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NOTES AND STUDIES

THE SAYINGS OF PAUL OF SAMOSATA.

THE earliest writer who deals with the subject of Paul of Samosata
and his heresy is Eusebius of Caesarea. But it must be confessed that
his treatment of the subject is far from satisfactory to the student of the
history of Christian doctrine. In his Ewlesiastical History, indeed, he
devotes a greater amount of space to Paul than to any other heresiarch.?
He gives a fairly long, though somewhat confused, account of the pro-
ceedings taken against him ; and he makes copious extracts from the
encyclical Epistle of the ‘final’ Synod at Antioch, which condemned
him. But of his teaching he tells us no more than that he espoused
“‘low and earthly’ (rawewd xol xopavreri) opinions about the Christ,
esteeming Him to be ¢ by nature an ordinary man’ (s xowod mjv ¢pvow
dvfpémov yevopévov),'and that he revived the heresy of Artemon.? From
the Epistle he quotes part of the preamble, a lengthy and interesting
description of Paul’s character and conduct as bishop, which makes no
more than passing allusions to his doctrine, and the conclusion ; but of
that portion of it which set forth his ‘perverse heterodoxy’ he tran-
scribed not a word. He mentions also two other contemporary docu-
ments, a letter of Dionysius of Alexandria directed to the Church of
Antioch against Paul, and the Acts of a Disputation between Paul and
the presbyter Malchion which preceded his condemnation, both of
which were transmitted with the Epistle.? But from these he culls no
extracts.

These Acta Disputationis would have been of supreme value, inasmuch
as they contained the spsissima verba of the heretic, defining and
defending his opinions. They were extant and easily procurable as
late as the seventh century.* But that Eusebius had not read them
is implied by his words, ‘we know that they are still in circulation’’

3 H E.v a8, 1; vii 27-30. 21; 32. 5, 21.

2 This he no doubt took from the Epistle (. E. vii 30. 16 f), where, however, the
earlier heretic is called Artemas, as also in the letter of Alexander, Bishop of
Alexandria (in Theodoret H.E. i 4). Later writers follow Eusebius (e.g. Epiph.
Haer, 65. 1 ; Hieron, de Vir, Ill. 71 ; Aug. Haer. 44; Theodoret Haer. Fab. ii 8).

SH. E. 27.2; 29.2; 30. 3, 11.

4 Leontius Byzant. c. Nest. et Eutych. (P. G. Ixxxvi 1. 1391).

® H.E. vii 29. 2 v xai eis Seipo pepopévny lopev.
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It is not surprising, therefore, that he does not quote them; though
this fact is a curious instance of his limitations as a historian. A similar
explanation may be given of the failure of Eusebius to quote the letter
of Dionysius. It is not mentioned in the lists which he gives of the
epistles of that writer, which apparently include all that had come into
his hands.! But his method of dealing with the Epistle of the Synod
cannot be accounted for thus. It must be regarded as an example of
his interest in historical episodes, and his comparative indifference to
doctrinal discussions. It may be added here that Eusebius betrays no
knowledge that Paul of Samosata was a writer of books. Vincentius
Lirinensis speaks of opuscula attributed to him as extant?; and we shall
see that fragments of a tract of Paul against (or addressed to) a certain
Sabinus are still preserved.

The purpose of this paper is to bring together as many as possible of
the sayings of Paul, and from them to ascertain what can be known of
his theological system as he himself stated it. The greater part of the
material available for a study of Paul of Samosata will be found in
Routh’s Religuiae Sacrae vol. iii pp. 287~367 (1846). But Routh
does not present it in the most convenient form, and he has made no
use of the information given by Epiphanius, although he quotes much
later writers.

In the following pages, for the sake of brevity, I refer to the Letter
of the ‘final’ Synod of Antioch as the Epistle; and to the Acts of the
Disputation between Paul of Samosata and Malchion as the Ada.
Reported sayings, or parts of sayings, which cannot be regarded as
giving the Zpsissima werba of Paul, are enclosed in round brackets.
Square brackets indicate additions to the sayings made by the writers
who preserve them.

FracMeENT L.

- owiiMey 6 Adyos ¢ éx Aavid yeyerpuéve &s éorw ‘Tnoovs Xpuorrds
0 yambeis é myelparos. dylov, kai rodrov pdv fveyxer 7 wapfévos Sik
mvedparos dylov. éxeivor 8¢ Tov Adyov éyévmaer & Oeos dvev wapbévov, kai
dvev Twds od8evos vros Ty Tob Beodr kal oBrws dwéory & Aéyos.

" From Justinian, contra Monaophysitas, in Mai, Nova Collectio vii 299.
. This, the first of three extracts from Paul of Samosata, has the heading
Xtyel. yoiv & doefiys Iadlos év 7ois mepl adrod mempayuévos. Thus it
appears that it, and probably the two extracts which follow it, were
taken from the Acta. In them it probably preceded frag. ii, which
includes the second and third of Justinian’s extracts; for Justinian
seems to follow the order of his source.

Y H.E, vi 44-46; vii 2-9, 20-23, 26. Compare my Eusebiana, pp. 154~166.
2 Common. 25,
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FracmeENnT II.

dvfpomos xplerawr & Adyos ob xplerar. & valwpaios xplerar (odx)
6 «lpios Nudv. xal ydp 6 Aéyos peilwv fv Tod xpioTod. & XpioTos yip
did codplas b péyas © éyéveror 16 délwpa 1iis coplas wi) kabérwper.d  Adyos
v yap dvwber Inools 8t Xpioros dvfpumos dvreifev. Mapia Tov Adyov
LS. ) SN N 3 \ 37 LYY 4 hY 4 3 4 f N
5 obk &rexev, 08¢ yap v wpod aldvev. 7 Mapla 7ov Adyov Iredéfarof kat &
obk éori mpeaPBurépa Tob Aéyov Mapla, dAA& B &vfpwmov fpiv Toov Erexev |
2 8\ A 7 3 8\ 3 /’ e 7 A 3 ~ \
kpeirTova 8¢ kard wdvTa, érady ék wveiparos dylov kal éf érayyehidy kal
3 ~ 14 € 3 3~ 4 o k 4 € 3 A \8 0 \
& 1OV yeypappévev 1 & abrd xdpis ek pire 6 ék Aavid xpobels
dX\drpios 7} Tijs codias, uire § codia év dAAw olrws olky kai ydp év
10 Tols ! mpohsfraus v, pdAdov 8¢ ™ &y Mwoel kal év woldols xvplois B, udAlov
880 &y Xpior@ ds & vag?.  (&vbev kai 8o Pices Suppyuévus éxodoas Kkal
dxowwritovs mpds éavras elvar wavrdmacw év TG xporg.) dAMos ydp
éotwv “Inaots Xpiords kal dAhos 6 Adyosd . . . 7ov Adyov dméarelke Tois
€~ E \ 3 I 3 14 Y > ~ ~ L E)
viots "Topayh edayyehlduevos elpiyyy S "Ingot Xpiorod: odrés éore
15 wdvrov kipios [Act. X 36] . . . bs Tob Adyov didx Xpworod AaXijoarros,
Gs xal émi TOV wpodnThY, Tdde Aéyer kUplost dANos piv v & wpodiirys,
¥ e » e ’ Y - ’ s A SQ 2 y
dMos 8¢ 6 iplos . . . & Ppawduevos otk v codia, ob yap HSvare év
4 e 7 6 38\ 2. 6/ 3 8 4 g by ~ € 4 2 4
O'X'Y]il,a‘rl. E'UPLO'KGO' at, OVO€ €V el‘l ay pOS‘ I.LEszV ‘yap TWY opwl“'eva €EOTLV.

& om. Just: b gopiav Just. ¢ peiov Just. 2 70 Gtlopa . . . kabéAwpey om.
Leont. ¢ om. Cont. "t Routh (p. 327) suggests that obx should be inserted
before tmedet. € 7ov . .. xal om., Leont. B om.Cont. ! &r. 4v6.7jp. 7o. Cont,
k 45t Cont. 1 om. Just. m 4 xal Just. ® gipios Just. ° 4 xai Just.
P 4geov Cont. (Mansi). 9 &X\\os ydp . . . Abyos paraphrased in Ath,, Cont.,

Ephraim Antioch. ap. Phot. cod. 229; prstle ap. Leont. (frag. viii, below) has
dA\No pdv 7y copla dAro 8¢ "Inaovs Xpiorés.

This passage has been reconstructed from a number of short extracts
from Paul, quoted by the following writers :—

Leontius of Byzantium ¢ Nestorianos et Eutychianos iii, App., P.G.
Ixxxvi 1. 1393 (cited below as Leontius).

The author?! of the Contestatio publice proposita a clericis Constan-
tinopoliianis, included among the documents of the first Council of
Ephesus, Mansi Concilia iv 1008, and quoted in full by Leontius, op. czZ.,
L. G. Ixxxvi 1. 1389 (cited as Confestatio).

Justinian ¢, Monophysit, Mai Nova Collectio vii 299 (cited as
Justinian).

Theodorus, presbyter of Raithu, 2. G. xci 1485 (cited as Theodorus).

Athanasius Orationes ¢. Arianos iv 30, P.G. xxvi 513 (cited as
Athanasius).

It is necessary to explain at some length the argument which has led

! Eusebius of Dorylaeum, according to Leontius, Z. ¢,
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me to regard all these extracts as belonging to a single fragment, and
to justify the reconstruction of it which is here printed. :

The first portion of the reconstructed fragment (dvfpuwmos xplerar . . .
éx mvedparos dylov), with the exception of a clause which he omits,!
forms the first of three extracts in Leontius. It is immediately followed
by a second extract, consisting of the clause &va pijre . . . oixf. Now in
the Contestatio the following series of sayings of Paul is quoted :—

. Mapio rov Adyov obk &rexev.
AN b > \ 7/
. obde yap fv mpd aldvev.
. Mapla. Tov Adyov tmedéfato kal ovk éori mpeaBurépa Tob Adyov.
P th
-~
. Mapia &rexev dvBpumov fjptv loov.

AW N -

4 8\ \ 2 Y 8\ ’K 4 e 7 by sg 3 A ~
. kpeirTova 8¢ katd wdvra, éredy ék mvepatos dylov kai éf émayyelidy
Kkai & TOY yeypappévov 7 én’ adrd xdpis.

(=)}

. va 8¢ ? prfre 6 ¢k Aavid xpiolels dAAdTpios j Tis dodlas, wire 1 copia
év A\ oltws olkjj. kal yap & Tols wpogifrais fv, ualov 8¢ &v
Mool kai év woAdots kupiots, pdddov 8¢ év Xpiord Gs év vag Geod.’

7. kal dAaxod Aéyer dAov elvar Tov 'Incotv Xpiordv xal dAhov rovt

Adyov.

Each of these, with the exception of the sixth, is followed by a parallel
saying of Nestorius. There is no explicit indication that they are all from
the same context, or even from the same writing. But the word dA\axod
prefixed to the seventh implies at least that the first six were taken from
a single tract. And that in that tract they were consecutive clauses can
scarcely be doubted. For they follow one another naturally, without
any break in the construction. Moreover, the first five of them are
actually the conclusion of Leontius’s first extract, with some variants
and an addition at the end which completes a sentence obviously cut
short by Leontius ; while the sixth includes Leontius’s second extract.
We may therefore conclude that the first six are a single extract from
Paul. Since this extract overlaps the two extracts of Leontius it is
evident that our reconstructed fragment from the beginning down to the
words é vag is also a single extract.®

What then of the seventh saying of the Confestatio? The word
dAAaxob may have been intended to mark it as an excerpt from a
different work. But, on the other hand, it may mean no more than
that in the source it was separated from the sixth by a considerable
interval. The following considerations appear to be decisive in favour

1 74 G¢iwpa Tis coplas iy kabérwper. See below, p. 23.

2 om. Mansi. 3 om, Leont, 4 4+ 0eot Leont.

5 It will be noted that on this hypothesis Leontius's second extract follows the
first almost immediately. Between them there are only the words xal ¢ énayyehav

.+« Xdpis.
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of the second of these two possible interpretations. Justinian has three
quotations from Paul of Samosata, derived, it would seem, from the
Acta! The first of them is our frag. i. The second will be discussed
later on. The third quotation includes two sentences. The first is
part of the sixth saying in the Contestatio, xai yop & . . . va@; the
second runs d\los ydp éorw Ingots Xpiords kai dAlos & Adyos. The
latter is the seventh saying of the Confestatio, expressed in the oratio
recta, and therefore probably in its original form. From Justinian the
inference might have been plausibly drawn that the two sentences were
consecutive in the document from which he took them. The word
dMayob in the Confestatio negatives that conclusion; but we can safely
affirm nevertheless that they were derived from the same source, in
which the second occurred at some distance after the first. Justinian,
in fact, after the manner of other authors, ancient? and modern, here
leaves uncopied a portion of the passage which lay before him—the
very same portion which the writer of the Confestatio, using the same
document, also omitted. Can we bridge the chasm?
Let us turn to Theodorus. He speaks as follows :—

Haddos . . . Yurov dvfpwmov evar 7ov xkipov Bvediunaer domep 8¢ s
o ~ ~ @ \ 3 3~ I ~ ~ 2 \
éxaorov TOV mpodnThy oltw kal & aird yevéobar Tob feod Adyov T
Y
U U4
olkpow &bev kol o ploes dippnpévus éyoloas kal dxowwwirovs wpos
13 \ -> ’ 3, ~ X ~ &/A'A ¥ 3 ~ -~ ~ A
éavrds elvar mavrawaow & 79 Xporg, ov dvros avrov Tov XptoTod kai
d\ov Tod év alrd kaToikolvTos Beod Adyov.

"This statement of Paul's doctrine is clearly in part based on sayings
which we know. The first phrase recalls the assertion that Mary
‘brought forth 2 man equal unto us’; the succeeding clause has an
evident connexion with the sentences which say that the wisdom was
in the prophets and in Christ; and the closing words are not less
obviously a paraphrase of dAlos ydp éorwv “Inoots Xpiords kal dA\Aos
6 Adyos.  And it has been shewn that the three sayings of Paul, to which
I have referred, followed one another in the document underlying
Leontius, the Confestatio, and Justinian, and in the same order as the
corresponding clauses in Theodorus. It is a reasonable inference that
Theodorus’s &bev kal &Yo ¢boes xrA. had a similar relation to the
passage which, as we have seen, lay between the second and third in
the same document. That this clause may be a fairly accurate para-
phrase of words used by Paul is shewn by its parallelism to another
dictum of his (frag. vi 3); and it serves as a suitable. link between the
two sentences which, following Theodorus, we suppose that it connected.
Moreover, that some such statement was made by Paul in the debate

1 See under frag. i ? See my Eusebiana, p. 96 f.
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which preceded his condemnation is proved by a saying of Malchion
reported by Leontius from the Acta® :—

’ \
ovre 8¢ TG dvfporivey Tpoyyovpéves walbiv duéroxos v 6 dopéoas kal
) ¥ »
&dvaduevos 10 dvbfpdmwor Beds otre Tdv Belwv Tporyovpévus Epywy dpotpov
Ny 4 2 e > N ? r ~ 3, 4 3, ’ / <
70 dvfpdmrwov, v & v, kai 8 of Tadra émoler érhdofn wpoyyovpéves ds
7
dvfpwmros & yaorpl- kal katd Sedrepov Adyov feds v év yaaTpl awvovoiwpévos

~ 3 6 s
TY Ay p(l)ﬂ'LV(P-

This definition is evidently aimed at a statement that the two ‘natures’
in Christ were Supnyuévar xai drxowdwyro.. It is, of course, open to
question whether the words of Theodorus faithfully reproduce those of
Paul; in particular whether he would have applied the term ¢ios to
the Logos in Christ, as he certainly applies it to the man in whom the
Logos resided (frag. xii). But in our reconstruction we place them,
without hesitation, before the clause dA)os ydp éorw xrA., as representing
in substance the sentence which led up to it.

We are now in a position to deal with the second quotation of
Justinian. It runs thus :—

6 Adyos peilwv v 108 xpioTod. Xpiords s codlav pellwv éyéveror To
éétwpa Ths copias py kabéhoper.
The first two of these three clauses we have already found in Leontius.
We have therefore been able to assign them their proper place in the
reconstructed fragment (1. 2 f). In the third clause we are intro-
duced to a saying of Paul not hitherto met with. That its source is the
Acta we are assured, not only by Justinian but by a statement of the
Epistle, reported by Leontius,* ¢yoi rolvvv év Tois dmopvipacw® .
Tpelv 0 dflwpa Tis coPplas. What was its position therein? From
Justinian we learn that it followed, though perhaps not immediately,*
the words Xpioerds yop 8 codlas péyas éyévero (I 2), and that it
preceded the beginning of his third quotation va pijre § é&x Aavid (L. 8).
Again, it is unlikely that it belongs to that portion of our restored
fragment which is common to Leontius and the Contestatio, for in that
case it must have been omitted by two writers copying independently.
Thus it preceded Mapia ov Adyov o (L. 5). So we must put it either
immediately before or immediately after Adyos uév ydp dvwber: “Inoots
8t Xpioros dvfpumos évredfev (L 3 f). In the former of these possible
positions T have printed it, as the one in which it suits the context
better. Leontius omitted it designedly or by accident, just as he
omitted %) Mapia 76v Adyov tmedéfaro in L. 5f.

1 P, G. Ixxxvi 1. 1393. 2 Ibid. - 3 The Acta. See Eus. H. E. vii 30. 11.
- 4 Justinian may have omitted one or more clauses in his second quotation, as he
did in the third.
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For justification of the portion of the reconstructed fragment which
immediately follows d\los ydp éorw “Incods Xpioros kal d\hos 6 Adyos
we appeal to Athanasius. He writes :— ‘

\ ~ s N ~ 3 ~ \ s FIY -~ e
TVES TWY QTO TOV 20,[1.00' ATEWS, &atpovV‘r €S Tov AOYOV amre TOov Viov,
’ \ by ex L 3 Y ’ \ \ 4 .4 *
¢a0KOU0'L TOV [LEV VIOV €LVAL TOV XPLOTOV, TOV 85 AO‘YOV (IMOV €vat.

This saying of the Paulianists is simply the dictum of Paul just quoted,
with the substitution of vids for dAhes. But Athanasius proceeds :—

kai TovTov mpdpacw AepBdvovaw dro Tov Mpdlewr, § kaAds pév 6 Iérpos
elrev, adrol 8¢ kakds éxdéxovrat. Eomi 88 Tobror TOov Adyov xkTA. (Acts x 36).
AR 3 A 7 \ ~ 4 3 AT ~ ~
ool yop bs 10D Adyov St Xpioroh Aadjoarros, bs kal érxi Tav mpodnTdv,
Td8e Aéyer kipioss dAMos pév Gy 6 wpodnjrns, dAlos 8¢ & xiptos.

It may be supposed that, since the Paulianists began by quoting in
a modified form a dictum of their master, they quoted also the argument
by which he supported it. And the use of Scripture to establish his
doctrine is in Paul’s manner. Vincentius Lirinensis (Com. 25), who
knew his writings, tells us that it was his habit; and it is certain that
for a similar purpose he referred to such passages as Deut. vi 4';
Joh. v 27%; xiv 10, 12(?)*; Phil. ii 7-9*; Rom. ix 5(?),” and probably
many more.*

This conclusion becomes more probable when we observe two facts.
The first is that the text quoted does not confirm the Paulianist view
that Christ is Son; for the word vids does not occur in it. What it
does shew, granting the soundness of ‘the exegesis, is that Jesus Christ
is different from the Logos, which is Paul’s own statement, not that of
his followers. Again,the argument of the Paulianists ends with the words
dAAos pév Gy 6 wpogrirys, dAhos 8¢ 6 xipios. This is obviously intended
to be a parallel to the saying with which it began. But in fact it is
parallel to Paul’s statement, not to their modification of it. We are
almost forced to believe that the argument, as a whole, was not theirs
but his.

It may be asked, indeed, if Athanasius was really quoting Paul’s
argument, why did he attribute it to certain of his followers in the
fourth century? The answer is twofold. In the first place, at the
moment Athanasius was engaged in refuting the theory which identified
the Son with the Christ, but refused to identify Him with the Logos.
This was the teaching of some Paulianists, as we learn from him, but
apparently not of Paul himself.” And secondly, Athanasius had little
direct knowledge of Paul. = He had not read the Epistle, and he

1 Frag. ix 1. 2 Cramer Catena ii 235. 3 Frag.ix 1, 3.
% Frags.ii l. 17f; vi 2 ; xiii. 5 Frag.ix4 ¢ Frags. ix 1; x 3 (see notes).
7 See notes on frag. viii.
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probably knew of the Acfa only a few excerpts.! In regard of matters
about which they did not supply information he could only testify to
the beliefs and practices of contemporary Paulianists? In such cases
we cannot assume an implication on his part that they differed from the
founder of the sect. In the instance before us he was possxbly ignorant
of the ultimate source of the argument which he criticized.

Leontius gives three extracts from Paul, the first two of which have
been discussed above. The third is the concluding portion of: the
reconstructed fragment—é gawdpevos xrA. (. 17f). We have seen
that the second was separated by no more than a few words (xal é£
érayye\idv . . . xdps, . 7f) from the first. It may be expected, there-
fore, that the third ‘was a somewhat later sentence in the same context,
It is for that reason that I regard it as part of our fragment. Its closing
words connect it with xal yap )wyos pellov fy Tod xporod (L 2) It
will be noticed that it refers to Phil. ii 7.

Assuming then that the unity of our fragment has been estabhshed
we must enquire, where did it come from ? The answer is not doubtful,
It is a portion of the Acfa. Evidence has been given incidentally that
several parts of it are derived from that source. One or two facts
which point to the same conclusion may be added here. The second
extract of Leontius is headed éx o8 mpos Malyiwva Siaddyov. And
a fragment of the Epistle, preserved by the same writer, tells of a
saying of Paul (uttered no doubt in the disputation), that wisdom dwelt
in Christ as in no other 3— evidently referring to our fragment, 1. g-11,
wijre 4§ godla xrA. In the portions of the Epistle transcribed by
Eusebius there is another allusion to words of Paul in the disputation
—"Inyoots Xpiords kdrwfev *—which might seem to be satisfied by "Iygods
Xpwrrds dvlpwmos &vredber (1. 4, cp. the use of évrevfer in Joh. xviii 26).
If so, we have a further indication of the source of the fragment. But
the reference is more. probably to frag. x 3, where Paul speaks of
6 dvfpwmos kdrwfev. In the present passage évreifev is perhaps equiva-
lent to ék mapbévov, or éx Nalapér, asin Athan. c. Apoll. ii 3, quoted under
frag. ix 4. It may point back to frag. i, or a sentence which followed it.

It may be well to point out that in the reconstructed fragment Paul
uses Adyos and gopie as almost convertible terms. If there is any
difference between them it may be that co¢ia is applied rather to the
Logos in Christ or the Prophets, Adyos to the Logos in God.

! See notes on frag. vii. ? e.g. Orat. ii 43.

3 kal ped’ Erepa, f 7O Evoufjoar v adTd T coplay Aéyew &s &v odderi dAAg.
P.G. 1xxxvi 1. 1393. See under frag. v. Theodoret Haer. Fab. ii 8 (P. G. Ixxxiii
393) refers to Il. 6-11 of this fragment, apparently as part of the Acfa : épwpdady Tov
Xxpeordv @vlpwrov Aéywy, Beias xdpiros SiapepbrTos Hliwpévor. )

4 Eus. H. E. vii 30. 11.
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FracgmeNnT III.

s \ \ \ / \ Ja ~ A s , ~
€ Ot katd Ty oloTacw Kal yéveow cuvimTo TG dvfpomy Tobro (oup~
’

Bal.vew).

This is the second of a series of extracts from the Epistle preserved
by Leontius (2. G. Ixxxvi 1. 1393). The first has been quoted above
(p- 25 : ¢mal rolvwv k7A.). The two are perhaps to be read continuously,
the words xal ped’ &repa, which precede the second, being taken, not as
a note of Leontius, but as copied by him from the Epistle. If so, it
followed frag.iil. 3 (kaOérwper) in the Acta, after an interval. It depends
on ¢yoi in the previous extract, and from it cogia is to be supplied as
the subject of cwijrre. The first part seems to be a quotation of words
used by an orthodox speaker, to which Paul replies, for both otoraos
and gvvdrropar, in such a connexion, are apparently orthodox words.*
We may paraphrase, ‘If, as you say, Wisdom was united to Christ in
the womb, this is consistent with the view that it was united to a human
person.”

Fracment IV.

(ob yap ovyyeyevijobor 14 dvbpurmivg v codlay?® odowwdds dANE xard

ﬂ'OLémTﬂ..)

The third extract from the Epistle of the same series. Like frag. iii
it depends on a previous ¢yoil. The words kai 7wdAw, which introduce
it, indicate that it came from a different (probably, but not necessarily,
later) part either of the Letter or of the Acfa, according as we ascribe
them to Leontius or to the Epistle itself.

FraGgMENT V.
(érepolav Ty kaTagkeviy Tod Inood Xpiorod s uerépas.)
From Leontius’s fourth extract from the Epistle; which it may be
well to quote in its entirety, with part of the fifth :—

4 \ ’ \ \ € ’ ’ \ \ ~ 3 ~
7{ 8¢ Poblerar, kai 1O érepolay ¢doxkew THv kaTackevy 70 Iyood
X A~ e , L, £~ € \g ’ 8\ 4 , 8 , 3> A N
ptaTOY THS Nuerépas; judv i° peyiore ot Tovte diadépew alrot TV
4 3 4 ~%5 \ \ ’ 3. e ~ > o 3 e A L)
aloracw dfwivrey 16 ° 7ov fedv Adyov év éavrd elvay, Gmep & Hpiv & ow
¥ o . N G ¢ Ag N 3 ~ 3 3 A N ’ A e 3
dvbpwros ; kai pel érepa, 7)° 76 dvowijoal &v alrd Ty codlav Aéyew bs év
’8 X m . ~ \ by Y 7’ ~ 3 4 Y 3\ 8 A A.
obdevt ©; TOUTO Yup TOV mév Tpdmov 17s dvoikijoews TOv abTov dnAot
/ \ \ /0 e ’ 7 ® , A e 8 » ~
pérpy 8¢ xal whijfe dmepdépey,’ olov SurAdoiov 9 kal dmwodimore wAeiov
’ ~ A
) Eaoaov Tod Surdaciov yivdokovros adrol dwo s godias 7 ol dA)ot.

1 For the first see under frags. v, vi, and for the second frags, xiii, xv.

2 The Epistle inserts here ds jueis maredoper.

3 &v (om. Hp@v) Routh, p. 311, from Bodleian MS. * 3¢ Routh.
5 So Routh, 76 Migne. ¢ So Routh, el Migne, 7 dweppéperv Routh,
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Here the Epistle as usual quotes from the 4cZa.  But the phrase «ai
pe0’ &repa is obviously an insertion of Leontius, indicating that he has
omitted a portion of the Epistle. Hence, though the second saying of
Paul here reported (a free quotation of frag. ii II. g-11) followed the
first in the letter, we cannot form any opinion as to their relative
positions in the Aecfe. The general sense of the passage from which
both extracts come seems to be, Of what avail is it that Paul insists so
strongly on the difference between the xaraokevij of Christ and that of
other men, seeing that we go so far beyond him, maintaining that the
divine Word is part of His being? Why does he talk of the unique-
ness of the indwelling of the Wisdom in Him, while he makes the
difference between Him and others in this respect merely quantitative,
not qualitative? Paul had spoken of what he here calls the érepola
karagkevy) in frags. i, ii. It is worthy of note that the Synod substitutes
aboracs for his karaokew. Cp. frag. iii.

FraoMeENnT VI

1. Ex simplicibus fit! compositum.

2, (quia) sapientia dispendium (patiatur) et ideo composita esse non
(possit).

3. (quod) sapientia (habitaret) in eo sicut habitamus et nos in
domibus ut alter in altero sed neque pars domus nos sumus nec nostri
pars domus est.

These sayings of Paul are extracted from a fragment of Malchion
preserved by Petrus Diaconus, de Incarnatione et Gratia Christi iii
(2. L. Ixii 85), who prefaces it with the words, ‘ (Malchion presbyterus)
summum disputationis certamen a concilio memorato suscipiens
ita eundem haereticum inter caetera redarguit, dicens.” Its source is
therefore the Acfa: but it must be borne in mind that Peter does not
give us the épsissima verba of Paul ; we have the sayings only as Malchion
quoted or summarized them. The first of them is not expressly
ascribed to Paul, but the word cesze, which is inserted after fi4, seems
to imply that it is a postulate of his which his adversary accepts.

The comment of Malchion is instructive, After quoting the first
saying, he proceeds: ‘Sicut in Christo Iesu qui ex Deo uerbo et
humano corpore, quod est ex semine Dauid, unus factus est, nequa-
quam ulterius diuisione aliqua sed unitate subsistens. Tu uero uideris
mihi secundum hoc nolle compositionem fateri, ut non substantia sit in
eo filius Dei sed sapientia secundum participationem. Hoc enim dixisti’,
&c. Here the words ‘nequaquam’, &c. seem to refer to frag. ii
. 11-14. To the second sentence the following, quoted by Leontius

1 Petrus Diac. inserts cerfe after fit.
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(I. c.)—his seventh extract from the Letter of the Synod—is so closely
parallel that we might almost regard the Latin as a translation of it :
8¢ owddeay érépws mpds T Toplav voet kard pibnow kat perovoiov, olyi
obaiav odowwpéviy &v.odpar.  Erépws is no doubt equivalent to a phrase
which Peter might have rendered ‘non secundum compositionem”.
Thé Greek would have been ob kard ovoracw (cp. frags. iii, v). The
words compasitum and composita in the sayings are probably renderings
of cognates of adoracis. Merovoiav is rendered participationem ; perhaps
wrongly, for it is patient of a translation which brings it into- closer
connexion with udfyos, here coupled with it, and with the xard wotdryra
-of frag. iv, to which the sentence appears to refer. Odxi odofay odouw-
pévypy is evidently represented by ‘non substantia sit’. The words
& odpar have their parallel not in the ‘in eo’ of the corresponding
Latin, but in the ‘humano corpore’ of the previous sentence. The
resemblance between this Latin version of Malchion’s speech and the
Greek of the Letter gives support to the statement of St Jerome! that
the latter was written by Malchion himself. With this saying of
Malchion we may compare another, in which he seems to refer to it
{Leontius, L. ¢,): of wdAat roiro éeyor, d1i 0d 81835 odoidcfar év 7% SAe
cwTfipL TOV vidv TOV povoyevij, Tov wpo wdons kricews 4idlws Imwdpyovra ;

" From Malchion’s comment on the second saying of Paul we learn
that at this point the debate turned on the interpretation of Phil. ii 7:
cp. frags. ii . 17 f; xiii. It runs: ‘Nec cogitas quod diuina sapientia,
sicut antequam se exinanisset, indiminuta permansit ; ita et in hac ex-
inanitione . . . indiminuta atque indemutabilis exstitit” Thus we can
understand Paul’s statement that the Wisdom ‘suffered loss’: it is his
interpretation of éavtév éxévacey.

FracmeEnT VIL

1. € iy & avBpdmov® yéyover & xpiords Oeds, odxodv Suoodoids éor T
‘ratpl kai &vdyxky Tpéls ovolas elvar, plav pdv wpoyyovpérmy, Tos 8¢ 8vo &€
exelvrs.

2. (* Per hanc unius essentiae nuncupationem solitarium atque unicum
sibi Patrem et Filium praedicabat.”) '
~ The former of these two sayings is given by Athanasius de Synodis 45
(2.G. xxvi 772), the latter by Hilary of Poitiers de Synodis 81 (P.L.x 534)-

Athanasius had not read the Epistle of the Synod of Antioch?®; it
was from certain brethren who disliked the word Suoodoov that he
learned that it had been condemned therein.* But he quotes the

Y De Vir, I 1.

2 Lower down Athanasius, in a second reference to this clause, has dvapwmuv

3 De Syn. 43 T 7&p EmoToAy obk éaxov e-yw

4+ Ibid. elpfract pi) elvar dpootaioy Tov vidy 7§ marpl. Similarly in c. 45, where rév
xpioréy takes the place of 7ov vidv. Dr Strong has argued that the rejection of
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argument of Paul, apparently verdatim, and with no expression of doubt.
‘We may conclude that he states it in the form in which it appeats in
the Acta, a copy. of at least some portions of which was no doubt in his
hands. In the context he gives us to understand that the Fathers of
the Synod failed to perceive the fallacy of the reasoning, and that being
unable to accept the conclusion, they resorted to the expedient of
denying one of the premisses on which it rested, the homoousian
formula. This statement of Athanasius may have been based on mere
conjecture, or it may have been stated by those on whom he relied for
information about the Epistle.

Hilary seems to have depended for his knowledge of what the Fathers
of Antioch had written on the letter of the Gaulish bishops which he
was criticizing. - He says : ¢ Id addidistis quod patres nostri, cam Paulus
Samosatenus haereticus pronuntiatus est, etiam homoousion repudia-
uerint: quia per hanc’ &c. This amounts to a statement that in the
Epistle the word éuoodoior was rejected, and that a specific reason for
its rejection was given. There is no direct allusion to the Acta,
though of course the argument which Paul used must have appeared
in them.

There is no a prioré reason to suppose that the information given us
by either of these two writers as to the proceedings of the Synod is
erroneous, though it might be expected that it would be fragmentary.
They are in fact supported by a third witness, who adds to our know-
ledge. St. Basil assures us that the word époodoov was condemned in
the Epistle ; and he further tells us that in the same document a reason
for its rejection was set forth, which is very similar to the argument of
Paul reported by Athanasius. Here are his words (Z£p. 52, P. G. xxxii
393) : kal yip 73 dvri ol éml Haﬁ)\«i) 7§ Sapocarel owelfdvres SiéBalov
Ty Mégw [bpoovoiov] Gs odx ebyxov. Epacay yip Exeivor Ty Tob Spooveaiov
doviy wapiaray dvvotay odolas Te kal Tov dr’ abrils, dore karapepirfeicay
i obolay wapéxew TV Spoovaiov Tv wpoayyoplay Tois eis & diypélh.

Now let us return to Hilary. He also knew the argument attributed
to Paul by Athanasius and stated by Basil to have been used in the
Antiochene Epistle. But he puts it into the mouth of the semi-Arian
bishops: ‘Idcirco respuendum (homoousion) pronuntiastis quia per
uerbi huius enuntiationem substantia prior intelligeretur quam duo-inter

époovaiov at Antioch is not proved (Journal of Theol. Studies iii 292), laying stress
on the indirectness of the testimony of Athanasius and Hilary. This scracely affects
our argument. But it may be noted that he does not refer to the evidence of Basil,
and that he makes use of a singularly hazardous argument ¢ silentio—*the absence
of any such condemnation in the extant documents of the Council’. The argument
from the absence of any correction of the statement of Athanasius and Hllary by
other writers is more impressive.
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se partiti essent” The words of Athanasius and Basil suggest that this
came ultimately from the documents of the Synod of Antioch. And it
is quite probable that if the semi-Arians borrowed one argument from
the Council, as they professed to have done, they should have borrowed
another also. Against this conclusion, of course, no argument can be
based on the silence of Hilary, In the form in which the argument is
expressed Hilary approaches nearer to Basil than to Athanasius. That
is as it should be; for the Gaulish bishops and Basil, as we have seen,
quote the Epistle, while Athanasius quotes the 4c/a.

Thus the evidence, so far as it has been investigated, points to the
conclusion that Paul based two arguments on the word Suoodeior, both
of which were incorporated in the Epistle, as reasons for rejecting that
term. But it has been held that this conclusion cannot be maintained.
The testimony of Hilary and the testimony of Athanasius, it is said,
are inconsistent with each other. We must therefore make our choice
between them. Hilary declares that Paul accepted the term, Athanasius
that he rejected it.!

I cannot see that Athanasius states, or implies, anything of the kind.
I take it that the saying which he attributes to Paul may be paraphrased
thus: ‘On your theory (cp. frag. iii), not only the Word but the Christ
—the composite Being made up of the hypostatic Word and body (see
frag. vi)—is co-essential with the Father ?: this implies an essence prior
to the Father and the Christ, of which both partake’” So interpreted the
reasoning is of the nature of an argumentum ad hominem: it is an
attempt to reduce the orthodox doctrine of the Incarnation to an
absurdity. The term éuoodaiov is not objected against but assumed.®

We may perhaps believe that the word was at first accepted by both
parties. On the one hand Paul would have no difficulty in affirming
that the Logos was épooloios 7¢ e (warpl). The opponents of Paul,
like Dionysius of Alexandria, may have admitted the orthodoxy of the
statement that Christ was éuoodoios 7§ marpl, while forbearing to insist

“upon it. But as the controversy proceeded it would seem that the
heresiarch  propounded a double argument. On the one hand he
contended that the term was fatal to the Christology of his adversaries ;
on the other he claimed that it was consistent with, or implied, his
own view, which recognized but one Person in the Godhead, and

1 So Gwatkin Studies of Avianism, 2nd ed. (1900), p. 47.

2 This is the formula which Dionysius of Rome accused his namesake of
Alexandria of rejecting : ds od Adyovros Tov xpiordv (not vidy or Adyov) Sucodaiov
elvar 7§ ¢ (C. L. Feltoe Dionysius of Alexandria p. 188).

3 In reply to Paul’s argument Athanasius is content to say, p)) obrws xal émt 1@V
dowpdraw, kal pdAiora inl Geob, TO Spoodoiov onpalvesfour  But the Christ incarnate
was not dowuaros.
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distinguished between the divine Logos and the human "Christ.
Malchion and his adherents accepted the reasoning in both cases, and:
on both grounds abandoned the formula. In this they may have
received countenance from Dionysius of Alexandria, whose letter to
the Church of Antioch they treated with such respect.! If, as is likely,
he dwelt in it on the Monarchianist tendencies of Paul, it is equally
likely that, as in earlier epistles on a similar subject, he did not employ
the term poovoiov.?

If the word had not at the beginning been accepted by Paul’s
opponents, it is difficult to see how either of the arguments attributed
to him could have had real force ; if it had been in common use among
them Malchion would surely have been able to vindicate its orthodoxy.
On the other hand, if the word was used by the orthodox, and not by
Paul, why should they repudiate it? They might simply have disused
it. The case was different if he not only derided its use by the
orthodox, but himself used it to support his own heresy. It may be
added that the employment of such a term as this—traditionally
orthodox, but seldom heard—was perhaps one of the means by which
Paul contrived to veil his heterodoxy in the earlier stages of the
controversy.?

It must further be remarked that Hilary, Athanasius, and Basil are
not the only witnesses whose testimony on this matter is available.
Epiphanius, as I hope to shew later on, is largely indebted for his
account of the Samosatene heresy to the Acfa. Now he writes,?
pla Gebmys 1) Tpids, warip vids xal Gywov wveipa, Spooioios odaa. Srav yip
elmys B Spoodoiov ob cuvadoipiy onualver. TS ydp Spoodoiov ody évds éori
onpavricdy. And again, ofre wdlw Aéyoper adrdv pi) elvar Tadrov T odoly
r@ marpl. Here we have the word Suoovoior, and a repudiation at once
of a Monarchianist inference from it, and of the charge that those who
used it denied the identity in essence of Father and Son. The inference
according to Hilary, and the charge according to Athanasius, came
from Paul. If the words of Epiphanius are derived from Malchion, as
is much in the context, they lead us to three conclusions : first, that the.
statements of both Athanasius and Hilary are in harmony with the facts;
secondly, that the party of Malchion, at least at the beginning of the
discussion, accepted the word &uoovowy ; and thirdly, that for a time
they resisted Paul’s deductions from it.

The opening words of the first saying imply Paul’s belief that from
being man Christ came to be God. This sufficiently explains the words

1 Eus, H.E. vii 27; 30. 3. 2 Feltoe, p. 171.

3 Eus. H, E. vii 28. 2. 4 Haer. 65. 8 (Dindorf iii 13).

5 This word should be noted. It seems to indicate that Epiphanius was quoting
a speech addressed to an individual opponent.

VOL. XIX, D
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of the Macrostich: oire . . . dproduefa xai Tov xpiorov Gedv elvar mpd
aldvor Smotol eaw of dmwd Tavhov Tod Sapooaréws, JoTepov adrdv pers Ty
dvavfpdmyaw éx mpokoris rebeomoriobar Aéyovres, T4 T diow Yhov dvfpw-
mov yeyovévar, and the words of the Epistle reported by Gregory of Nyssa,®
& oPpavod dmorefedodar Tov xiprov. Athanasius may refer to this ‘deifica-
tion’ of the Christ when he says that Paul confessed ‘God born of
a virgin’. His words are given in the note on frag. ix 4. For Paul’s
fuller exposition of the doctrine see frags. xi, xiii, xv. It is evident
that he did not acknowledge the divinity of Christ in any sense which
would permit worship to be rendered to Him.*

FracmeNnT VIIL
{1 Yo Spicracfur vievs.)

From Leontius (P. G. Ixxxvi 1. 1393).

This saying stands at the head of Leontius’s sixth extract from the
Epistle, and it is introduced by the word ¢wot, indicating that it was'
taken from the Acfa. Doubtless it was a repudiation of teaching
imputed to Paul by Malchion. The Epistle confutes the heretic out of
his own mouth: e 8¢ vids 6 "Inoods Xpiords rob Beod, vios 8¢ kal oodin,
kai dAdo pdv % codla dAo 8¢ "Inoots Xpierds 8o tdloravrar viel, This
reply has the appearance of quoting three sayings of Paul, and d\)o
pév kT, actually represents frag.iil. 12 f. But it is doubtful whether the
preceding clauses reproduce explicit statements. Yiés xai codia is suffi-
ciently justified as a summary of Paul’s teaching by the latter part of
frag. i, though the word vids does not occur there ; and by the fact that
he perhaps occasionally uses vids as a synonym of Adyos (frag. ix 1;
x 3), though in general he seems to avoid the word. On the other
hand, in his extant sayings there is no implication that Jesus Christ is
the Son of God : indeed the early part of frag. i and frag. x 3 seem to.
indicate the contrary. But we know that while the Paulianists of
a later generation, as a body, used the ‘three Names’ in baptism,* which
surely involves beliefin the sonship of the Logos, yet some of the sect,
at the same period, gave the title of son to Christ, but denied it to the
eternal Word.® This divergence points to some indecision or incon-
sistency in the language of the founder. Malchion may have laid hold
«of some ill-considered utterances, let fall in the course of debate, in order
to fasten on him the charge of self-contradiction. All that can be

‘1 See Athan. de Syn. 26,

2 Antirvheticus adv. Apollinarium (P. G. xlv 1139).

3 See Eus. H, E. vii 30. 10.

* Athan. Orat. ii 43 Mavixaio: kal ®piyes xai of Tob Sepwaaréws padyral, Td dvépara
Aéyovres, obbéy TTév elow alperisol.

5 Ibsd. iv 30, quoted above under frag. ii p. 26.
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affirmed is that Paul must have said something in which an adversary
might have detected an admission of the sonship of Christ, as he cer-
tainly did, in effect, acknowledge the sonship of the Word.

FraeumeNnT IX.

1. (@eov [matépa kai vidv kal dyiov vedpa) va Oedv, é&v Oeb 3¢ del Svra
70v adTob Adyov [kal 70 mvedpo adrod] domep & dvfpamov kapdly & Idios
Adyos.  pa) €lvar 8¢ Tov vidv 70D Oeod &umdoratov, dANL & adTd 7O Oed.
é\fdvra 8¢ Tov Adyov kal évouijoavta & “Inood dvfpdmy Svri). kaiovrws el
éorwv 6 Oeds. . . . amd 70V papruplov TobTwy . . . kiplos & Oeds oov, kipios
els éorw [Deut. vi 4] . . . elrev éyd & 73 marpl kal & marp & éuol [Joh.
xiv 10} . . . Aoy 6 Adyos évfpynae pdvos kal dvijAbe mpds Tov warépa.

2. (adrdv Tov marépa a Gedv.)

3. (perd 70 yeyaviiolar dplévra &v adrd rov Myov kai wdlw & 0ed
iwdpxovra dve, bs év kapdla dvBpdmov Ndyos.)

From Epiphanius Haer. 63, 1, 2, 3, 8 (Dindorf, iii 5, 6, 15).

4. (Aoyov évepydv ¢ otpavod kal codloy &v abrd, 16 pév wpoopiopd wpPo
aldvoy dvra v 8¢ mdple éx Nalapir dvadeaxfévra) va es ely 6 émrt mdvra
Oeds 6 waTiip.

From Athanasius ¢. Apoliinar. ii 3 (P.G. xxvi 1136).

The first of these extracts is attributed by Epiphanius to Paul him-
self. But the clauses enclosed in square brackets are probably glosses ;
for the formula in which they occur is repeated many times in the con-
text with variants, but nowhere else does it contain a reference to the
Holy Spirit ; and from extracts 2, 4 it appears that, according to Paul,
the One God was the Father. In the second sentence, uy elvac xrA., it
is not unlikely that vidv has been substituted for Adyor by Epiphanius.
That Epiphanius had a document before him when he wrote, and that
in the latter part of the extract he gives the jpsissima verda of Paul, as
reported in it, is highly probable. The words * from these testimonies ’
lead us to expect several texts; but in §1 only one ‘testimony’ is
quoted (Deut. iv 6). That Paul cited Joh. xiv 10 f in this connexion
is inferred from § 2, in which his interpretation of that passage is chal-
lenged. The words éxddv k., which conclude the extract from Paul,
are in § 1. Thus Epiphanius seems here to have transcribed Paul’s
argument, omitting part of it. That the document which lay before
him was the Acfa we may gather from é\févra xrA., which is a con-
densation of frag. ii Il. 3-11. The next section, which criticizes Paul’s
exegesis of Joh. xiv 1of., is probably based on Malchion’s refutation
of it, recorded in the Acfa. The words émjpynoe pévos in the final
clause are of doubtful meaning. They may be interpreted as stating
that the Logos in Christ acted either independently of the human
personality (cp. frag.ii L. 11 f) orapart from God. Inview of extracts 3, 4

D2
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of this fragment (see below) the latter explanation seems more probable.
But possibly pdvos includes both significations—apart from Christ and
apart from God. The words xai dvijAfe xTA. are obviously based on
Joh. xiv 12, 28 ; xvi 17, 28; xvii 11, 13. They are further developed
in extract 3.

The second extract, like the first, purports to represent a statement
of Paul. It is said, in the context, to involve the absurdity of a wamip
dyovos vioh.

The third extract comes from a passage in which Epiphanius speaks
not of Paul but of the ‘ Samosatites’. Nevertheless, it appears to repre-
sent in substance an utterance of his. In fact it reproduces, in different
language, and with an addition, the conclusion of extract 1. Moreover
the irregularity of the construction points to the quotation and criticism
of detached sentences of a single writer or speaker. The immediately
preceding words are éyd yip év 7 marpl obx ds Adyos év xapdip dvpdimov,
dANG Tarépa oidapev voyrdv adv vip kal vidv dwd waTpds yeyevrvnpévov.  kal
oy ds & dvfpdmy Yoy els olknmijpuov & feios Mdyos: kai pere. k7h.  Here
allusion is obviously made to extract ¥ (bs Adyos é&v xkapdie) and to
frag. vi 3 (els olxyrijpiov), the reference to extract 1 being continued in
kal wdhw xtA. It would seem that Epiphanius is giving us further
scraps of Malchion’s remarks on Joh. xiv 10 f. At any rate the extract
adds to our knowledge of what Paul actually said. For it implies
a declaration by him that after its entry into the man Jesus it was ‘seen’
in him ; that while it dwelt in him it was no longer in God as reason in
the heart of a man, but had for the time, in some sense, a separate
existence; and that finally it returned to its former state.

The fourth extract is part of a passage in which Athanasius states
that Paul of Samosata, like other heretics, confessed that ¢ God was born?
in Nazareth’. It presents some difficulties; but it has manifest points
of contact with extracts 1-3, which warrant the belief that it is based on
the document which underlies them : IlaAos & Sapocarels, he writes,
Oedv ¢k s wapbévoy Spodoyei, Gedv ek Nolapér ddpbfévra, kai évreiber ijs
dmdpéews v dpxiv éoxykdra, xal dpxnv Bacihelas mapehydéra.’ Then
he proceeds, as in extract 4, Adyov 8¢ évepydv «r)., explaining, appa-
rently, the sense in which Paul made the admission. Note the words
dpOévra (see extract 3), évepydv (cp. émjpynoe, extract 1), dmdpfews,
Swdpée (cp. Swdpxovra, extract 3), marip (cp. extract 2); also the allusion
-to Deut. iv 6 (as in extract 1). If Athanasius is right, Paul actually
dated the proper existence of the Logos from the ¢ Incarnation’, from
its entry into Jesus. No doubt the Logos was in being before the ages,
but only 7§ wpoopioud, not m dwdpfe. The Logos was essentially

1 yeyevijaai. < 2 For this statement see under frag. vii p. 34.
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Adyos évepyds, existing therefore in the true sense only when active.
For the Adyos évepyds compare Marius Mercator, Nest, Blasph. Cap.
App. 19 (2, L. xlviii 929) ¢ Paulus uerbum dei wpodopixdv «al mpaxricdy
Adyov kai évepyyrucdy, id est, prolatiuum et potestatis effectiuum uerbum
sensit, non substantiuum, quod Graeci odowddes dicunt’. It may be
added that Athanasius seems to imply that Paul used Rom. ix 5, & &v
éml wdvrwy Beds ebhoynros els Tovs albvas, as one of the ‘testimonies’ to
his view of the unity of God.

In confirmation of the inference here drawn from extracts 1, 3, 4, the
summary of Haer. 65, given by Epiphanius in his Anacephalacosis
(Dindorf i 250; iii 3), may be quoted. It puts in brief what he con-
ceived, after a study of the documents, to be the main points of Paul’s
teaching: obros dvimapkror tov Xpiorov SAlfyov ey  daPeBaroirac
(cp. extract 1), Adyov mpodopkdv adrdv oxyparicas (cp. frag. x 2), dmwd 8¢
Mapias kai delpo elvar wpoayyedtikds pév Td wepi abrod év rals Oelus
ypadais elpyuéva Eovros (cp. frag. iil. 7 f), ui) dvros 84, dAN" dmd Maplas kal
detpo dus rijs évadpkov mapovoias. Cp. Eus. A E. vi 33 (cp. z0). Com-
pare also Athanasius De Syn. 45 (P. G. xxvi 773) 6 Sapocareds éppdver
) evar wpd Maplas Tov vidy, AN an’ adrijs dpxow doymrévar.

FracMmeNT X,

1. (wpbowmov & Tov Oedv dpa T Aéyw os dvfpwmov &va kal Tov adrod
Adyor.)

2. 76 v elvat {Tob Adyov) kard iy mpodopdy éoTi.

3. dvbpwmos 7y 6 "Inools, kal & adrd &vémvevoev dvwber 6 Adyos. kai
radra mepi éavrod 6 dvfpwmos Aéyerr & warip yop dpa 7@ vie els feds, 6 ¢
dvlpwros kdrwlev 70 Biov wpdowmov tmodaiver.  kai olrws T Sbo mpdowma,
wAnpotvrat.

From Epiphanius Haer. 65 (Dindorf iii 6, 7, 12).

These three sayings appear to have been closely connected with one
another. All three are attributed by Epiphanius, not to Paul himself,
but to his followers. The first two stand close together in an orthodox
argument based on Joh.i 1; the first, though only a variant of the
formula with which frag. ix 1 begins, expresses that formula in the pre-
cise form presupposed by extract 3, which is much further on in
Epiphanius. We may conjecture that here as elsewhere (see frag. ix)
Epiphanius has worked up into his argument a speech of Malchion in
the Acta. Confirmation of the conjecture is found in words which
immediately follow the sentence from which extract z is taken-: e yap
&v kapdig Adyov Oeov (L. feds?) Exer, xai ob yeyervyuévov, wis wAnpodrar 7o
v, kai 61 Geds fv & Adyos; ob yap 6 Tob dvbpdarov Adyos dvbpwros mpds TOV
dvfpumor olire yap {f olre Swéory. Here the words yeyervpuévov and
vméorn remind us of the second sentence of frag. i, where the same
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verbs are used in successive clauses and applied to the Logos. It
is hard to escape the impression that there is a connexion between
the two passages. But what is the nature of the connexion? Here we
are told in effect that since, according to Paul, the Logos is not be-
gotten, it cannot in his view be hypostatic. In frag. i Paul himself says
that the Logos #s begotten, and so is hypostatic. No one could have
written or uttered the passage before us with direct reference to frag. i.
But there is no difficulty in believing that it contains the substance of.
an argument of Malchion, to which frag. i is Paul’s answer: he denies
both premiss and conclusion. If this supposition is correct it follows
that our three extracts give the gist of sayings of Paul in the Disputation
at Antioch, uttered before frag.i and supplemented by it. The fact,
already noted, that they are ascribed by Epiphanius to the ¢ Samosatites ’
does not negative this conclusion. For though Paul and Malchion
were the principal, if not the only, disputants at Antioch, each had
a party behind him, and spoke in its name. It was to be expected
that statements of Paul should be counted as expressing the mind of
the Samosatene faction (cp. frag. ix 3).

The second saying of the group is not explicitly quoted by Epiphanius,
But that Paul used words to the same effect is implied: € yap & dpxj
fv 6 Adyos xal 6 Adyos fv wpds Tov Oedv, 76 bv elvar od katd v wpodopdy
pbvov éorlv, GANG kaTd T Iméoracw. This sentence supplies additional
proof that Epiphanius is using, with little skill, an anti-Paulianist writing,
For up to this point he has attributed to Paul no opinion against which
it could be directed. For xard Ty mpodopdy compare Adyos mwpodopirds
in the quotations from Marius Mercator and the Anacephalacosis of
Epiphanius, under frag. ix.

In the third extract we have what is evidently a mere scrap of
a longer passage. The subject of Aéye: is ‘the man’ Jesus, who is
described in the previous clause as inspired by the Logos. The word
rafra must refer to sayings of Jesus mentioned in the document used
by Epiphanius. They are said to have been spoken of ¢the man’ him-
self. Clearly the document quoted other sayings distinguished from
these, in which, according to Paul, he spoke not concerning himself,
but, presumably, concerning the Logos which dwelt in him. Some
such clause as éxeiva Aéyer mepl 10D Adyou has been omitted. Now in
the preceding section of Epiphanius (§ 6) a series of sayings of Jesus
(Joh. v 43; viii 171, 28; xiv 9 ; xv 26; xvi 14f; Matt. xi 25; Lk.
x 22) is*found, which in their obvious interpretation contradict Paul’s
doctrine of ¢ the man from below’. Even if we may not assume that
Epiphanius took them from Malchion’s speeches in the Acfa, it was
inevitable that Malchion should quote such sayings in the course of his
argument against the heresiarch. How would Paul dispose of them?



NOTES AND STUDIES 39

It would seem that only one way was open to him. He would main-
tain that in such utterances ‘the man’ was the mere mouthpiece of the
Logos (compare the exposition of Acts x 36 in frag. ii): that Christ
spoke concerning the Logos, or. rather that the Logos spoke through
him concerning itself. This principle of exegesis could not be easily
brushed aside, at least in regard of such of this type of sayings—the
greater number—as are recorded in the Gospel of the Logos. And
certainly some such principle is implied in Paul’s quotation of Joh. xiv 10
in support of his doctrine (see frag. ix 1). On the other hand, he cited
other sayings, such as Joh. v 27,! in which the manhood of Christ was .
made prominent. Most of them, no doubt, came from the Synoptic
Gospels. Of them he would of necessity affirm, robro. wepl éavrot & dv-
Opwmos Aéyer. It may be observed that these words, as they appear in
Epiphanius, are without relevance to the context ; they follow a series
of sayings of Christ, of which Paul could make no such statement-—
a further indication that Epiphanius was making a not very intelligent
use of a written source. In thelatter part of extract 3 Paulis apparently
justifying the severance of the Logos from the human person of the
Christ, which his exegesis implies. The Logos, he says, in fact belongs
to a different personality. This is apparently the saying of Paul quoted
in the letter of the Synod of Antioch from the dmopmjpara (i.e. the
Acta), dwov Aéye Inootv Xpiorov kdrwfer.? In this extract the word
vi, after Adyos in a previous clause, is suspicious. It may have been
written in place of Adye by Epiphanius.
FragMmeENT XL

78 dyly mvedpar xpiolels wpooyyopedtn xpiords, wdoywv kard o, Gav-
paTovpydy kath xdpw. T8 yip drpémre Tis yrouys Spowlbes 76 Oed, kal
pelvas kabapos dpaprias paly abrd, kai émpyiby mov Eéobar® Ty Tov
Govpdrov Svvactelor, ¢ bv plav abrd kal Ty abmjy wpds Th Oedjoe dvép-
yewav Exew * Serxfels, Murpurijs 10U yévovs kai cumip Expypdricer.

This and the four pieces which follow it are the surviving fragments
of a work of Paul entitled wpés ZaBivov Adyo. They were first printed
by Mai (Nova Collectio vii 68), from a Vatican manuscript. It is not
necessary to discuss the question of their genuineness. Harnack

accepts them ‘in spite of their standing in the very worst company’.®

FracMENT XII.

ai dudopar pioers kal ta dudpopa Tpdowma va kal wiver vdoews éxovot

1 Cramer Cafena iii 233. ? Eus, H, E. vii 30. 11, See above, p. 27.
8 For nov éréofa: Harnack suggests moteioOai, ¢ MS éxar.
5 Dogmengesch. (E. T.) iii 39 ; Chronol. der altchrist. Litt, il 137.
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N 4 A o
Tpémov T kard Ty Bé\now adpBacw, ¢ s 1 kath dvépyeoy émi Toov olTws
cupfBiBacévrev dAhjlots dvadaiverar povds.

FragMENT XIIL
o \ ’ ’ e ~ I3 14 ;) ~ \ / \ ~ ’
dywos kai dlkaios yéyovey fpdv 6 cwTip, dydv kal wéve Tis Tob wpomd-
Topos Hpudv kpariaas duaprias ols katopboaas Ty dperiy, cumidln T Bed,
pilay kal Ty adriy wpos adrov BovAnow kal évépyeav Tais Tov dyaldv wpo-
~ 3 2 a E) 7’ 7’ \ ¥ ~ AN e N\ ~
komals éoynkds: v adwaiperov uldfas 16 Svopa xAypodrar TO Twép wav
dvopa, oropyijs émablov adTd xapiobév. '
Note the reference to Phil. ii g in the last clause.

FracmenT XIV,

) Govpdops 8 plav perd To0 Geod iy Oékgow elxev & aurmips domep
vap 5 piors plav 7dv oAy kal Ty abmy trdpyovoay pavepot Ty oboiav
ovrws 1) oxéos Tijs dydmys plav Tdv ToAADY kal Ty admy épydlerar GéAnow
8. puds xal s adrijs pavepovpévn ? edaperTioews.

Fraement XV.
\ 4 ~ I ~ ’ 3 ¥ ¥ Y \ s
T& kparovpeva TG Ayw Tis Ploews odx Exovow Erawov T 8¢ axéoe
rg 4 L4 z ~ \ -~ 3 ~ e ’ \ ~
di\us kpaToipeva dmepaiveral, pid kal T adry) yvépy kparovueva, Sid puds
A ~ 3 A~ 3 7’ ’ A ~ 3 3 ’ LANES
kai Ths abrijs évepyelas BeBatovpeva, kal Tijs kar émavénow oddémore mavo-
7 4 A -~ ~ \ e \ 3 7 J4 by
wévys kwijoews kel v T4 Oed ocvvadlels 6 cwmp oddémore Séyerar pepiopdv
els Tovs aldvas, plav adrds® kal Ty adryy Ewv OéAyow kai évépyeav,
del kwvovpévyy T Pavepdoe TGV dyabiv.

FracmeENT XVI.

kat éwayyekelav péyas kai éxhextos mpodirys éorly, lows peoirys kai
vopolérns rijs rpelrrovos Siabhixns yevdpevos: doris Eavrdv iepovpyrioas dmép
wdvrov plav épdvy kal Oéhpow kal &vépyeav éxwv wpos Tov Bedv, Gélwy
domep Oeds wdvras dvBpdmwovs cwbivar kal els ériyvaow dAnlelas ENbev * Ths
8 atrod 7§ xéope 8 dv elpydoaro pavepwbelons.

This and the two following fragments are printed in Mai MNova
Collectio vii 68, from the same MS as frags. xi—xv, in which they are
ascribed to Ebion. The reasons given by Harnack (Dogmengesch.,
E.T. iii 44) for attributing them to Paul are scarcely convincing, though
they certainly have points of contact with his teaching. I have thought
it well, however, to include them in this collection.

FraceMENT XVII.

~ \ 4 ~ \ (’

oxéoer yop T4 katd Sikaroaivyy kai wdby 1 ket pdavBpwriov cuvagbels

~ -~ 3 Q°\ o /. \ \ ’ \ \ Ié 3 ~ \ -~
70 0ed, obdtv doxev pepepropévov mpos Tov edv, Sia 76 plav adrod kal Tod

1 MS ovuBabévrav. 2 MS gpavepovuévrs, S MSabry., . ¢ MSior.
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Oeot yevéabhar Ty Géhyaw kai Ty dvépyeay Thv éri ) cumplo Tév dvfpdmay
dyafiv. :
FragMENT XVIIIL,
€ yip ey adriv! Oeds oravpwbijva, kal xeredéfaro Aéywv, pi) 76
épdy, dANS 70 odv yevéabor 0éAnua, Sikov & plav Eoxev perd Tod Beod T
Oédyow xal Ty wpatw, éxeétvo Behjoas kal mpdas, Smep Eofe T3 e,

We now proceed to set forth, so far as the foregoing collection of his
dicta may enable us to do so, the main lines of the teaching of Paul of
Samosata,

It is plain that he held a Monarchianist doctrine of the Godhead.
He insisted strongly on the unity of God, relying mainly on Deut. vi 4,
‘The Lord thy (s#) God is one Lord’; and this uni-personal God he
identifies with the Father (ix 1, 2). But the Word or Wisdom was
from eternity (del) in God, in the same manner as reason (Aéyos) is in
the heart of man, as an element of his personality (ix 1; x 1). Thus
the Word is rightly described as pooiaios 76 O (watpi), inasmuch as
its odaia or mwéoracs is identical with that of the Father (vii 2). The
Word was begotten by God, and so had a real existence (i). Paul does
not directly state that it was begotten ¢ before the ages’, but the general
trend of his teaching seems to imply this; and it is pre-supposed in his
argument that ¢ Mary was not the mother of the Word, for neither was she
before the ages’ (ii 1. 4). The assertion that it was begotten obviously
involves the admission that the Word though impersonal was in some
sense the Son of God. But Paul seldom, if ever, uses that phrase
(ix 1; x 3, with notes). The Word was essentially Adyos wpogopixds
(x 2), Adyos évepyds, and therefore attained full existence only in activity.
‘When not active it may be regarded as dormant in God: it was not
‘@vvrdoraros (ix 1), almost dvvmapkros (p. 18), existed 7¢ wpoopiope?;
when active it existed 3 Smdpe (ix 4).

The Holy Spirit is mentioned by Paul in connexion with the birth of
Christ. He plainly held that the Spirit was distinct from, and indeed
inferior to, the Word ; for the Christ, begotten of the Spirit, was not in
any sense divine (i; ii 1. 6). When Epiphanius (see ix 1) places the
Word and Holy Spirit on a level, and describes both as in God as
reason is in the heart of a man, he is apparently putting his own gloss
on the words of the Samosatene. It is quite possible that Paul had not
elaborated a doctrine of the Holy Spirit.

Paul’s Christology was adoptionist. He accepts the Virgin Birth.
Jesus Christ was ‘begotten of the Holy Ghost’ and born of ‘the

1 MS adrés.

? Compare the Letter of the Bishops (Routh Rel. Sac. iii 290) 7pd aldvwy évra, ob
mpoyvwoe, GAX’ oboia kal trooTdoe Gedy,
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Virgin through the Holy Ghost’ (i). Yet he was a mere man. But
‘the man’ was anointed by the Holy Ghost, and for that reason was
called Christ (i; xi). There is no express statement concerning the
time or manner of this anointing. But inasmuch as Paul states that
Jesus Christ (not merely Jesus) was begotten of the Holy Ghost, it may
probably be inferred that it took place in the very act of conception.
Thus Christ was a man like one of us (uiv loov) ; yet superior to other
men in all respects, ‘since grace was upon him from the Holy Ghost
and from the promises and from the things that are written’ in the
Scriptures (ii 1. 7). Thus he had a special preparation (karaoxevs), such
as was vouchsafed to none other, for the reception of the divine Logos (v).
For the Logos or Wisdom went forth from God and was joined to him
(i cwwiAbev ; iv ovyyeyevfiobos ; iii ourijrro’). In virtue of his unique
preparation the Logos entered into him, not as into a strange place, but
as it were coming to its home (ii 1. 8 va pijre . . . dAAdrpios §} 77js oodlas).
That this coming of the Logos into Christ occurred before his birth
seems to be implied by the statement that ¢ Mary received the Logos’
(ii 1. 5, but see iii). It was not without precedent, for Wisdom was in the
prophets, and still more in Moses. But the Logos was in Christ in
such a manner as it had never been in any other ; it took up its abode
in him as in a sanctuary (ii L. 9 ; ix1). Thus dwelling in him the Logos
inspired Christ (x 3 & alr@ évémvevoer), and through him proclaimed
the Gospel of peace to the sons of Israel, as in former times God spoke
through the prophets (ii 1. 15). The Logos was seen in him (ix 3). By
this active indwelling in Christ the Logos attained its true existence, an
existence in some sense apart from God (ix 1, 3, 4 ; see notes) ; so that
it might be said that his being had its beginning from Nazareth (ix 4;
see note). At length it returned to God and resumed its former state
in God as reason is in the heart of man (ix 1, 3). So Paul seems to
explain the significance of the Ascension.

But though the Logos was in Christ it did not invest him with
divinity. He dwelt in Christ as we dwell in our houses, neither being
part of the other (vi 3). The Logos and Christ were entirely separate
from one another, each retaining its own nature (ii 1. 11). They were not
fused together (vi 2) in such a way as to be constituent parts of a single
person (x 3), having a single essence (iv odouwwdas). Christ was a distinct
human person, who possessed the Logos as an attribute (iv xara wous-
Tyra ; Malchion, quoted under vi, kard pdfnow kai perovaiav). As man,
in virtue of his nature, he suffered; as man, in virtue of the grace
bestowed upon him by the Holy Spirit, he worked miracles (xi; cp. ii).?

1 Here Paul may be using the language of his opponents.

? Against this, it seems, the Letter of the Bishops protests (Routh iii 298) : 7
pév onueia kal 7 Tépata 70. &v Tois ebayyehiots dvayeypaupéva § Oeds fy EmTeléoas.
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- But by reason of the indwelling of the Logos the life of the human
Christ was a continuous progress towards higher things (xiii 7als vov
dyafév mpoxomais ; cp. Macrostich, quoted under vii ék mpokorfjs). ‘ By
wisdom he became great’ (ii . 3). By the steadfastness of his purpose
(ré drpémre Tis yvauns) he was made like to God, and remained pure
from sin (xi). By contest and labour he conquered the sins of our first
parent and established virtue (xaropfdoas v dpempy) (xiil). Finally he
became God (vii 1), was deified (Epistle ap. Greg. Nyss. and Macrostich,
quoted under vii). In other words he was united (xi, xii fvdby; xiii,
xv owiebn) to God, in the only way in which unity between persons is
possible (xii), by absolute harmony of will (3 xard @é\pow odpBacis:
cp. xili—xv). So he attained the title of Redeemer and Saviour of the
race (xi). The miracles which he was enabled to work manifested the
harmony of his will with the will of God. Having preserved it inviolable
he is granted the Name which is above every name (xiii). His union
with God is eternal and will never be dissolved (xv).

Our fragments contain no statement as to the time of this deification
of Christ. But as it seems to have followed the ‘anointing’ and the
coming of the Logos, after a considerable interval, and to have preceded
the laborious conquest of sin by Christ and his exhibition of miraculous
power, it may probably be connected with the Baptism. It is clear
that it did not entitle Christ to worship as God, since Paul prohibited
‘the psalms which had been sung to our Lord Jesus Christ, as recent
compositions of recent men’ (Eus. A. E. vii 30. 10).

We learn from the Epistle of the Council of Antioch® that Paul
revived the heresy of a certain Artemas, whom Eusebius,? Theodoret,®
and others identify with Artemon. Unfortunately we know nothing
. more of Artemon’s system than that it was one of the later develope-
ments of the teaching of Theodotus- the leather-cutter, who was ex-
communicated by Pope Victor (c. 190).* It is possible that Artemon
was still alive when Paul was condemned,” and it is highly probable
that he did not come into prominence till after Hippolytus had written
his Syntagma® and Refutation of All Heresies ; for though these books
give us the fullest existing account of the various Theodotian sects
they do not mention him.

It may be well, however, to draw attention to some parallels between
the teaching of Paul, as summarized above, and that of Theodotus and
his followers as revealed by Hippolytus. The comparison may be
found at once to corroborate the statement that Paul borrowed from

1 Eus, H. E. vii 30. 16. 3 Ibid. v 28. 1. 3 H.F.iig.

4 Little Labyrinth ap. Eus. H. E. v 28. 6. 8 Eus. H. E. vii 3o. 17.

¢ The part of this lost work which dealt with the Theodotians is the basis of
Epiphanius Haer. 54 f, Ps.-Tert, Haer. 8, and Philastrius Haer. 50-52.
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Artemon, and to test the accuracy of the account which I have given of
Paul’s system. .

Hippolytus tells us that the doctrine of the Godhead and the creation
held by the Theodotians was to some extent (éx pépovs) in harmony
with that of the Church.! From this we may infer that it did not differ
greatly from his own, which in later times was by no means counted
orthodox. It is, therefore, remarkable that we discover a good deal of
resemblance between the teaching somewhat obscurely set forth in
his tract contra Noetianos, and our account of the Samosatene theo-
logy. According to Hippolytus God was absolutely alone, having
nothing contemporary with Him. But from eternity the Logos was in
Him. When He willed He begat the Logos, in order that through
it He might create the world. The Logos came forth from Him
as His &vvapues (¢. Voet, 10). But though begotten the Logos was not
yet ‘perfect son’: it was called son by anticipation (#6. 15). The
Logos became ¢ perfect son’ through the Incarnation (#. 4), by which
he was manifested among men (#. 10). Thus Hippolytus, and probably
the Theodotians, like Paul, recognized three stages in the existence of
the Logos. It is true that our fragments do not warrant the assertion
that Paul connected the second stage with the creation, In fact they
make no reference to the creation. But, on the other hand, that Paul
denied that all things were made through the Logos (Joh. i 3) is
improbable ; and unless he did so, he would not come into conflict,
on that subject, with his opponents at Antioch. Thus the silence of
the fragments is easily explained. And the creation cannot have been
the work of the Logos remaining immanent in God. We may safely
assume that the creative work of the Logos was assigned to the second
stage of its being. Hippolytus emphasizes the invisibility of the Logos
in the pre-existent state (7. 10), as does also Paul (frag. ii 1. 18). And
if Hippolytus says that the invisibility came to an end with the
incarnation, Paul held a not dissimilar opinion (frag. ix 3). Hippo-
lytus, with Paul, confessed that the Logos was in the prophets, acting
as its own herald (c. NVoer. 12 ; cp. frag. ii L. 9 f).

But it was in the Christology of the Theodotians that Hippolytus
detected heresy.? Theodotus held that Jesus was a mere man,® though
he admitted the miraculous birth; and he maintained that he con-
tinued merely human after he became Christ, though subsequent to the

1 Ref. vii 35 ; x 23. The remark was primarily made in reference to Theodotus
the leather-cutter, But the context shows that it applied also to his successors.

% Ref. vii 35; x 23,and Synfagma as preserved in the passages cited p. 43, note 6.

® Note the phrase: Hipp. Ref. vii 35 dvbpamov . . . Pubsavra kowds wiow
dvplmois ; x 23 ; k[ow]dv dvBpwmoy miow. Cp. Eus, H.E. vii 27. 2 ds xowod i
plow dvbpdmov yevoudvov,
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baptism he had the power to work miracles. Apart from this he was
distinguished from other men only by his piety and righteousness.
In all this Theodotus agreed with Paul. But two points emerge in
which he differed from him entirely. He denied that Jesus at any
time was (or became ') God. Thus he refused to allow that ‘from man
he became God’. However some of his followers—apparently not
a large number *—took a different view. They seem to have said that
Jesus became God after the resurrection. Taking this in connexion
with the stress laid upon his holiness, as the characteristic which set
him apart from other men, we may find in it the germ of Paul’s doctrine
of mpokom).

But again, the Theodotians, as known to Hippolytus, taught that
Jesus became Christ at his baptism, while Paul affirmed that Jesus
Christ was born of the Virgin. But a sect of Theodotians, who separated
from the main body under Theodotus the banker, known as the
Melchisedekians, improved upon the original teaching by way of
addition. They introduced Melchisedek into the scheme, to do for
the angels in heaven what Christ did for men on earth, stating that he
was ‘a very great power of God’, and ‘superior to the Christ’. The
latter phrase reminds us of Paul’s ‘ The Logos is superior to the Christ’
(ii L 2). It would be an easy step for a later Theodotian to substitute
the Logos for Melchisedek, or perhaps to identify the two powers. At
any rate Theodotus the leather-cutter used the fourth Gospel,® and it
was therefore inevitable, if the heresy continued in being for a consider-
able time, that the Logos should in some way be connected with its
Christology, and so probably assume a form more akin to that of Paul,
This may well have been the work of Artemon.

On the whole it is probable that the Samosatene heresy was a modi-
fication of the system of Artemon or some other Theodotian leader.

H. J. LawLor.

1 Ref. vii 35 yeyovévar with the addition &ni 7§ #a888w 70U mveduaros ; x 23 elvar.
2 They are mentioned in Ref. vii 35 only. )
8 He quoted Joh. viii 40. See Epiph. Haer. 54. 1.



