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Like the breath in winter it also often comes from the human mouth,
and a mass of bubbles does depict for us chaos. To say that Life is
a Breath is almost tautology, but to say that Life is a Bubble is not
very far from the thought of Ecclesiastes.

: F. C. B.

ADVERSARIA.
1. THE ‘ BLESSED PRESBYTERS’ WHO CONDEMNED NOETUS.

Noetus the Smyrniot, the original inventor of Patripassianism, was
examined and ultimately condemned at a council of ‘the blessed
presbyters’. The object of this note is to try to give an answer to two
questions: the first, Where was the council held? the second and more
important, Who were the paxdpior wpeaBirepor who composed it?

Our only rea] authority in the matter is Hippolytus. The account
in Epiphanius Haer. lvii 1 is, as any one can satisfy himself who
compares the two writers,) dependent on the account in Hippolytus
contra Novetum 1 (ap. Lagarde Hippolyti Romani quae feruntur omnia
graece, 1858, pp. 43, 44). Epiphanius after his manner heightens the
effect of the picture by dotting the i’s and crossing the t's, as he copies
out his source: but there is not the least reason to think that he made
use of any other authority. So carelessly and unintelligently does he
incorporate into his context the language of his exemplar, that whereas
Hippolytus begins by saying that Noetus’ place was Smyrna and his
date rather recent, od wpd moAdoD xpdvou yevduevos, Epiphanius transfers
him to Ephesus, and writing nearly a century and a half later says that
he taught od mpo érdv wAewbvwr, dAX’ ds wpd xpdvov TdV TolTwY éxaTdy
Tpidxovra, ‘not so long ago, that is to say, some hundred and thirty
years back !’

No statement therefore made in this connexion by Epiphanius is of
any value, unless () it is a legitimate deduction from the words of
Hippolytus, or (&) we find any special reason to suppose that it rests
on some other authority and was not deduced (rightly or wrongly) from
Hippolytus.

As to place, Epiphanius knows of no other local connexion than
Asia and Ephesus. As to the synod, he calls its members of pakdptot
mpeoBirepor Ths éxkAyoias . . . ol adrol wpeoBiTepor: but he also

! Besides the phrases quoted in the text, compare Hippolytus 43. 12 oifge:
nvedparos dAAorplov with Epiphanius dAAorpip mrvedpar. pepipevos: H. 43. 12, 15
-€ls Emppudvov, &mappa kapdlas with E. émdppac: pavias émapels. Comparison of
H. 43. 25 7 ofv raxdy no® Sotalov Tov xpaTdv . . . kal fpels éva Oedv oldapev
dAndds, oidaper xpioTéy with E. i ydp xaxdy menoinka ; tva Oedv ogdlw, Eva iniorapm
may suggest that something has dropped out of our existing text of Hippolytus.
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paraphrases twice with éml ro? mwpeoBureplov dydpevos, porduevos dmd Tod
wpeaBureplov, so that it is clear that he interpreted the word ‘ presbyters’
literally. From Epiphanius the statement has become current that
a synod of presbyters examined and condemned Noetus, and separated
him from the Church, éféwoav 7s ékkAqolas. It does not appear to
have occurred to Epiphanius, or to those who have relied on his
authority, to ask the question how it came about that presbyters were
able to excommunicate on grounds cf heresy without any mention of
the bishop.. Yet ex Aypotkesi the date and place—the province of Asia,
at a time somewhere towards the end of the second century—point us
to a well-known centre of episcopacy. Polycrates of Ephesus was
writing to Victor of Rome (Eus. A. E. v 24) very soon after the
time when Noetus’ case must have been in question, and the pre-
suppositions of his letter (even apart from anything else we know of the
organization of the Church at that date) would seem to be absolutely
inconsistent with the settlement of a doctrinal issue in an important
church of that district without reference to any bishop.!

We shall do well therefore to scrutinize rather carefully the evidence
of Epiphanius on this question of the identification of the wpeoBirepos,
and especially to test it with reference to his source.

Hippolytus speaks of Noetus in more than one of his writings : in the
contra Noetum, and at two points in the Philosoplumena or Ref. Omn.
Haer., namely at the beginning of book ix and in the middle of book x.
But as Epiphanius appears to be drawing here solely on the cntra
Noetum, we will confine ourselves in the first instance to that writing.
And we notice at once (besides the minor mistake of the substitution
of Ephesus for Smyrua as the home of Noetus and of his preaching)
that Epiphanius has gone beyond the letter of his authority in his
references to the presbyterium : for while Hippolytus repeatedly speaks
of oi wpeaPiTepor—radra drxoloarvres of paxdpior wpeaBiTepor wpoTraleod-
pevor évirmiov Tis éxkhyoias ébralov . . . mdAw Tpookaheoduevor oi pakdpio
wpeaBirepor fAeyéav . . . dvramoxpivovrar ol mpeaBiTepor . . . éNéylavres
éléwoav Tijs éxxhnolas—he never speaks of 16 wpeaBurépiov.

Now if we go on to ask what Hippolytus meant by ‘the blessed
presbyters’, we shall find new light thrown on the problem by the
references in the Philosophumena. And on the smaller point of the
locality of the synod, the evidence of the Philosophumena is quite decisive.

The opening chapters of the ninth book are occupied with an
exposition of the teaching of Noetus and of its relation to the philosophy
of Heraclitus. Not much is told us about his personal history, but the

! The hypothesis of a temporary vacancy in the episcopate of the particular
community is excluded by the definite mention of two meetings of the mpeaBirepo
and of an interval, apparently considerable, between them.
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little that is said is precise and important. ‘There was a certain man
called Noetus, by origin a Smyrniot. He was responsible for introducing
a heresy constructed out of the doctrines of Heraclitus: and he had for
his deacon and disciple a certain Epigonus, who settled -at Rome and
sowed there the seeds of his godless opinions. Epigonus had a disciple
Cleomenes, and Cleomenes it was who developed the Noetian school at
Rome with the connivance and ultimately the patronage of pope Zephy-
rinus and his henchman and successor Callistus.” Hardly anything is
added in the references to Noetus in x 26, 27: we are told that
a section of the Montanists adopted Noetian views ; the information
as to the Smyrniot origin of Noetus is repeated, and the succession
Noetus—Epigonus—Cleomenes is recapitulated ; finally the connexion
of Callistus with Noetian and other heretical schools is emphasized.

From these details three things emerge with clearness. (1) The
date of Noetus is thrown well back into the second century. His
disciple’s disciple was contemporary with Zephyrinus and Callistus in
the first twenty years of the third century, so that the beginnings of
Noetianism in its first home may be placed as early as 'a.D. 180, and
it is not likely that the excommunication of Noetus can be any later
than A.D. 1go. (2) Any direct connexion of Noetus himself with Rome
is excluded. Hippolytus says quite definitely that it was his disciple
Epigonus who introduced Noetianism into the capital. There is
nothing either in Hippolytus or Epiphanius to suggest that the scene
of the transactions in which the ‘blessed presbyters’ were concerned
on one side and Noetus on the other was anywhere else than in Asia
Minor: and it is by a quite unaccountable slip that the Dictionary of
Christian Biography (iv 49) transfers it to Rome. (3) If Epigonus
1s described as ‘deacon of’ Noetus, the natural, and indeed I think for
the second century inevitable, deduction is that Noetus was a bishop:
to Hippolytus’ phrase (ix 7. 1) Noyros . . . o Suikovos kot pafyrys
yiverar "Eréyovos 1 know of no early parallel save Hegesippus’ phrase
(ap. Eus. H. E. iv 22. 3) péxpis "Avuajrov, ob Suixovos 7w "Eledbepos.
But if Noetus was a bishop, the idea that he can have been excom-
municated by a synod of presbyters becomes tenfold more difficult than
before.

And in fact, however natural it may*have been for Epiphanius one
hundred and fifty years later to misunderstand the language of Hippo-
lytus, there is not the same excuse for us if we do so now, since the
Philosophumena provide us with an exact parallel which illustrates what
to Hippolytus would be implied in the phrase of paxdpioe mpeoBurepor.
Hippolytus twice refers to St Irenaeus by name (vi 42. 1, 55. 2: Wend-
land 173. 12, 189. 11), and on both occasions he is called & paxdpios
wpeaBirepos Eipyvaios, though Hippolytus knew as well as we do that
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Irenaeus was a bishop. I do not doubt that in the same way the
paxdpior wpeoPBirepor of the Asiatic synod were the bishops of the
neighbourhood.

That does not exactly mean that to Hippolytus the titles mpeoBirepos
and émloxomos were interchangeable. But just as St Irenaeus could
call the Roman bishops of the last generation, from Xystus to Anicetus,
o wpd Zwrfipos wpea Burepor (ap. Eus, H. E. v 24. 14) ‘the fathers before
Soter’, just as 6 mpeoBirepos Twdvyys should in my idea be translated
¢ Father John’, just as Hippolytus himself meant by 6 uaxdpios mpeoB9-
repos Eipyvalos that Irenaeus was one of the luminaries of the last
generation ‘the blessed father Irenaeus’, so too I conceive that Hippo-
lytus would only have used the phrase oi paxdpior mpeaBirepor of a synod
of bishops, if it had been held sufficiently far back in the past for its
members to be numbered among the °blessed dead’. If the Pkiloso-
plumena were published ¢. A.D. 225, and the condemnation of Noetus
took place ¢ a.D. 185-190, the interval would be fully ‘adequate for
this purpose. Again therefore I should render the phrase ‘the blessed
fathers’.

This interpretation assumes that the use of the word uaxdpios suggests,
so far as it goes, that the wpecBirepor in question were dead. But an
examination of the evidence for this technical use of paxdpios deserves
a note to itself. ’

II.  Maxdpios AS A TECHNICAL TERM.

I owe to a book which has never in its own sphere been superseded,
Routh’s Religuiae Sacrae (ed. 2 vol. i pp. 179, 185: on the phrase in
the fragments of Dionysius of Corinth é paxdpios tudv émioromos Swrip),
the following citation from the Scholiast on the Plufus of Aristophanes

TO MaKap &ml TV dylwy AéyeTar mdvor: TO MAKAPIOC Kal MAKAPICTOC émrl

Lovrov kal drofavdévrwr: makapithe 8¢ éml TGv dmobfavivrev udvov.

Of pdxap I have no instance to give from patristic writers. .But as
the word was (1) specially associated with the Homeric phrase udxapes
feol (and in prose with the phrase ‘Island, or Islands, of the blest?),
and therefore (2) definitely pagan in association, it is just what we
should expect that it should not be found at all in the earliest Christian
literature, and that when it does begin to be found it should be specially
appropriated to the saints,

Moaxapirgs with a proper name in the sense of ‘the departed’, ¢the
late so-and-so’, is classical, but particularly frequent in late authors like
Plutarch and Lucian (L. S. 5.2.). There was no reason why Christians,

! The material of the following note comes in part from the slips contributed by
various readers for the Lexicon of Patristic Greek.
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who had more reason than others to regard the dead as ‘blessed’,
should not adopt this language : and in fact it is of regular occurrence
from the beginning of the Constantinian period. Thus it is common
in Athanasius: Ep. Encycl. 7 3w Tod paxapirov "AleédvBpov 10D mpd ¢pod
émokémov (and so the council of Sardica ap. Ath. Apol. contra Arian. 46
10 100 paxapirov 'AAefdydpov ToV yevopévou émioxémov 'Aleavdpelas),
Apol. ¢. Ar. 51 Kovardvros . . . ypdias i8lg mpds Tov 4deddv éavrod Tov
paxapirgy Kdvoravra, ib. 59 6 pev paxapirys *ANéfavdpos, Tov paxapiry
Kovoravrivov, Ep. ad episcopos Aegypti 18, 19 passim, both of Alexander
and of Constantine the Great. And so Epiphanius applies the term to
Constantine the Great (de mens. et pond. 20, haer. 30. 4) and to bishop
Eusebius of Vercelli (%aer. 30. 5).

But though most commonly used in this sort of connexion, it must
not be supposed that paxapirys is limited either to persons like emperors
or bishops, or to the recently dead. Athanasius speaks among his
own predecessors not only of Peter ( Vita Antonti 47) as 6 paxapirys -
¢rioromos Térpos, but of Dionysius (de sent. Dion. 1, 4) as Tov paxapiryy
Awovicwov Tdv émioxomov, and even (as it was clear who was meant) as
6 paxapirys (de sent. Dion. 5)." Cosmas Indicopleustes (ii 104 A) applies
it to his friend Menas 6 per’ épuod paxapirgs Mavas. But it does probably
represent a new extension of the term when we find it applied in the
Paschal Chronicle to Biblical characters like St Peter and St Paul and
even as far back as David (p. 249 ¢): earlier writers, and perhaps non-
Alexandrine writers, would, I imagine, have used paxdpios instead.

How far back in Christian times the usage of paxapfrys extends,
I should not like to say: the only ante-Nicene example which I have
so far come across is in the Encyclical of the Synod of Antioch,
¢. A.D. 268, ap. Eus. A. E. vii 30. 3, Awvictov tov émi s 'Adefavdpeias
kai Srppdavov Tov dmwo tiis Kammadokias Tods paxapiras.

The word may, I dare say, be traced earlier still : I think however that
the epithet most usually employed in the earliest Christian times was
not paxapirys but paxdpos. Maxdpeos had no sort of pagan associations :
on the contrary it was a specially Christian and favourite word. But
since it could be and was used as well of the living as of the dead, the
problem before us is to see whether and when a distinct use of it in
relation to the departed began to grow up.

Two specific developements may be noticed in passing, where the
application is fixed by the context respectively to the dead and to
the living. Maxdpuos is the adjective most commonly used with wjpsy
in Christian inscriptions: pakaplas priugs is the Greek equivalent of
the Latin ‘bonae memoriae’} Conversely the abstract noun 7 paxa-

1 References for Sicily in Gondi Tratfato di engmﬁa cristiana latina e greca del
0 yomano occidentale (Rome 1920) p. 172.
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piérys as a title for bishops ‘ Your Blessedness’ or ¢ Your Beatitude’
implies of course the use of paxdpios for the living. But though this
.became in time a regular title, I am not sure whether it could be found
before the fifth century®: St Basil, in addressing bishops, used % o3
(or ood) dydmy, ebAdBea, OeooéBea, Teuvdrys, TyudTys, avveais, and the
. like, but I have not noticed paxapiémys. And if it was not used in the
fourth century, I think the reason probably was that paxdpios was
by that time reserved ordinarily, even if not exclusively, for the dead.
Certainly this seems to be the consistent usage of St Basil. In the
case of Silvanus of Tarsus we cannot, so far as I know, prove that he
was dead when he is first ‘mentioned with the epithet gaxdpios (ep. 67
p. 160 E: cf. epp. 223 p. 339E, and 244 p. 378 D), though there is
nothing to shew that he was alive. In all other cases the evidence is
clear. Ep. 95 (p. 189 4, ) ‘ the blessed deacon Theophrastus’, uaférra
v kolpnow Tod paxaplov diaxdvov: more often of bishops, of Dionysius
of Milan ep. 197 (p. 288 B), of St Athanasius epp. 214 (p. 321C) 258
(p. 394B), of pope Liberius ep. 263 (p. 406 c), and of Hermogenes,
the predecessor of Dianius in the episcopate of Cappadocian Caesarea,
epp. 81 % (p. 174 B) 263 (p. 406 A). An obscurer reference in a letter
written by Basil on behalf of his brother Gregory of Nyssa, ep. 225
(p. 345 B) pgdov yap dr' adrdv 1OV ypapudrev Tob pakaplov émaxdémov
davepdy ™y d\ffeay moujoar, must I think mean simply ‘from the
papers of the late bishop’.

Clearly St Basil uses paxdpios or pakapidratos where St Athanasius,
as we have seen, would have used paxapirys. As between the positive
and superlative, the latter seems to be preferred in the case of specially
eminent or saintly persons—Athanasius, Dionysius, Liberius, and (on
one of two occasions) Hermogenes.”

How far back. can:St Basil’s usage be traced ? ‘Does it give us

! We have, among the material collected for the Patristic Lexicon, reterences
from John Moschus, from the Emperor Justinian, from Eutychius of Constantinople
(sixth century), and, as the rendering of beatstudo, from the Greek version of the
Council of Carthage of 419.- And when the Definitio fidei of the Council of
Chalcedon speaks of the letter 7of pakapwrdrov kal dyiwrdrov dpyemoximov
Adovtos v ypageigay wpds Tov év dylos dpxiemiokomoy PAaviavdy, we see the
growth in the fifth century of the process of using these adulatory terms of
living prelates,

2 A certain presbyter of Caesarea is described as 7dv éyovor 70D paxapiov
‘Eppoyévous Tof Tiv peydAnw kai dpprrerov (v. 1. dppyrov) mieTw yphiavtos v TH peydAry
owédp. Does this mean merely that Hermogenes subscribed the Creed at the
8reat Council—but that should be $moypdgarros, and besides Leontius was according
to the Nicene lists still bishop at the time of the Council—or how are we to explain
the allusion? Was Hermogenes acting as secretary to the Council ?

% Gregory Nazianzen uses the superlative in reference to his own parents, i
évrordy TGV pakapiwTdroy yovéav pov,

VOL, XXIII. , D
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reasonable warrant to think that when Hippolytus spoke of of paxdpiot
mpeaPBirepor he meant ‘ the departed fathers’?

There is a passage in Eusebius contra Marcellum i 4. 17, where he
criticizes the comments of Marcellus of Ancyra on a letter of Asterius,
from which some light is thrown upon the question: for it suggests
a transitional time in the use of the word when it was sometimes, but
not regularly, used as an honorific address to the living. Asterius
addressed his letter mpds tov paxdpiov IavAivov, and if this had been
a quite ordinary method of addressing bishops Marcellus could hardly
have satirized it as he did, paxdpiov adrov 8id Todro elmdwv dre T admiy
elyev "Acreply 86fav: ‘he called him “blessed”, and I suppose he did
50 because he was on his own side’. Eusebius’ argument seems to imply
familiarity with the use of the word for the living, but still more with its
use for the dead (Paulinus had died in the interval): 7ov 70D feod
dvBpwmov, Tov bs dAnlds Tpwopardpiov, avAvov . . . pakeplos péy BeBw-
kéra pakapiws 8¢ dvamemavpévov, mdhar Te kekorumpévov wkai umdev aird
Sevoxrotvra. When Eusebius a little later on (i 4. 50) refers to Mar-
cellus’ attacks on Paulinus in the words waBdA\et 7ov paxdpov, I think
that he again means to remind his readers that Paulinus was dead.

Dionysius of Alexandria, writing to pope Xystus of Rome, therefore
in A.D. 256—2357, uses the word of his own immediate predecessor (ap.
Eus. H. E. vii 9. 2) mpd Tijs éuijs xepotovias, olpar 8¢ kai Tijs Tov pakapiov
‘HpakAd karacrdoews.

Of course the title as applied to Biblical characters and writers means
ordinarily no more than just what we mean by ‘St’: 6 paxdpios Ilathos
is St Paul’, and the usage extended to the Old Testament as well as
to.the New. Yet I am not quite sure that when Clement of Rome
recalls the attention of the Corinthians to the epistle 70D paxapiov
Tlathov T0d dmoaréhov (§ 47), or when Polycarp wrote similarly to the
Philippians (§ 3) of the wisdom 70D pakaplov xai &vd6fov Ilavlov, the
blessedness of ‘the departed’ was wholly absent from their thought:
cf. Apoc, xiv 13 paxdpior oi vexpol ol & Kuply drobvioxovres dm’ dpre
Certainly the references to Polycarp himself in the Maryrium Polycarpi
do seem to me to connect the use of paxdpios rather definitely with
his death and martyrdom: the epithet is nowhere used in the body of
the narrative, but four times over in close connexion with the verb
paptupéw: § I T8 kaTd ToUs paprvprioavras xai Tov paxdpiov IoAvkapmov,
§ 19 7& Kard Tov paxdpiov Ioldkapmov 8s . . . paprvpijoas, § 21 paprvpel
6 paxdpios IloAvkaprros, § 22 duapripyoev 6 paxdpios Tlodvkapmos. Again
in the Letter of the churches of Lyons and Vienne paxdpios is the
adjective consistently used whether of the martyrs as a body or of
individual martyrs like Pothinus and Blandina (ap. Eus. A, Z. v 1.
4, 19, 27, 29, 47, 55). In both of these documents the technical
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sense of ‘the blessed dead’ appears to come definitely into view®;
and with these passages would go the reference of Irenaeus in the
letter to Florinus, ap. Eus. A. E. v 20. 6 7ov 7émov & & xaleld-
pevos Siedéyero 6 paxdpios ITovkapros. I should similarly interprgt
the language of Serapion of Antioch (Eus. /. £. v 19. 2, 3, Routh
Rell, Sacr? 1 451, 452, 457) Klavdlov "Amolwaplov Tob pakapiwrdrov
yevopévov & ‘Iepamdéer émoxdmov, Swrds & pakdpios 6 év "Ayxiddo.

Against these references to the dead two are quoted to the living
from the documents of the same period : Dionysius of Corinth, writing
to the church of Rome when Soter was bishop, speaks of & paxdpios
Sudv érioxomros Swrip (ap. Eus. H. E. iv 23. 10), and Alexander of
Jerusalem, writing to the church of Antioch, says that he is sending the -
letter by the hands of Clement 8ia KAjuerros Tob paxaplov mwpeaBurépov.
But in these cases the recipients knew well enough if the blessed’
bishop or presbyter in question was living, just as' the vocative paxdpie
is occasionally found, for the more usual édyamyré, e.g. in the anti-
Montanist ap. Eus. Z. E. v 16. 15%: and no more is contended
in this note than that in appropriate contexts the epithet had
at least from the early third century begun to acquire a technical
meaning in reference to the ‘blessed dead’. For a time no doubt the
two uses may have gone on side by side: and in Latin the epithet
. beatus and the still more frequent bdeatissimus followed I think
a separate line of developement, and did not become attached to ‘the
departed’ as paxdpeos did.

But I have no sort of doubt that Hippolytus, whether in the paxdptot
mpeaBirepor of the . Noetum or in the paxdpios mpeaBiTepos Bipyvaios of
the Philosoplumena, was already using paxdpios in the later technical
sense. In his phraseology the upaxdpios and the mpeaBirepos helped
one another out, so that there would have been no danger for con-
temporaries, as there was for Epiphanius, of misunderstanding his
meaning.’

C. H. TURNER.

1 So in the Apostolic Constitutions James and Stephen, the martyrs of the Book
of Acts, are specially singled out in connexion with the epithet uaxdpos, v 8. 1,
vi 30. 10, viii 46. 16 (ed. Funk 263. 17, 385. 6, 562. 10).

% I take this reference from Bonwetsch. Geschichie des Montanismus p. 32 n. 1,
who is concerned to minimize any implication of the reference of paxdpios to the
departed. :

® There are of course other ways of employing the epithet paxdpios than in the
personal reference to which I have here been limiting my enquiry. For instance
there is the use of the word in relation to the Godhead, the ¢ Blessed Trinity’.
I have made no special investigation, but I do not suppose that paxdpios is as
{fefluent in this connexion as some other epithets. Eusebius of Caesarea has iy
aYiay xal pakapiay Tpeada Praep. Ev, xi 20, and Ti dvyiav xal paxapiav xal puotiiy
Touddo c. Marcell. i 1 (3. 24).
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