777511 13
deduarou 571170 969. For the former see xvii . 1 2 , where there i s an elaborate
picture of the world as the palace of God. There is the great King
tranquil as L aw , bestowing upon his subjects the salvation that exists in
him. Thereare the partners of his rule, many visible gods , many invisible .

Some wai t at his threshold , as i t were his ushers some are

kinsmen oftheking, who share his table and his hearth some areministers
again of these, and some are still lower in degree. Thou seest thehierarchy
and graduation of rule which s tretches down from God to earth.

’ Maximus
disting uishes Two L ives in almost exactly the same way as Philo . T he

lower is the knowledge ofGod in His works . ForGod is beautiful, and all
8 2
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There are so many co incidences between the Pagan

doctrine of the Demons and the Christ ian doctrine of

Angels and demons , that we are j us tified in assuming

a clos e historical connection between the two . But

the relat ion of these discrowned gods to the l i fe of the

soul is Phi lonic or Gnost i c rather than Christ ian . They

are the Gods of the. imperfect, the saviours of those

who are capable of virtue but not of knowledge. Here

again we have the theory of the T wo Lives , but they

are separated by an impassabl e gulf. All but the

gifted few are debarred by the law of Nature from the

higher.

This brings us to the first card inal d ifference between

Celsus and Origen . H ow can God be known ? I t i s

hard to find Him out
,

’ repl ied the heathen , ‘imposs ibl e

to reveal Him to all.
’ The knowledge of God cannot

b e conveyed in words , but from much meditat ion and

c lose personal converse with the wise a spark is kindled

in the soul . Philosophy can give us ‘some concept ion,

’

which the mind of the elect must develope for itself. The

Chri st ian repli ed
,
God i s known to us

,
as far as He can

be known , in the Incarnate Christ .
’

that is beautiful will guide us to Him, the beauty of the human frame, of a

flowering mead, of a fair-flowing river, of the sea and sky and the gods in
the sky, that i s the stars . ‘If these are enough for thee, thou hast seen
God.

’ But for higher minds there i s higher knowledge. T o them (xvi . 7)
the sensible suggests the suprasensual ; as the song ofD emodocus suggested
to Odysseus the siege of Troy , as the lyre suggests the beloved one who

played on it
,
so the mind mounts up from lower to higher by a process

resembling the thri ll which vibrates through the slender shaft of a lance
when you grasp the butt . T he same ideas wil l be found in P lutarch , and
indeed in P lato , Symposium, 2 0 2 E . But in Maximus and Celsus they have
grown immensely in relative importance, and the reason for this i s to be

found no doubt in the confli ct with Christiani ty. T he doctrine of the

D emons properly understood would , i t was hoped, make the beliefin Chri st
unnecessary .
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no shame . But here the Christ ian and the heathen

move in different planes , and thei r m inds do not touch .

T o the one moral ev i l i s the only pol lution ; to the

other mere contact with matter is , in the case of God
,

inconceivable . E ven the Christ ian i s here betrayed

into weakness by mental associat ions which he could not

whol ly shake off. Christ came ‘out of condescension

to those who cannot look upon the dazz l ing radiance of

the Godhead ; He becomes Man t i l l he that has received

Him in this gu ise, being littleby little l i fted up by the

Word
,
i s able to contemplate His proper shape Origen

held
,
and i t i s , as we have seen , one ofhis characterist i c

thoughts , that the Incarnat ion was a weakening and

obscuring of the divine glory. It is not with h im the

highest and profoundest revelation of the d ivine love .

In the histori cal argument of Celsus again we see th is

Platonic hatred of matter come out in s trong rel ief.

J esus , he affirmed , making use of J ewish fables sti ll

to be found in the Talmud
,
was an impostor, who suf

fered the death he deserved . He was not the promised

Messiah , for the Prophets spoke only of a K ing and

Conqueror . He was not a S on of God, for then His

mother would have been a queen l ike Semele or Andro

meda. His person would have been beaut i fu l ; His flesh

would not have been l iable to pain ; H e wou ld have

vanished from the Cross
,
and appeared again in majesty

to confound His enem ies . His m iracles
,
al lowing them

genuine , prove nothing , as He Himself admitted .

'His

1 C ontra C elsum, iv . 1 5. 19. In the latter passage we read the singular
3 V I 3 ’ I A 3 ,words

,
11a2 0 111: 0170 110 11 6 0 71 7 0 11 10111611 0 11 ¢1o s vo0 ov117as 1a0 a0 9a1 75

(pfk ov 76111 0
’

1110pd1110111 7611 0 9 70T9 70 1030 56 079 051: 7 1s Xpfi0 a170 wpon
'

yovpe
'

vws

611 T he language i s to be explained by Origen’ s view of

the E pinoiai; see L ecture v.
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Resurrect ion rests upon the test imony of ‘a hysterical

woman 1 Above all He fai led , for the Jews who were

yearning for thei r Saviour rej ected Him , and His own

disciples abandoned and denied Him .

It did not occur to this singularly abl e man that
,

when the assigned cause is so inadequate to the mani fest

result , there must be some flaw in the calculat ion .

Celsus dashes against the facts in passionate derision .

‘He has fai led ,
’ he cries ,

‘
and yet you bel ieve Him .

’

The Chri stian
’s rejo inder was triumphant . He had but

to po int to the churches , springing up on all s ides l ike

grass after rain , and answer
,
He has not fai led— because

we believe Him .

’

This is in fact the ch ief of the external

supports on which the faith of Origen reposed . He

believed Scripture to be the Word of God, yet as we

have seen he d id not insist upon its l iteral truth . He

bel ieved inMiracles , and held that the power ofworking

them was st i l l bestowed upon the Church . Yet he con

fesses that , however powerfu l these s igns and wonders

had once been in cal l ing forth fai th , they had come to

be regarded as myths , and themselves needed proof 2.

1 Jesus warned His disciples that false C hrists would work miracles ; u .

48. 49. 54 . As pointed out above, C elsus did notwholly deny the miracles
of Jesus, though he denied their significance. T he hysterical woman is

the Magdalene. See i i . 55, 7 1
'

s 70570 P 1111?) 775700 10 7700 9, 1219 410276 , 61
’

7 1s 5170 1 0 9 76111 611 75s az
’

nfis 5570 1 1101751 7 11111 51596 0 111 5V6 1pcbfas (the

theory of S trauss) i) 11a75 a570 1
'

1
’

Bodknow 555371761rka z177/1 6
'

1137<pa117a0 1a106 1
’

s,

5116p 57) pup1
'

o1s 0 vyBe
’

a 611
' if, 5176p ydAAO V, 6nnAfifa1 7 05sA0 17ro5s 7777 6pa76 1

'

a

7a15737 90 1770 0 9 ica2 515. 70 17 70 10 1570 11 156 1
5

07111 70 9 cit/1071111
2

711 dAAms dydpraw

wapa0x6i
‘
11 (the theory ofdel iberate imposit ion) .

2 In j oan . i i . 28 (L om. i . 110 2 70570 5% 61710 11 617760 11 , 0 71 of 11611

7 6pd0 7 10 1 51111511619 7059 Ka75. 7511 xp5110 11 70 17Xp10 7 06 76 110/1 6
'

V0 v9 rrponak ei
’

0 9a1

67r275 1710 76 156 111 651511a1170 ' 60m§o11 55 75 6,11cpa7111511 perd. xpévovs 1fA6 1
'

0 11a9 ,

1
’

j5r] 110 271590 1 eiva1 1
‘
1170 110 1796Z

’

0 a1. Somemiracles O rigen doubted or explained
away ; the carrying of C hrist up into a mountain by the Tempter he
thought impossible, and (C els. i i . 48) the daughter of the R uler of the
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The argument from the fulfi lment of prophecy he con

sidered as among the greatest of all the evidences 1 .

But the one crowning proof of the truth of the Gospel ,

the miracle of all miracles, was the Christian l ife and

the Christian society . T o this he recurs again and

agai n . H e who questioned all th ings could doubt of

nothing , when he fixed his eyes on the figure of the

Church advancing swiftly onwards with the star of

victory on her brow 2
.

Other questions mooted in th is famous debate, con

cerning the estate and destiny of man
,
are of secondary

importance . Evil , Celsus held , was caused by the

resistance of Matter to the mould ing hand of God.

N ow ,
as the quantity of Matter is fixed and i ts res ist

Synagogue perhaps only slept . But the latter i s accepted as a real
instance of raising the dead , [ 11 Galatas (L om . v . where i t is said
that C hrist’ s miracles were historically true, and continue in the C hurch in
a Spiritual sense. [ n j erem. H om . iv . 3, the power ofmiracles has been lost
by the C hurch because ofher corruption. But this refers only to the greater
miracles , and indeed only with some limitation even to these ; see C ontra
C elsum,

i i . 8 , 2
'

q 6112110 0 511 1rap0
2

Xp10 7 1a11 0fs 65p1
'

0 1167a1, 11a271115. 76 116i§0 11a,
fra2€i 1r10 7oi 60 11611 A670VT GS

‘
, Ka2 T he i

’

xvnare E xorcism ,

Heal ing , P rophecy, [ bid. i . 46. But the disciples ofJesus work even greater
miracles in opening the eyes of the spiritually blind , [ bid. i i . 48. Miracles
prove the divinity of C hrist , and are themselves proved by prophecy, [ bia’.
viii . 9. The spread ofC hristianity was at first due to Miracles , [ bid viii .
47. C hrysippus , P lutarch , N umenius tell of Pagan miracles , which even
C elsus bel ieved in. Why then are C hristian miracles false ? C are and

study are requisite to distinguish true miracles from imposture, [ bid v. 57.

Miracles are q1 1
’

0 111
, not wap5. <p150 111 , [ bid v . 23 see also the following

chapter . Another great evidencewas to be found in thevoluntary sufferings
ofthe Apostles , [ bid i . 31 i i i . 23.

1 P rophecy is more important than Miracles, [ n j oan . 11. 28 cp. [ n ] oan .

xxxii . 9, adfi n . C ontra C elsum
,
vi. Io ; vi ii . 48.

2 C ontra C elsum, ii i . 9 ; iv . 32 ; vii. 26 [ n C ant. C ant. i i i . (L om. xv.
There are many other passages ofthe same tenor . If we may rely upon [ n
L neam

,
H om . vi. (L om . v. C hristianity had already been preached

in Britain, but this appears to be contradicted by the passage quoted above,
p . 2 0 7. In C ontra C elsum, i i i . 65, O rigen tells us that the converts were
not as a rule drawn from the vicious classes.
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against the cruder forms of the bel i ef, and we have

already seen what was Origen’s reply .

Celsus was a bitter foe to Christianity, but he was

also a man offar- sighted practical vision , and his hosti l ity

had its l imits . H e forgot phi losophy, and even j ust i ce ,

in his anger against these wi lful sectaries , whose growth

threatened destruction to templ e and school . But he

was the first of the governing classes who c learly d is

cerned the rift that was beginning to d ivide soc iety, and

he viewed with alarm the danger that might arise from

a large
,
intel l igent

,
i l l - used and al i enated class , at a t ime

when the state was cal l ed upon to struggle for its exist

ence against the barbarians of the Danube. And so

whil e Marcus Aurel iu s was lament ing in neat ly turned

phrases the ‘dogged obst inacy ’

ofthe martyrs ofVienna,
whom he had himself condemned to death on the most

rid iculous accusat ions , this unknown scho lar was ask ing

whether i t was already too late to heal the breach .

Changing his tone of angry mockery for one of stern

but not unfriendly remonstrance , he presses the Chri s

t ians to consider whether after all i t is imposs ibl e to

serve T wo Masters . Every good c i t izen ought to respect

the worship ofhis fathers . A nd God gave to the Demons

the honour which they claimed . Why then should the

Christ ian refuse to eat at the Demons
’

table ? They

give us corn and wine and the very air we breathe ; we

must e ither submit to their benefits or qu i t the world

P latonists cp . Seneca , Ep . 65 C onsol. ao
’ M ar. 24 Persius , ii. 62

Zeller , 1 852 , pp . 293 sqq. Itmay perhaps be doubted whether
this word was borrowed from the C hristian vocabulary. But this doubt
wil l hardly apply to the word angel . ’ Maximus T yrius, xvii . 9,

5 65

fipfv 5277e 9 ofP lato . Ihave seen also the phrase angelic life, ’
but cannot now recover the reference.



VII. ] 2 67

altogether. All that is real ly important in Christ ianity

is the bel i ef in the immortal ity of the soul
,
in the future

blessedness of the good
,
the eternal punishment of the

wicked . Better suffer any torments than deny this

faith 1
. But why not swear by the Emperor , the dis

penser ofall temporal blessings
,
as God of all spiri tual ?

Why not s ing a paean to the bright S un orAthena
,
and

at any rate kiss the hand to those lower deities who can

do us harm if neglected 2 ? It cannot be supposed that

the great Roman Empire wil l abandon its tr ied and

ancient faith for a barbarous novelty .

‘He who thinks

this knows nothing If there is to be unity the Church

must make concess ions
,
and Christ must accept a place,

as in the Lararium ofAlexander Severus , s ide by side

with Apol lonius and the chief gods ofRome .

And so Celsus concludes with an almost pathet i c

exhortation to the inj ured Christ ians to have pity on

thei r country, to ral ly round Caesar
’

s eagles against the

common foe
, and not to refuse to serve in public offices

,

but in this way also to give their support to the laws and

piety. The conclusion of the Trne Word is cred itable

both to the sagacity and to the temper of its author .

But
,
when the persecutor thus found his weapons break

ing in his grasp , and stooped to appeal to the generos i ty

ofhis vict im
,
it i s evident that the battle was al ready lost .

2 C ontra C elsum,
viii . 53. 66.

2 A 6§10 170 9a1, not 97170 11656 111 or 96710 17656 111 or 5ovA6156111, i s all the obser

vance C elsus claims for those inferior demons , l ike the E gyptian D ecani,
whose influencewas chiefly malefic viii . 58. Yetwhat a concession i s this
Gibbon might wel l have reckoned amongst the causes of the triumph
of C hristiani ty the immoral ity and absurdity of the best alternative that the

'

best Pagans could offer. O n kissing the hand to idols, see D r. Holden’ s
note to Minucius Fel ix, O ctavius, 2 .

2 C ontra Celsum,
viii . 72 .
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‘Did Celsus know
,

’ says Origen in one place 1 ,
‘what

to th ink of the immortal soul , its nature
,
its destiny

,
he

would not mock at the Incarnation which is due to the

great love of God for man . There is j usti ce in this

reproach as regards Celsus , but it is hardly applicable to

the Platonists general ly . The real root of the difficulty
lay in their sharp ant ithes is ofForm as good to Matter

as evi l . H ad Phi lo ever cons idered the question
,
he

must have rej ected Christ on the same grounds as

Celsus , though assuredly without denying
,
as Celsus

d id
, the moral beauty of the Saviour

’s l ife . Connected

with the abhorrence ofMatter was the d isapproval ofall

emot ion
,
which was regarded as inseparably l inked with

the perishable body. Hence the ancient world
,
with all

its noble and intel l igent devotion to truth and j ust i ce

and the mascul ine virtues general ly
,
was unable to per

ceive that the one cure for moral evi l is Love
,
and that ,

as Love i s necessar i ly sel f- sacrificing,
so vicarious suffering

is the deepest and most universal law of Ethics . This

was then, as i t is now ,
the lead ing difference between

the
‘wisdom of the world

’

and the preaching of the

Cross . Even the Church hardly real ised the ful l mean

ing of the truth of which she was the custodian . But

the truth was given to her not in a doctrine
,
nor in a

t radition, but in a l ife . T he love of Jesus
,
l ike

the power of l ight
,
may be wrongly analysed

,
but its

width and i ts potency are none the less for our fai lure to

explain them . It is one of the powers of Nature ; i t i s

enough that it i s there .

1 C ontra C elsum,
iv . 17.
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n inth century
,
though even this was temperate and not

unkindly . The censures ofPhot ius were directed against

the H ypotyposes, a commentary on the Bible in eight

books , ofwhich we now possess only a few Greek frag

ments
,
and an adu lterated Lat in version of the notes on

the Catho l i c Epist les . Some of his charges can rest

upon noth ing but error. Others are accurat e but insig
nificant and uncrit i cal 1 . In Egypt a certain su sp icion

decem,
apocryphum .

’ This probably refers
,
to the R ecognitions. Then

after a considerab le number of other works , O puscula alterius C lementis
Alexandrini apocrypha.

’ Benedict X IV considered this to refer to our

C lement the Bollandists to another,
’

the pseudo- C lement . N ot less than
three words in this brief sentence are obscure, opuscula, alterius

,
and

apooryp/za. T he first can hardly refer to works ofthe bulk ofthe S tromateis
and H ypotyposes the second , standing as i t does practically by itsel f

,
may

di stinguish C lement ofA lexandria from the author of the R ecognitions or

our C lement from another A lexandrine C lement ; the third may refer to the
professions ofmystery so common in the S tromateis and elsewhere, or may

refer to spurious works . Zahn (Forsen. ii i . 1 40 ) i s inclined to think that
the genuine works of our C lement are meant . But I doubt whether the
works of our C lement were known at R ome

,
seeing that the much more

famous O rigen waswholly unknown to PopeAnastasius before the R ufinian
commotion, and almost whol ly unknown to Augustine.

1 Photius thought the S tromateis unsound in some points which he does
not specify (C od. cxi) , and enumerates several definite errors which he
detected in the H ypotyposes. C lement, he says, here taught the E terni ty of
Matter, Metempsychosis , and the existence of several worlds before Adam ,

that i s to say Pre
- existence. All these C lement in his extant works denies

(but the last with some uncertainty, see above, p . Photius i s right in
affirming that C lement held the doctrine of Ideas

,
but wrong if he means

that he attributed to the Ideas an independent exis tence outside ofthe Son .

H e i s probably right again in his statement that C lement applied the verb
to the Generation ofthe S on (see above, p . and certainly right

in his statement that C lement interpreted Genesis vi . 2 of actual marriage
between the fallen angels and the daughters ofmen. Again

,
he asserts that

C lement described the creation of E ve from Adam in a manner that con
tradicted Tradition . T o what thi s refers we do not know. Again

,
that he

taught 111) 0 ap/co197
'

jz1a1 7511 A570 11 5AA0
‘
1 5550 1. This is a grave exaggeration.

It is incredible that C lement should have taught D ocetism pure and simple
in the H ypotyposes, though there is that in the S tromateis which shows us
how the exaggeration might arise (see above

,
p . L astly, Abyovs 705

110 77159 5150 7 6710 7v 75511 57 6A6
’

7X67az . This most probably rests on some
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appears to have fal len upon Clement , owing to his

personal connect ion with Origen 1
. But with these

except ions his posthumous history has been l ike his

l ife
,
peaceful

,
honourable and obscure . Among Myst i c

writers he has enjoyed a certain fame, but he has been

l i ttle read , and Bishop Potter is almost the only scholar

of note who has cared to spend much labou r upon his

writings . Partly this i s due to his ant ique cast of

thought ; partly to his style
,
wh ich elaborate as i t is

does not lend i tsel f to quotat ion ; partly to the extreme

difficu lty of the text . Yet his books are in many ways

the most valuabl e monument of the early Church
,
the

more precious to all intel l igent students because he

l ived
,
not l ike Origen in the ful l stream of events

,
but in

a quiet backwater
,
where primit ive thoughts and habits

l ingered longer than elsewhere . I t i s much to be desired

that some competent ed itor should present his writ ings

to the world in a less repuls ive form than they bear

at present, overlaid as they are with the rust of long

neglect .

Down to the seventeenth century the learning
,
virtues

confusion between the universal logos , the 11059 of man
,
and the hypostatic

L ogos , the S on (see Zahn, Forse/zungen , i ii . p . T he accusation i s
especial ly based upon the H ypotyposes, otherwise we might suppose with
D r.W estcott that i t rests upon a misunderstanding ofthe E xcerpta . O rigen
al so (see Pamphilus, Apologia ,

and Huet, O rigeniana, i i . 3. 1 5) was charged
with preaching ‘

two C hrists, ’ as afterwards was N estorius . In all three
cases the accusation has no other root than an unreasoning bitterness of
which the most ardent controversial ist would now feel ashamed . Photius
showed his kindly feeling ’

towards Clement , not by trying to understand
him

,
but by supposing that his writings had been adulterated 11a2d

’

AAa 56

pvpfa (pAvapei
’

321 0 0 1177116? a1
’

170
’

9
,

7 19 676p0 9 75 a 1
’

170 1
'

3 177150 10 110 11

1
’

1170 11p1061
’

9 .

1 D r. Zahn, Forsebnngen ,
i i i . p . 1 41 , refers to a C optic Synaxarium in

which C lement , O rigen, and Arias are said to have been excommuni cated
by the Patriarch D emetrius .
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and orthodoxy of Clement were held to merit for him

the ti tle of Saint . His name fi l led a place in the Mar

tyrologies, and his festival was fixed for the fourth of

December . But , when the Roman Martyrology was

revised by Clement VI I I
,
the name of the Alexandrine

doctor was omitted from the rol l on the advice of C ar

dinal Baronius. Benedict XIV maintained the decis ion

of his predecessor
,
on the grounds that C lement

’

s l ife

was l i ttle known
,
that he had never obtained public

cu ltus in the Church
,
and that some of his doctrines

were, i f not erroneous , at least suspect . The last article

refers ch iefly to the accusat ions of Phot ius 1 But the

Abbé Cognat does not hes itate to discuss the reasons

upon which this verdict is based . I t is not he urges an

ex eat/zedra j udgment
,
and therefore though val id may

be reversed . Its effect i s s imply to banish the name of

Clement from the Martyrology
,
and to refuse him the

honour ofdulia . But in h is own mind the candid Roman

Cathol i c priest stil l appears to regard as a saint the

saintly advocate ofDis interested Love
,
and few deserve

the t itle better than this most reasonable
,
humane , and

sunny spirit 2 .

1 Benedict justified the omission of Clement’ s name in the course of his
elaborate L etter to King John ofPortugal

,
who had undertaken to bear the

expense ofa new edition ofthe Martyrology. T he L etter will be found in
the B ullarium ofBenedict X IV publ ished atVenice 1778, no . l iv. in vol. i i .
p . 195. Abbé Cognat refers to the Mech l in B ullarium of 1 827, vol. vi.

p . 1 2 2 . Benedict rested his doubts upon the D ecree ofGelasius
,
the remarks

of C assiodorus (or C assiodorius) upon the Adumbrationes (see Zahn, i i i .
1 33 the criticisms ofBarbeirac and Petavius, and those ofPhotius .

2 See C le
’

mentd
’

Alexana
’

rie, parl
’

AbbéJ . C ognat
,
Paris

,
1 859. In France

Clement has never lost his title. N i l
’

autorité de Benoit X IV ni celle du
Martyrologe R omain m’

ont jamais empéché les Eglises de Francede célébrer
sa fete le 4 décembre, suivant le martyrologe et l

’

autorité d
’

U suard ; D ie

tionnaire o
’
e P atrologie, Migne. His name will be found in the popular

l ists of saints whose names may begiven to French children at baptism (see
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But towards the end of the fourth centu ry the clouds

began to gather . T he Church'

was distracted by a series

of heresies, and though none of these could be traced

directly to O rigen , there were expressions in h is endless

discussions that might seem to favour them all. The

Arians never appealed to him ; yet he was cal led the

father of Arian i sm . Pelagius cons idered that he was

refuting Origen ; yet Jerome , not without reason , treated

the two doctrines as closely al l ied . The name ofOrigen

again was brought into quest ion by the Eutychian and

Nestorian disputes . All th is fostered a sense ofuneasi

ness
,
which was aggravated by the growing but obscure

popularity ofhis teaching on the subj ects ofPre - existence

and the Resurrect ion . Many of the monks in Egypt

and Palest ine brooded in the s i lence of thei r Lauras over

the fascinating visions of the E ternal Gospel , and it be

came a quest ion with the rulers of the Church whether

books so dangerous ought not to be taken by force out

ofthe hands ofthe faithful .

The commot ions that ensued form one of the most

painful episodes in eccles iastical h istory. There was

z eal for truth no doubt in the victors , but i t was a base

and cruel z eal . Origenism was lai d under the ban in

Preface to his translation ofthe Homilies on the S ong ofSongs he appl ies to
O rigen the text, ‘introduxitme rex in cubiculum

'

suum.

’

In his later days
Jerome pressed very unfairly upon O rigen, and i s not to be acquitted of

inconsistency , sophistry, harshness, and duplicity. Yet let us noti ce here he
always spoke w i th the profoundest respect of Origen

’s services : H oc unum
dico ; vellem cum invidia nomini s eius , habere et iam scientiam S cripturarum,

flocci pendens imagines umbrasque larvarum , quarum natura esse dicitur
terrere parvulos, et in angulis garrire tenebrosis L iber H ebraic. Quaest. in

Gen ,
P reface. Again, in the L etter to P ammac/zius and O ceanus : N on

imitemur eius vi tia cuius virtutes non possumus sequi. Sed di cas
,
Si

multorum communi s est error cur solum persequimini? Qma vos laudatis

ut apostolam . T ollite amoris 151161116 air etnos tollimus odii magnitudinem.
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the synods ofAlexandria and Cyprus 1 . In Italy , where

Origen was as yet only known by versions of his exe

getical writings , the translat ion of the D e P rinczjbiis

caused a storm that was only al layed by the condemna

tion of O rigeni sm and the disgrace of R ufinus at the

instigat ion of Jerome 2
. In the E ast the quarrel of the

bad Theophi lus with the Nitrian monks led to a far

more deplorable catastrophe . Expel led from Egypt
,

the monks found shelter at Constantinople. Theophi lus

1 Matters were brought to a crisis by three disputes—that between
Theophi lus and the N i trian monks ; that between E piphanius and Jerome
on the one side and John of Jerusalem on the other ; and that between
Jerome and R ufinus. O rigenism was condemned by Synods held at

Alexandria and in C yprus, and according to Jerome the sentence was

adopted by the Bishops of R ome, Milan, Aquileia, et omnis tam O rientis

quam O ccidentis C atholicorum S ynodus . ’ Jerome’ s statement is to some
extent confirmed by the L etter of P ope Anastasius to John of Jerusalem ,

which wi l l be found in Mansi
,
vol. i ii . 943. Anastasius , who frankly con

fesses that he had never heard of O rigen before the translation of the D e

P rincipiis, appears to have personal ly approved ofthe action ofTheophilus.
But he says nothing about Western Synods . And i t i s certain that O rigen
was not condemned as a heretic , though Jerome appears to assert this ;
Adv . R uf i i . 2 2 Ad P amm. etM arc. 97(Migne) . For long after this in
the deliberations which preceded the Fifth C ouncil the question was de

bated whether anathema could be pronounced agains t the dead (E vagrius,
iv. T he sentence appl ied only to his books , and to them with some
restriction, whether some of these were condemned and some allowed , as
afterwards by P ope Gelasius ; or whether allwere directed to be read with
caution by the learned . T he latter is the more probable supposition ; see
Jerome, Ad Tranquillin zmz

,
E p. 62 (Migne) . And there i s a story that

T he0 philus himself was found reading the works ofO rigen after the down
fall of C hrysostom

, and defended himself by saying (Socrates , vi. 75
’

Q p1
‘
y611 0v9 60 111 6 [31821101 216 1715511 1 11011170111 5111060111 . BY7 1 0511 611 0 57029 6¢6 1

1
p01

xaAciV
,
70 177 0 571611071 0 1

“

éi 56
'

7 1
'

110 1 11110 11055569 (pm/6177, 70 1770 51 9 1: 6
'

11 7p0 11

1
’

1 11 6pBa1
’

11w . Socrates however (vi . 1 0 ) and Soz omen (viii . 1 4) say that the
reading of the books of O rigen was absolutely forbidden. S o also Auasta
sius, L etter to S implicianus, Mansi

,
i i i . 945.

2 Pope S iricius supported Rufinus
,
but the next Pope, Anastasius > at the

instance ofMarcel la, a disciple of Jerome, joined in the condemnation of

O rigen and censured R ufinus forhis rashness in translating the D e P rincipiis

but did notmolest him any further. Jerome calls this a glorious victory .

T 2
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eagerly caught the opportunity of humbling the rival

Patriarch, and
,
aided by the wounded vanity of the

empress E udoxia, drove the ho ly Chrysostom to exile

and death . Of his two al l i es, one, E piphanius, repented

too late, when he learned from Eudoxia
’

s own l ips the

nature of the service expected from him . But Jerome

was not dismayed by the tragic issue . He exulted over

the ru in ofa great and good man , whose only fau lt was

that he had extended the hand of charity to the hunted

exiles
,
whose innocence T he0 philus himself was not

ashamed to acknowledge when once his vengeance was

secured; ‘Babylon ,
’ Jerome wrote to his accomplice ,

‘i s

fal len , isfallen .

’ Babylon was Chrysostom 1

The same excited state of feeling
'

continued during

the next century and a half. In 496 A . D . Origen was

branded as a sch ismat ic by Pope Gelasius 2 ; and the

fierce disputes of the Origenist and orthodox monks for

possession of the convents of S t . Saba in Palestine led

to fresh condemnations in the reign ofJustin ian 3 . From

1 Jerome, E p. 88, Ad T/zeop/zilum. But in Migne this letter (numbered
1 1 3) i s ascribed to Theophilus .

2 Gelasius forbade the use ofall those works ofOrigen which Jerome had
not sanctioned by turning them into L atin.

‘Item O rigenis opuscula
nonnulla quae virbeatissimus Hieronymus non repudiat legenda suscipimus.

R eliqua autem omnia cum auctore suo dicimus renuenda.

’

In the next
sentence the epithet schismaticus i s applied to O rigen ; Thiel , Epistolae
R om . P ont. Genuinae, pt . i . p . 46 1 .

3 W hat these condemnations precisely were i s an intricate, thorny , and in
part perhaps insoluble question. I. Huet refers to a Synod of Ant ioch ;
O rigeniana, i i . 3. 19 (L om . xxii i . Antiochena E phraemii Synodus
anathema dixit O rigeni; and again

,
i i . 4 . 3. 6 (L om . xxiv. Qua

circiter tempestate harum regionum O rigenistas collecta ab E phraemio

Antiocheno praesule synodus anathemate damnavit
,

ut marrat auctor
synodici, quod nuper in E ibliot/zeca _[ urz

'

s C anonici recudi curavit erudi
tissimus et humanissimus Henricus Justellus. T he reference i s to the B ibi.
j ur. C an . , Paris, 1 66 1 , vol. i i . p . 1 2 0 2 and the notice runs thus, ’

E 11 0
?

110 1p
75 51p176

’

11 61a 557111170 5715 7 11101111 717111 I
'

IaAa10 71
’

11779 y oraxc
'

br 110 9
’
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his MSS . are found scrawled over with fierce execrat ions

ofhis heresies and his blasphemies 1 . But theWesterns
,

among whom the respect for l earning never whol ly d ied
,

took a more generous view . L eo I I I inserted passages

from his works among the readings from the Fathers in

the Roman breviary 2. Mechtildis, a saint ly woman of

the fourteenth century, saw a vis ion in which she was

assured that God had been merc iful to his errors . Books

were written to prove that his salvat ion might be believed

in
,
notwithstanding the anathemas of the Church 3 . His

works cont inued to be studied , and all that seemed nu

sound was charitably ascribed to heret ical interpolat ion 4

D enzinger, who, with others
,
still ascribes the Fi fteen Anathemas to the

F i fth C ouncil .
1 BAa0 <pq71 6i9 a1

‘
p671116

'

et similia. E ven in the West fierce notes of the
same kind are to be found . Thus in three MSS . of Jerome

’ s D e Viris

[ llustribus Martianaeus found the following scholion on the l ife of O rigen
Haec laus O rigenis et falsa est et deceptio plurimorum, qui in amorem

eius provocantur, cum constet eurn super omnes haereticos venenato ore

inauditas et intolerabiles blasphemias Spiritu diabol ico in D ominum nostrum
Jesum C hristum locutum fuisse : quique a sancti s Patribus, episcopis et

monachis anathematiz atus, etiam bona i llins minime legi debere.

’

2 Huet
, O rigeniana, i i . 3. 1 9 (L om . xxiii .

3 R obert Curz on , an E nglishman, wrote a book D e S alvatione O rigenis ;

Bale, C entur. 3 : P icus Mirandulanus maintained in a printed treatise
R ationabilius esse credere O rigenem esse salvum quam credere ipsum esse
damnatum z

’ Stephanus Binetus also wrote ‘D e S alute O rigenis.

’

S ee

Huet, O rigeniana, i i . 4 . 3. 1 8 sqq. (L om. xxiv . 98 where other
interesting information on the same point wil l be found collected.

1 T he foundation for this mode of defence is to be found in the Epistola

ad Amicos, where O rigen complains that reports of public disputations
between himself and Gnostic teachers had been manipulated by the latter ,
and in one case at least actually manufactured . There i s no reason what
ever for supposing that his works , as we have them , have been tampered
with . But the theory furni shed a convenient shelter for timid friends , as we
have already seen in the case of P hotius and C lement. It i s found in
R ufinus

’

P reface to his translation of the D e P rincipiis, and though justly
set aside by Jerome, Adv . R uj z

'

num
, i i . 4 . 5, held i ts ground throughout the

MiddleAges . So in thewell-known passage ofVincentius L irinensis, C omm.

1. 17, which deserves quotation also as showing the strange problem which
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Probably Luther , whose passmnate phrase, O rigenem

j am dadam diris devovz
,
IS one of many that l ie heavy

on the great Reformer
’s fame

,
i s the only man of emi

nence that ever spoke of Origen in language l ike this ;
though the August inian divines of the sixteenth and

seventeenth centuries were scarcely more j ust towards

the great Alexandrine than the Graeculi of the Lower

Empire 1
. E ven Methodius

,
even Theophilus

,
were dil i

gent students of his books . Augustine , Bede, Bernard ,
respect the memory of one with whom they had l itt l e

in common but learning and greatness of soul . Origen
’

s

name has been a kind of touchstone . There has been

no truly great man i n the Church who did not love him

a litt le.

In later t imes he has not missed the respect which is

Origen presented to a saintly and not unlearned man in uncritical times
S ed forte discipulis parum felix ? Quis unquam felicior? N empe innumeri
ex sinu suo doctores

,
innumer i sacerdotes, confessores etmartyres extiterunt

Sed dicet aliquis corruptos esse O rigenis libros . N on resisto quin
potins et malo . N am id a quibusdam et traditum et scriptum est, non

C atholicis tantum verum etiam H aereticis. Sed illud est quod nunc de
bemus animadvertere, ets i non illum,

l ibros tamen sub nomine eius editos,
magnae essetentationi. ’ O thers, ashas been said (above, p . I had recourse
to the hypothesis oftwo and even of three O rigens .

1 T he quotation from L uther, which Ihave not been able to verify, I owe
to Huet . Melanchthon (ed. VVittebergae, 1 564 , vol. iii . p . 1 0 60 ) criticises
O rigen at some length ; approves his doctrine ofthe Trinity, but rejects that
of Faith and Justification . H e says of R om. viii , ‘hoc totum caput Paul i
sceleste contaminatum est ab O rigene.

’
T he A lexandrine teaching on the

subject ofFreeWi ll , 81 0 . was harshly criticised by Jansen in his A agustinas.

O n the other hand E rasmus writes (vol. i i i . p . 99, ed. Basel , Quid
aliis usu veniat nescio ; in me certe comperio quod dicam ; plus me docet
C hristianae philosophiae unica O rigenis pagina quam decem Augustini : and

again (vol. ix . p . N am O rigenis exemplum fortassis reiecturi sunt,
etiam sinemini plus tribuendum arbitror exceptis dogmatibus al iquot : and

yet again (praef. in opera O rigenis ; this quotat ion also I borrow) , ‘H e

loved that ofwhich he spoke, and we speak with delight ofthe things which
we love.

’
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h is due . He has had zealous friends , l iberal critics ,
editors whose erudit ion and industry are beyond all

praise . But only in recent times has it been poss ible to

treat him with j ustice . For all depends upon the point

of view. Those who judge him in the l ight of later

Opinion must either condemn him with reluctance , l ike

Vincent of L erins, or defend him as from a brief l ike

H alloix and Vincenz i . But in no other field of know

ledge would such a cou rse be tol erated . Theology is

the only ungrateful science . She crushes her bui lders

w i th the very stones they helped to p i le . Among the

greatest of these bu i lders were Clement and Origen .

We must ask what they found to bui ld with . We must

throw ourselves back into the days when t radit ion was in

the making , and bel iefs , which afterwards seemed eternal

truths , had as yet occurred to no man . We must com

pare them not with Anselm
,
or Augustine

,
or Bas i l , or

Athanasius , but with I renaeus , or Tertu l l ian
,
or H ip

polytus, or Just in ; and where these d isagree we must

al low that there was as yet no definite creed .

If we compare the creed of the fourth century with

that ofthe second
,
we cannot deny that there has been

development . There has been no demonstrable change,
i f by change we mean sh ifting of ground or al terat ion of

principle . Yet doctrine i s not the same thing as senti

ment , nor techni cal formulari es as impl ici t bel ief. The

Church of O rigen i s no more the Church of the Athana

s ian Creed , than the Parl iament of Charles I is the

Parl iament of Queen Victoria.

W here does this process of expans ion , governed as i t

is not by Scripture but by philosophy
,
cease to be

wholesome and necessary ? The problem of the earl iest
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prevai l ing obl ivion ofHebrew, and in the West ofGreek

also
,
was unintell igible . But its great pr inc iples perished .

Origen held that God can do nothing which is not j ust ;
August ine that what God does must be j ust . The pro

pos itions are convert ible, but they lead to very different

interpretat ions of Scripture. T o Origen again the ‘letter

which kil leth
’

was the transient , mechanical: carnal ,
whether in the New Testament or in the Old . The

Ceremon ial L aw was symbol i cal ofChrist , but only in a

very l imited degree of the Christ ian hierarchy. Here

his weapons were turned against him ,

‘

and became the

instrument , not of freedom , but of servitude .

In th is last respect the Reformation divines recurred

to the Alexandrine method without real is ing that they

had done so . For the word Allegorism , l ike many

others
,
has changed its meaning . W hen C lement ex

plains the precept ‘Sel l all that thou hast and give to

the poor
’

in such a way as to l egit imat ise the retent ion

ofwealth , when he says that the Christian altar is the

congregat ion,
when he defines sp iritual death as al iena

t ion from God
,
or the Heavenly Bread as Gnosis , all

these in his v iew are Allegor ies . W e should cal l them

by another name .

We need not pause on Origen
’ s idea ofPre- existence,

use ofA llegorism disappeared entirely
,
and thus the door which had been

opened for the partial admission ofphilosophy and science was again closed.

Those Allegorisms again by which C hristian dogmas were discovered in the
O ld Testament came very early to be regarded as the indisputable l iteral
sense ofthe several passages and not allegorisms at all. A remarkable in
stance of this i s furni shed by the decrees of the C ouncil of Sirmium in 357
Si quis Faciamus hominem non Patrem ad Fil ium dixisse, sed ipsum ad

semetipsum dicatD eum locutum, anathema sit. See R osenmiiller, i ii . p . 290 .

Thus the word A llegori sm gradually drifted into its modern sense and came
to mean loosely any metaphorical application ofthe language of Scripture
to the purpose ofedification.
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on which time has del ivered a suffi cient verd ict . It is

enough to repeat that i t was no mere arb itrary crotchet ,
but a ser ious and systemat ic attempt to explain and

vindicate the distributive j ust ice of God. O rigen was

the first to apply it in this way ; but the bel ief i tsel f was

one that had an impos ing array of authority
,
both

Pagan and J ewish , in its favour, and might even claim

support from the wel l - known passage in St . John ’s

account of the healing of the man who was born

bl ind .

But what we have cal led the Paul inism of the Alexan

drines i s far too important to be dismissed without

further not ice . It i s here that we have to appreciate

their contribution to rel igion
,
to the grasp of opin ion

upon conduct . They endeavoured to show that Chri st i

amity is not a doctrine but a l ife, not a law but a spirit .

The Christ ian must be holy yet free , obedient yet intel

ligent, able to j udge and act for himself, a true son of

God, needing no earthly director because guided by his

Father
’

s eye .

This they achieved . They showed that , though Habi t

is good, Knowledge and Love are better. They taught

how Freedom is to be harmonised with Reverence and

Order ; the Spontaneity of ind ividual ism with unity

through the trained and sanct ified intel l igence. They

struck the golden mean between Anarchy and D es

potism, a lesson which after t imes discarded
,
which even

at th is day is not sufficient ly apprehended . I t was not

their fault, if they fai led to grasp the true relat ion

between the beginn ing and the end of the Spiri tual pro
gress . Their errors were two

,
both given to them by

the modes of thought in which they had been trained .
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They regarded Habit as the cause, or rather as the indis

pensable condition , of Love ; and Love as the Platonic

love of the Ideal in i tsel f, not Of the Ideal as discerned

in and through the perfect Humanity. The influence of

St . Paul d id not rise h igh enough to sweep away these

misconceptions t i l l the time of the Pelagian controversy.

Even then the real lesson of the debate was obscured by

the misplacement of the po int . It was made to hinge

on the insoluble problem of the Freedom Of the Wil l .

But this is in truth a side i ssue . T he real ly fru itful

question is the nature of the Motive
, not the mode of i ts

Operat ion . Yet i t wi l l conduce to the j ust ice of our

estimate
,
if we compare the teaching of the Alexandrines

with that ofAugustine on both po ints .

T he Alexandrines held
,
as we have seen

,
the theory

of Indifferentism . The Wil l is a non-moral faculty, the

power of choosing mot ives . They did not clearly see

that the state of l iberty, as they understood it , i s a state

of imperfection . Practical ly they admitted that at a

certain point the soul
,
through union with Christ , be

comes so pure that it can no longer sin . But general ly

and in this l ife they maintained that man can do what

he l ikes . Thus they accounted for the fal l of Adam .

S ince that lapse the whole world has been prone to sin.

But men are st i l l so far free that they can choose at any
rate the beginnings of amendment . Beyond this the

Alexandrines distinguished between Virtue and Salva

tion . T o the former man cou ld attain by reason , which

i s itself a gift
,
a general grace

,
of God. But goodness

varies . in direct relat ion to knowledge
,
and perfect know

ledge i s revealed in Christ alone . Hence salvat ion ,

sp iritual health , l ife eternal , sonship , i s in the fullest
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view
,
though this i s far more difficult for him , because

he regarded Adam as original ly perfect . This is the

fi rst terrible weakness in his position . He is driven into

i t not only by the nature of the case, but by the sup

posed necessity oi j ust ifying the reprobation of the

ent ire world , whi ch s inned in Adam 1 Here again

there i s another and even more startl ing breach Of se

quence. For, as he refuses to deny that each soul

comes fresh from the hand of God, the phrase that
‘in Adam all die

’ cannot have the meaning that he

gives i t 2.

But
,
as regards the actually exist ing race of men he

asserts a whol ly d ifferent thesis . ‘The Will ,
’

he says ,
‘i s always free, but it i s not always good . It i s either

free from Righteousness
,
and then it i s evi l or i t is free

from sin
,
and then it is good His sense is confused

1 D e C orre/1t. et Gratia, 1 0 Quia vero (Adam) per l iberum arbitrium
D eum deseruit, iustum indicium D eiexpertus est, ut cum tota sua stirpe,
quae in i llo adhuc posita to ta cum illo peccaverat, damnaretur. [ bid I I
P osset enim perseverare sivel let quod utnollet de l ibero descendit arbitrio;
quod tunc ita l iberum erat , ut bene velle posset etmale.

2 Ep . 1 69. I3 S cripsietiam librum ad sanctum presbyterum H ierony

mum de animae origine (Ep. 166) consulens cum,
quomodo defendi possit

i lla sententia, quam religiosae memoriae Marcel lino suam esse scripsit , sin
gulas animas novas nascentibus fieri

,
utnon labefacteturfundatissima ecclesiae

fides, qua inconcusse credimus quod in Adam omnes moriuntur, et nisi per
C hristum liberentur, quod per suum Sacramentum etiam in parvulis operatur,
in condemnationem trahuntur. Augustine then w as quite aware ofthe diffi

culty . But again, Opus [ mperfiiv . 1 0 4, hewrites, Arguede origine animarum
cunctationem meam , quia non andeo docere vel affirmare quod nescio.

3 D e Gratia et L ibero A rbitrio
,
1 5 Semper est autem in nobis voluntas

libera, sed non semper est bona. Autenim a iusti tia l ibera estquando servit
peccato, et tunc estmala : aut a peccato l ibera est, quando servit iustitiae et

tune est bona . Gratia vero D ei semper est bona, etper hanc fit ut sit homo
bonae voluntatis, qui prius fui t voluntatis malae. H e ridiculed the balance
theory ofthe Pelagians , Opus 17111 1177211. i i i . 1 17: L ibra tua, quam conaris ex

utraque parte per aequalia momenta suspendere, ut voluntas quantum est

ad malum
,
tantum etiam sit ad bonum libera. But this i s exactly what he

himself maintained as regards the F irst Parent . N ordoes he get out of this
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here by an inherited phrase
,
which to him has no

meaning , which he ought to have rejected
,
and retains

only for a purpose . What he says amounts in fact to

this, that there i s no such thing as Freedom ofWill , but

that the man himself i s free when his energy is un

impeded . He can do what he l ikes , but never what he

disl ikes . I t i s a tenable view , but it carries with it

Obligations and i f these are disregarded , i t becomes at

once immoral . Augustine d id d isregard them . Action
,

he maintains
,
fol lows the strongest mot ive, and the

strongest mot ive is given to us
,
e ither by the direct

Operation Of God, or by Nature. But Nature i s tainted ;
hence prior to Grace the strongest motive rs invariably

evi l .

Thus Augustine explains with fac i l ity those dark and

reluctant utterances of the Epistl e to the Romans under

which Origen writhes in vain . Yet even he has not

exactly caught the meaning ofthe Apostle , who speaks

ofman as free when enabled by grace, and not free yet
yearning for freedom while sold under sin . For to wil l

i s present with me
,
but how to perform that which is

good I know not.

’

N or can his view be made to fi t his
theology without additional mach inery , l ike the Ptole

mai c epicycles . For though Grace furnishes the stronger

mot ive, and so constrains the will , i t i s in i tself valueless .

Man may fal l away by Free Will , which here again has

difficulty by distinguishing two kinds of Grace of which the first only was
given to Adam ; D e C orreptione et Gratia, 1 1

, P rima est enim qua fi t ut
habeat homo iustitiam sivelit; secunda ergo plus potest , qua etiam fi t ut
velit. For what i s the first except FreeWill in the A lexandrine sense ? N o

Greek and no philosopher could have written as Augustine wrote here. It

would have been far better i f he had made the same confession of ignorance
as regards FreeWi l l that he makes frankly as regards the origin ofthe soul.
But then the Pelagians could not have been condemned .
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to reappear . For upon th is phantom phrase hangs

nothing less than the D ivine Justice . Hence above

Grace Augustine is compelled to place the gift of Per

severance 1 ; and this , and not Grace, i s the cause of

Salvat ion
,
which is here conceived of in the archai c

fash ion as something not to be attained ti l l after death .

Augustine has been cal led more logical than Origen .

But surely on insufficient grounds .
But by far the more important question remains .

What i s Grace ? According to the Alexandrines it i s

anything that makes men better . Accord ing to Augus

tine it i s Love
,
the one and only thing that makes men

better . ‘For when it i s asked ,
’

he says
,

‘whether any
one be a good man, it i s not asked what he bel ieves , or

what he hopes , but what he loves . For he who loves

rightly without doubt he rightly bel ieves , and right ly

hopes ; but he who loves not bel ieves in vain , hopes in

vain Little love i s l ittl e righteousness ; great love is

great righteousness ; perfect love is perfect righteous

ness .
’

Here we have the ful l meaning of the Gospel .

Such language is far in advance of the Alexandrines ,
who puzzle themselves and thei r hearers with thei r

moral alchemy, seeking to disti l love out of hope and

fear, or to cl imb to i t by the ladder of disc ipl ine, which

without love has no ground to stand upon . The whole

cumbrous structure of the T wo Lives d isappears at once .

Henceforth except among the Mystics
,
who wil l be some

thing more than Chri stians , there is but One .

1 S ee especially the D e D ono P erseverantiae.

2 C oncerning Faith, H ope, and C harity , i . 1 17(I quote the E nchiridion
here from Mr. de R omestin’

s Translation, Parker, T he following
passage i s from D e N atura ci Gratia, 70 C aritas inchoata inchoata iustitia
est; caritas provecta provecta iustitia est; caritas magna magna iustitia est

caritas perfecta perfecta iustitia est.
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difference whether our doom is stamped upon the nature

given to us by our Creator, or fixed by an arbitrary

decree. I t is Gnostic ism without the consolatory bel ief

in conditional immortal i ty . H e could never havewritten

as he d id , had Gnosti ci sm sti ll borne as menacing a

front as in the days ofO rigen . A s regards the doctrine

of Redemption he stil l occupies the ground of earl i er

theology. I t w as reserved forAnselm ,
centuri es after

wards , to array the Justice against the Goodness Of God,

and thus to complete the resemblance of Christianity to

i ts anc ient deadly fee 1

1 Anselm ’s doctrine rests upon the idea that sin consti tutes a debt to
God. God has been defrauded and must be repaid , T he obligation i s so
huge that man cannot satisfy it . C hri s t pays i t for him ; and receives from
God Forgiveness

,
which , as H e does not need i t Himsel f, H e bestows upon

man . C ur D eus H omo, i . 2 3 : Quid abstulit homo D eo cum vinci se
permisit a diabolo ? N onne abstulit D eo quidquid de humana natura
facere proposuerat —N on potest negari .—Intende in districtam iustitiam

et iudica secundum illam
,
utrum ad aequalitatem peccati homo satisfaciat

D eo ; nisi id ipsum quod
, permittendo se vinci a diabolo

,
D eo abstulit

,

diabolum vincendo restituat; ut quemadmodum , per hoc quod victus est,
rapuit diabolus qrrod D ei erat

,
et D eus perdidit ; ita per hoe quod vincat,

perdat diabolus et D eus recuperet . [ bid 11. 20 (Migne) Quantum autem
sit quod Filius sponte dedit non est opus exponere.

—Sufficienter patet .
E um autem qui tantum donum sponte dedit D eo sine retributione debere
esse non iudicabis.

—Immo necesse esse video ut Pater Fil io retribuat;

alioquin aut iniustus esse videtur , si nollet, aut impotens si non posset ;
quae aliena sunt a D eo . S i voluerit Fil ius quod sibi debetur alii dare

,

poteritne Pater iure illum prohibere aut al i i cui dahit negare - Immo et

iustum et necessarium intellego ,
ut cui voluerit dare Fil ius a Patre reddatur ;

quia et Fil io quod suum est dare licet , et Pater quod debet non nisi al i i
reddere potest . According to Anselm ,

then, C hris t redeems mankind from
God. R edemption i s thus conceived ofas a kind ofmercantile transaction
i ts moral and spiri tual significance i s thrown into the background . Again

,

i t is impossible, on this mode of statement
,
to avoid the suspicion Of moral

opposition between Him who exacts and Him who pays the debt . This is
of course not so violently expressed by a pure Trinitarian l ikeAnselm as by a
Gnostic

,
in whose idea the God from whom man was redeemed was the

D emiurge, an imperfect Being and not a member of the Trinity . N everthe

less the difficulty is inherent in Anselm’ s theory
,
and has often led to the use
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The Alexandrines were blamed also for thei r view of

the nature of that body which the soul wi l l rece ive at

the Resurrection . I t may sti l l be doubted whether

Origen does not offer a fai r explanation of the words
‘flesh and blood shal l not inherit the kingdom ofGod.

’

As on the quest ion of the Will so here Augustine , before

he became Bishop , held an Opin ion undistingu ishable

from that of the Alexandrine . Even his later revised

bel ief is more l ike that of O rigen than i t i s l ike that of

Athenagoras 1 and it i s probable that O rigen
’s specula

t ions would have escaped rebuke
,
had they not been

of language that is most earnestly to be deprecated . The old view was

that C hrist redeemed man from the Powers ofE vil . This again i s capable
ofbeing understood in two very different ways . A ccording to O rigen the

death of C hrist partly daunts and weakens the Powers ofE vil conceived as

external entities , partly breaks the grasp ofevil conceived as a moral force
existing in the soul and thus by making man better reconciles him to God.

See in addition to passages quoted above (p . 2 1 0 ) [ n R om . v. 1 0 (L om . vi .
But here also the mercantile theory obtruded itsel f. By Augustine

God i s regarded as buying man from the D evil by the sacrifice of C hrist .
D e Trinitate, xiii . 1 2 Quadam iustitia D eiin potestatem diabol i traditum
est genus humanum . S iergo commissio peccatorum per iram D eiiustam
hominem subdiditdiabolo , profecto remissio peccatorum perreconciliationem
D ei benignam emit hominem a diabolo. And again

, [ bid 14 : Quae est

ergo iustitia qua victus est diabolus ? Quae ni si iustitia C hrist i ? E t

quomodo victus est? Quia cum in 1110 nihil dignum morte inveniret,
occidit tamen. E t utique iustum est ut debitores quos tenebat liberi
dimittantur, in cum credentes quem sine ullo debito occidit. H oe est quod
iustificaridicimur in C hristi sanguine. Augustine was stil l keenly al ive to

the danger of introducing any shadow of antagonism into the relation
between Father and Son. S o [ bid I I Sed quid est iustifi cati in sanguine

ipsius ? Quae vis est sanguini s huius, obsecro, ut in ea iustificentur

credentes ? E t quid est reconciliatiper mortem Filii eius ? Itane vero,
cum irasceretur nobis D eus Pater, vidit mortem Fili i sui pro nobis et

placatus est nobis ? This cannot be, for omnia simul et Pater et Filius et
amborum Spiritus pariter et concorditer O perantur. T he ancient view also

,

l ike i ts successor, i s capable of degradation and caricature. But, if under
stood as it i s meant , i t is far profounder than that ofAnselm .

1 R etractationes, i . 17; C oncerning Faith, H ope, and C harity ,
i . 84 sqq.

(Trans. O fMr . de R omestin. )
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seized upon and caricatured by the ignorant Eastern

monks . Far greater i s the interest that attaches to the

doctrine of Restitution or Cathars is . Here again A u

gustine is in opposit ion to Origen. Yet let us Observe

his opposi t ion i s managed with forbearance. If in one

passage he speaks of this tenet as one which the Church

rightly detests
,

’

in another he regards those who hold it

as yet Catho l i cs, and
‘deceived by a certain human

kindness

Neither C lement nor Origen i s properly speaking a

Universal ist . N or i s Universal i sm the logical resu lt of

thei r princip les . For if the goodness ofGod drew them

in one direction , the Freedom of the Will , thei r negat ive

pole, drove them with equal force in the other . Neither

deni ed the eterni ty of punishment . What i s known

as the P oena D amni— exclusion that i s from the sight

of God— they held would never cease . T he sou l that

1 H oc in O rigene dignissime detestatur E cclesia ; D e gestis P elagii, i i i .
1 0 . N evertheles s Augustine always treated O rigen with great respect and
forbearance. H e refused to be entangled by Jerome in the controversy with
John of Jerusalem . In Ep. 8 he expresses the wish of the African C hurch
that Jerome would continue his work of interpreting the Greek divines,
especially O rigen, and when warned by Jerome that he should be careful
how he read O rigen

,
merely begged to be informed what the errors of

O rigen were ; O rigeniana, i i . 4 . I . 1 4 . In the D e C ivitate D ei
,
xxi . 17, i t

i s noticeable that he does not attribute Universal ism to O rigen : Qua in re

misericordior profecto fuit O rigenes, qui et ipsum diabolum atque angelos
eius post graviora pro meritis et diuturniora supplicia ex illis cruciatibus
eruendos atque sociandos sanctis Angel is credidit. Sed illum et propter
hoc , et propter alia nonnulla

, etmaxime propter alternantes sine cessatione

beatitudines et miserias
,
et statutis seculorum intervallis ab istis ad i llas

atque ab i llis ad istas itus ac reditus interminabiles, non immerito reprobavit

E cclesia. L onge autem al iter istorum misericordia humano erat affectu
,

qui hominum illo iudicio damnatorum miserias temporales , omnium vero ,
qui vel citius vel tardius liberantur, aeternam felicitatem putant. O f these
last he says (C oncerning Faith, H ope, and C harity ,

i . But they who
believe thi s and yet are Cathol ics seem to me to be deceived by a certain
human kindness. ’
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emphat ical ly and absolutely than the Alexandrines 1 .

Even E piphanius and Theophilus , the fierce antagonists

of Origenism , appear to have regarded this parti cular

art ic le wi th indifference, except in so far as i t embraced

the fal len angels . The attitude of Jerome is highly

ambiguous 2 . O rigen
’

s specu lat ions on the subj ect of

Cathars is were drowned in the general condemnat ion of

1 O r . in I C or. x7) . 28 (Opp . 11. 6, -ed. Paris, What then i s the
scope ofthe word which the Apostle authoritatively uses in this passage ?
That one day the nature ofevil shall pass into nothingness, being altogether
destroyed from among things that are ; and that the divine and unsul lied
goodness shall embrace within i tsel f all intell igent natures , none of those
whom God hath made being exiled from the kingdom of God ; when, all

the alloy of evil that has been mixed up in things that are having been
separated by the refining action ofthe purgatorial fire, everything that was
created by God shal l have become such as i t was at the beginning , when as

yet i t had not admitted evil . This is the end of our hope, that nothing
shal l be left contrary to the good , but that the divine l ife penetrating all

things shall absolutely destroy death from among things that are ; sin

having been destroyed before him , by means of which
,
as has been said,

death held his kingdom over men .

’

D e Animal et R esurrectz
’

m e (Opp . i i .
pp . 2 26—2 29, ed . Paris

,
1 638) i s equally strong . St . Germanus

,
Patriarch

of C onstant inople, in his R afi / ih rem et L egz
'

tz
'

mw maintained that the
latter treatise had been interpolated by heretics. W e have seen the same
subterfuge adopted in the case of O rigen . D r. Pusey and Vincenz i quote
numerous passages in which the N yssen speaks very clearly and strongly of
eternal puni shments . This again i s true ofO rigen.

2 Jerome at one time asserted (see R ufin . Apol. i i . 20 ) that Origen had
been banished and degraded out of mere envy

,

‘
non propter dogmatum

gravitatem,
non propter haeresim

,
utnunc contra eum rabidi canes simulant ,

sed quia gloriam eloquentiae eius et scientiae ferre non poterant, et i llo
dicente omnes muti putabantur.

’

In his preface to the translation of the

Homilies on E zekiel he cal led O rigen al terum post Apostolum E cclesiarum
magistrum .

’
Yet in these Homilies O rigen’ s doctrine of R estitution i s very

clearly expressed, and at the time when Jerome wrote these words he must
have been familiar with theD e Afterwards he inveighed strongly
against the bel ief of the salvability of the D emons and against that of the
restitution ofman so far as i t implied or seemed to imply restitution ofthe

best and worst to an identical grade ofblessedness (see above, p . His
own doctrine i s that the demons and that i s men who never knew God

or, having known, abandoned Him , will be punished for ever, but that all
Christians ’ will be cleansed by fire. Huet speaks of this view as unortho
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his name and teaching 1 ; but thei r place was to a large

extent suppl ied by the doct rine of Purgatory . This

existed in germ in the days of the Alexandrines 2, and

i s found fu l ly developed in the Church ofAugustine .

From that t ime the Greek and Latin communions
,
that

i s to say the great majority of Chri stians , have held the

faith that some sinners are punished but for a t ime 3.

dox, but, i f impiimeans those dying in mortal sin, i t appears to coincide
very nearly with the general doctrine ofPurgatory, at any rate in i ts earlier
form . For it was held by many that all C hristians must pass through the
Purgatorial flame. See especial ly Ambrose, [ n P salm. xxxvi . 1 5 and cxviii .
1 53 Alexandre, O racula S ibyttina, i i . p . 531 Huet, O rigeniana , i i . I I . 25.

1 The Greek Church holds that O rigen was condemned by the Fifth
Council principally on this ground . C azzfessio O rt/zoa

’
oxa

,
i . 66 (in Kimmel,

Monumenta Fia’ez
'

E eet. O rient ) : D e P urgatorio autem igne quid nobis
iudicandum ? N ibil usquam de eo in sacris liteiis traditur, quod temporaria
ulla poena, animorum expurgatrix, a morte exsistat. Imo vero earn prae
cipue ab causam in Secunda Synodo C onstantinopolitana O rigenis damnata
est sententia. But

,
as has been pointed out above, i t i s doubtful whether he

was condemned by the Fifth C ouncil at all, and probable that i f he was no
reason was assigned . T he only express condemnat ion of his R estitution
theory is to be found in the Fifteen Anathemas ascribed to the Home Synod

,

ofwhich the first runs
,
67n s T 7

\

) V y vddfinwpoz
’

nrapfw 763V ¢vxi€w ital rip! ratif y
67 0/1 6q T epa

‘
rc i] dnonarda

‘
raaw 1rp60 3 6 1561, dudfiqaa 60 7m and the fifteenth ,

A676 : 67; dyaryfi 761V voé
‘
w az

’

n fi 60 1m 733 nporépq, 31 6 oiizrw inroB6

Br
'

zfcw az/ 7) na1 a1r6 1e J/c6t0
'

au
,
tbs dpxfiu f

n
‘
yv ar

’

rrbv eivaz 7 6A6¢ Kai 76

76Aos Tfis cipxfis yérpov eiz/at, dVd06/xa But the Home S ynod consisted
only ofa handful of Bishops resident in the capital, and has no claim to be

regarded asthemouth-piece ofthe C hurch at large. Asto the condemnation
by the Fifth C ouncil (i f i t was real ly pronounced) , our sense of i ts gravity
must be profoundly modified by the fact that i t was pronounced not less than
three hundred years after the death of O rigen.

2 In the Montanist treatises ofTertull ian see above, p . 1 1 0 . For Augus
tine’ s View see E ne/ziria

’
. aa

’
L aur. 67; D e C iv . D ei, xx . 18 D e

<gestis

P etagii, i i i . 10 .

3 Mr . H . N . O xenham (C at/zetie E se/zatetogy ana
’
U niversalism) regards

the teaching ofthe two C hurches as identical . There i s however consider
able difference in detai l . T he Greeks have no word for Purgatory, and

certainly do not admit -the existence of Purgatory as a distinct state. So

C onfessio O rthodoxa
, i . 64 : Annon et aliqui sic diem suum obeunt ut

beatorum damnatorumquemedi i sint ? H uiusmodi homines null i reperiuntur.

Again, the Greek bel ief rests upon a different foundation. They make no
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What then is the true difference between this anc ient

and all but universal bel ief and that ofthe Alexandrines ?

I t is by no means easy to define . For this quest ion

l ies so near the roots of l ife, i t i s united by such tender

fibres to our dearest hopes and fears , that i t cannot be

touched without a thri l l . Hence it i s seen through the

mist of love and horror , and these two emot ions intensify

one another. The thought of the City of Destruct ion

adds wings to the pilgrim
’

s feet ; and while he rejo i ces

with trembling over his own salvation, he cannot wish

that the pursuing fury should seem less vengefu l to

others . Hence there has been much d iversity . Words

have been employed in very different senses . Po ints
,

upon which high author ities have insisted as vital , are

treated by other authorit ies not less h igh as subordinate

and immaterial . Yet if we fix our attention upon the

use of the texts I C or. i ii . 1 5, Matth. i i i . 1 1 , on which according to C ardinal
N ewman the R oman doctrine reposes . They find no mention in Scripture
of any

‘purgatorial fire ’

or of any puni shments that are not eternal . O n

the other hand , they attach great importance to L uke xii . 5, Fear Him which
after H e hath killed hath power to cast into hel l .’ It i s to be inferred from
this that God does not in all cases use this power ; that there are some souls
whom H e releases from torment . N or does the Greek Church attempt to
ascertain who these souls are. This lies entirely in the hand ofGod C onf
O rtnoa

’
. i . 65. Whereas the R oman C hurch defines that none are admitted

to Purgatory except those qui vere poenitentes in D ei caritate decesserint,

antequam dignis poenitentiae fructibus de commissis satisfecerint et omissis . ’

Both C hurches believe in the efficacy of prayers and sacrifices for the dead,
but the indefiniteness of the Greek doctrine has saved i t from the practical
abuses that have arisen out ofthe R oman View . So indefinite i s the Greek
doctrine that i t was possible for C yril L ucar to deny that his C hurch bel ieved
in P urgatory and Gerganus declared that the P opish Purgatory was the
invention ofVirgil . ’ T he Greek view will be found in the C onfessio O rtno
doxa in Kimmel or Schaff C yrilli L ucaris Patr. C onst . C onfessio C hristi
anae fi a

’
ei cui aa

’

iuneta est gemina eiusa
’
em confessionis censura, 1 645

Hofmann , Symbolik, p . 1 86
,
and article Fegfeuer in Herz og ; L och , D as

D ogma der Gr. [ fire/w oom P urgatorium . T he R oman doctrine will be
found most conveniently in D enzinger

’

s E neniria
’
ion .
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The other , though i t has been regarded as of the

essence of th e quest ion , i s in real ity a purely verbal
d ifference . I t i s this , whether the soul that i s admitted

to purgat ion can be sai d to repent or not? This Origen

affirmed
,
thi s the Roman and the Greek deny . But i t

matters l ittle what language we employ
,
so long as the

thing s ign ified is the same . As the stress of i ts anguish

passes , so the soul i s braced to completer submission ;

so i t wakes to more fervent love, to deeper knowledge

so i t turns from its evi l , and fixes i ts gaz e with intenser

fai th upon its Judge and Saviou r. Origen meant no

more than this nordo the Roman and the Greek mean

less l .

With respect to the bearing of Origenism on the

teaching of our own Church I may venture to observe

there are several expressions (chiefly E astern) of a belief that great power
attached to the prayers of persons eminent for sanctity . Thus Perpetua
(above, p . 1 1 0 ) i s said to have rescued the soul of her unbaptised brother
D inocrates ; Gregory the Great to have obtained pardon for the Emperor
Trajan ; Thecla for her heathen mother Falconilla ; and Johannes D ama
scenus for his Mahometan father . See L och , p . 79, and the Bishop of

D urham, ApostolicFat/zers, part i i . vol. i . p . 3 .

1 T he Greek C hurch has defined this point strictly and repeatedly. C on

j essia O rt/zoa
’
oxa

,
i . 64 : Quibus ex verbis claium evadit ab excessu suo

liberaiiper se animam poenitentiamque agere non posse
,
nihilque eiusmodi

moliriquo infernis eximatur vincul i s. T he R oman C hurch does not appear
to have decided it further than by condemning a proposition ofMartin L uther,
nec probatum est ul lis aut rationibus aut S cripturis ipsas (animas in P urga
torio) esse extra statum merendi aut augendae charitatis

’

(D enzinger,
and by the definition al ready quoted that the soul must have ‘truly re

pented ’

in this l ife. Mr. H . N . O xenham (C at/lotto E sc/zatotogy ana
’

U niversalism) holds that the words ‘repentance, ’ ‘probation ,

’ cannot be
applied to the future l ife. T he acts of the soul in Purgatory are moral ,
though they are not strictly speaking meri torious ; they do not affect its final
destiny which is al ready fixed .

’ W e cannot admit that Purgatory includes
the idea ofa second probat ion for those who have already had their trial and
fai led .

’

All depends upon what we mean by repentance
,

’ probation
,

’

and

especially ‘fai lure.

’
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that here again there are two points invo lved . T he first

is as before as to the nature, the scope, st i l l more the

degree of saving grace . Few among us would des i re to

bar the gates ofheaven against the Uni tarian Charming
,

against the Buddhist asceti c , against even the naked

savage who on his sea- swept coral reef
,
forsaken as he

may seem ofGod and man
,
i s yet j ust and gratefu l and

kind to wife and child . Yet few would think that for

these maimed souls no instruct ion is needed , that the

mere rending ofthe vei l can make tolerable the Splendour
which i t reveals . We bel ieve in the many stripes and

the few . We bel ieve that star d iffereth from star in

glory, and in these words l ies all that any sober-minded

man has ever maintained .

God shal l be allin all.
’ These words were never out

ofOrigen ’s mind . He looked upon the hope that they

enshrine as the golden key to every doubt. N or can his

hope
,
even in its ful lest sweep

,
be thought unscriptural

so long as this text remains part of the Bible . For we

can hard ly say that an explanat ion adopted by O rigen

and by Gregory ofNyssa i s whol ly baseless .

It is not for me to defend the moral character of

Clement or ofOrigen . Yet , as i t has been argued that

thei r teaching implies an inadequate conception of sin
,

a few words may be permitted .

I t i s not poss ible to exaggerate the horrors of that

abyss
,
when we figure to ourselves all that i t ho lds with in

its dark recesses . N or wi l l any one who l ifts up his eyes

to Him , in Whose s ight the very heavens are not clean,

dare to extenuate the measu re ofhis own transgress ions .

But gu i l t may be exaggerated , our own and st i l l more

eas i ly our brother ’s . The mote is not as the beam . Is
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i t not an exaggerat ion to say ,
or to imply, or to dream ,

that because God i s infinite alloffences against His Ho ly

L aw are also infinite
,
or to think of Him as angry with

sin
,
as losing by sin ? The Alexandrines protested

against such errors , but they regarded sin as Spiri tual
death ; as separating us from Him ,

who i s the joy and

glory and l i fe ofthe sou l ; as needing
,
as doomed , to be

eradicated by anguish sharper than a sword . They

knew wel l ‘the agony of seeing all past sins in the sight

of Jesus But they bel ieved above all th ings in the

Father
’

s love . They did not understand how His Crea

t ion could for ever groan and travai l
,
or how the Saviour

cou l d ‘drink wine
’

in the s ight of endless misery and

wrong .

Origen
’

s vi ew has been cal led a cruel view 2
, because

aeonian probat ion impl ies aeonian change , and so eternal

hope seems to i ssu e in never- end ing fear . Neither

Clement nor Gregory admitted the poss ib i l i ty of a fal l

from grace in the future l ife . Even O r igen held that

there i s a po int
,
here or hereafter

,
at which love takes

complete possess ion of the wi l l , and the spiri t i s secure in

the bosom ofGod.

Space does not permit me to cast more than a flying

glance upon the pathet ic history of Quietism . The

Opinions which drew shame and ru in upon Mol inos ,
Fenelon , Madame de Guyon, in a hypocrit ical court and

1 T he phrase i s from D r. P usey
,
Wizat is of Fait/z , p . 1 16 .

2 By Mr . H . N . O xenham. In R om. v. 1 0 (L om . vi. 407 sqq. ) O rigen
expressly denies the possibility ofdeclension from gracein the future li fe, on
the ground that ‘charity never faileth ’

and that ‘nothing can separate us
from the love of God

’

(R om . viii . 35, 39 ; I C or. xiii. And I do not

feel sure that the passages quoted above, p . 2 28 , are sufficiently clear to
demonstrate that he ever held the opposite opinion. At any rate the love
ofGod in Christ , when once kindled in the soul , i s indefectible.
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As we turn the pages of the Alexandrines it i s
,
to use

a wel l -worn s im i l e, as if we were walking through the

streets of some long- buried c ity . Only with effort
,
only

imperfect ly
,
can we recal l the van ished l ife. Even when

we succeed in reconst ructing the image of the past our

first impulse is an ungenerous one— H ow different these

men were to ourselves , how different and how inferior !

A second and finer thought teaches us better . They

were as we are. We have drifted far away from them
,

and experience has taught us many th ings . But our

horizon is no wider
,
and our l ight no ful ler . We know

no more than they. The only way in which we can

hope to surpass them is by the renunciat ion of vain

endeavours
,
and the concentration of all our efforts on

the ideal of Duty .

They were too subtle , too inquis i tive , but the good

sense of the world has al ready j udged thei r presump
tuons sal l ies . I t has been urged that they are too intel

lectual and cramp the play of the emot ions . This is

true , and it is a fault , but on the other hand they are

not effeminate. Their tone is brac ing and salutary.

Their use of Scripture i s often wi ld and fantasti c
,
but

it has not the faults of the Midd le Age ; i t i s free, un

prej ud iced
,
reasonable in endeavour if not always in

result . The one po int on which we may j ustly blame

certainly harshly used . N evertheless the authorities who condemned them
were in the right . Beautiful as Quietism is in i ts highest expression,

in

cul tivated and truly saintly spirits
,
i t is yetrooted in error i t i s a revolt against

reason and the facts of li fe, as well as against the teaching of R evelation.

Hence in grosser natures it leads inevitably to moral depravation . Sufficient
proof of this will be found in the account ofVVesley

’

s struggle with Quietism
ofthe lower type given in T yerman

’

s L ife. The D ialogues on Quietism re

ferred to above will be found in M . Servois
’

edition ofL a Bruyere, but there
i s some doubt as to thei r real author. They are written somewhat in the

style of Pascal
,
but with a far coarser touch .
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them is thei r immoral doctrine of Reserve. Yet i t i s

prec isely th is blot in their conduct which has most com

mouly escaped censure, because it was capable of being

turned to profit .

But this is the stain of the age in which they l ived

and cannot obscure thei r great services to Chri stiani ty.

His work upon the text ofScripture alone would entitle

O rigen to undying grat itude. It was he and his prede

cessor , more than any others , who saved the Church not

only from N oetianism but from Gnosticism ,
Chil iasm ,

Montanism
,
that i s from Pagan i sm , Sensual ism , Fana

ticism. In that age so l ike our own,
when the Church

had not yet acquired that c ivi l support , that prescriptive
ho ld upon the imaginat ion

,
which now again she i s rapidly

losing , they broke the power of the Sto ic Rel igion of

Humani ty
,
ofEpicurean Agnosticism , ofPlaton i c Spiri

tualism . Almost alone they strove to reconci le the

revelat ion ofGod in Jesus with the older revelat ion of

God in Nature . What could be done at that t ime they

d id
,
and their principles are ofpermanent value . They

never wrest le with Science for a few inches ofdoubtful

ground . For the ground of Science i s not thei rs , and

that sense of Scripture , which alone can confl i ct with

Sc ience
,
i s not the ‘Spiri t that giveth l ife.

’

Last and highest among thei r meri ts we must place

thei r preach ing of the Fatherhood ofGod. It may be

that on some points they erred , l ike Fenelon,

‘from

excess of love ,
’ but such errors

,
i f they are real ly there ,

must be treated in the spirit from which they flow .

Their teach ing is associated
,
i n Origen at l east

,
with

ideas on which most Christians fear to dwel l
,
though

they are impressed upon us by the authori ty of the
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Saviour H imself. They taught that the Just One is

Good , as few s ince have taught that highest and most

l ifegiving of all truths . Origen added that Goodness i s

the source of all that is , that in all the efforts of our

soul we should strive th rough Christ to Him W ho is

the First Source ofRedemption as ofall other blessings ,
that there wil l come a t ime when the work of Media

t ion and Salvation wil l be achieved , when Christ wi l l

present the Church , His S anctified Body, to the Father,
Whom we Shal l see face to face .

’

It i s the teaching of St . Paul . ‘Then cometh the

End when He shal l have del ivered up the K ingdom to

God
,
even the Father Then Shal l the S on also

Himself be subj ect unto H im that put all things under

H im , that God may be all in all
1

1 In two passages, C ontra C elsum,
viii . 1 1 D e O ratione, 25 (where he

i s commenting on Thy K ingdom come Origen speaks of the del ivering
up of C hrist ’ s Kingdom to the Father . There will come a time when the

C hurch and each of i ts members, being purified from all stain ofsin, will be
governed by God alone.

’ These passages must be read in connection with
those cited above (pp . 1 69

—170 ) as to the cessation ofthe Mediatorial office
of C hrist , and [ n M att/i. xiv . 7, where i t is said that C hrist is ‘perhaps

’

a i
’

rroBamAeZa . S ome light again may be thrown upon O rigen
’ s meaning

by other passages where it i s intimated that the Father Himsel f has
Epinoiai as consuming fire and ‘light

,

’

and again as
‘L ord ’

and

‘Father ’ ; not that H e changes
,
but that we change in relation to Him .

S ee M . D enis , p . 378. C hrist does not cease to be the Head of the C hurch
or the K ing ofHeaven . But H e brings man when sin i s dead within him,

when he i s now capable of the highest revelation of all
,
into immediate

contact with the Father
,
so that he may see Him ‘face to face,

’

as H e i s . ’

This contact depends on our complete and eternal union with Christ, and this
again on the complete and eternal union of C hrist with His Father . We

have here no doubt the final expression ofOrigen’ s Subordinationi sm . But
i t must be observed subjection means absolute harmony with the Arche
typal Will . Atthe E nd allwill be one because theFather ’s Will i s all in all

and all in each . E ach will fi l l the place which the Mystery ofthe E conomy
assign s to him .


