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PREFACL.

THE present Work consists of two Parts. The for-
mer contains a Dissertation on the Authorship of
the newly-discovered “ Philosophumena,” and on the
Life, Times, and Works of the Writer, especially in
reference to Christian Doctrine, and to the early
History of the Church, particularly of the Roman
Church, with some application to the circumstances
of our own age.

The latter Portion of the Volume is occupied
with the Historical Narrative, which is contained in
the “ Philosophumena,” concerning the Church of
Rome in the first quarter of the Third Century, and
is the most ancient and ample record, now cxtant,
of the condition of that Church in that carly age.
This Narrative is presented in the words of the
Original, with an English Translation, and Notes.
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iv Preface.

The Notes are, for the most part, critical ; some
of the conjectural readings there proposed have been
tfollowed in the English Translation, in a few pas-
sages, where the Greek Text of the MS. did not
appear to afford a clear sense. But none of these
have been introduced into the Text itself.

In the Appendix will be found a Fragment of a
Work by the Author of the “ Philosopliumena,” from
an Oxford MS. This is followed by a collation of
passages in the ¢ Philosophumena” with a Work
of Theodoret, showing that the newly-discovered
Treatise was recognized as an authoritative docu-
ment in his age,—the fifth century,—and that con-
siderable portions of the Tenth Book were adopted

by him.

Cloisters,
Westminster Abbey,
March 23, 1853.
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DISSERTATION.

CHAPTER 1.
ST. HIPPOLYTUS, BISHOP OF PORTUS.

RaTuER more than a century ago, Cardinal OTToBONI
was Bisitor of Porto,—the ancient PorTUS,—2 mari-
time city, which is situated at the northern mouth of
the Tiber, about fifteen miles from Rome, and had
enjoyed considerable commercial celebrity in former
times'. Ile possessed a noble library, and endeu-
voured to restore the architectural beauty of lis

! See Dio Cass. in Claudio, lib. 1x. num. xi. tom. ii. p. 949, ed.
Hamburg, 1752, and Sir W. Gell's Vicinity of Rome, ii, p. 17:1-9,
and Contorni di Roma, by Nibby, ii. p. 323, who has published
a separate work on Porto. Sec also Westphal, Die Romische Kam-
pagn, ep. 172, The harbour (Portus), whence the city derived its
name and importance, had been constructed by the Emperor
Claudius, and improved by Trajan, whence it was ealled * Portus
Trajani;” and possesses an interest in Christian history, as the
harbour at which St. Ignatius landed in his way [rom Antioch
to his martyrdom at Rome.  See Martyr. Tgnat. § 5, § G, p. 569,
570, ed. 2nd, Jacobson.
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2 St. Hippolytus, Bishop of Portus.

Fpiscopal City, which in the lapse of ages had fallen
into decay.

In his zeal for the restoration of the ceclesiastical
edifices of Portus, he did not forget the names of
those among his predecessors, who had reflected
llonour on his See in carlier ages. Of these, one
stood pre-cminent; one, whom he numbered in the
lincage of his own episcopal ancestry,—had shed
lustre not only upon the See of Portus, but on the
Western Churceh, and on Christendom at large®.  He
had been celebrated for holiness and orthodoxy, for
learning and cloquence’; he was reckoned among
the Saints and Martyrs of the Western Church. He
was also venerable for his antiquity ; he had flourished
in the second and third centuries of the Christian
era. lIe had' been a scholar of St. Irenceus, who,
in his youth, had listencd to St. Polycarp?, the dis-
ciple of St. Jobn. This was St. ITiproLyTUS.

It was the carnest desire of Cardinal Ottoboni,
Bishop of Portus, to do honour to the memory of
this great man.  We may well sympathize with him

? Card. Baron. ad Aun. 229, *“ Dc Hippolyto lictenus, in
quo utraque conveniunt ut Orientalis et Occidentalis Leclesie
ingens decus meritd dici possit.”

® He is called “ Vir disertissimus” by St., Jerome ad Lucin.
iv. p. 579, ed. Bened. ‘‘ Sacratissimus et magnus Doctor Veri-
tatisque testis fidelis,” by Anastasius in Collectan. apud Galland.
Bibl. ii. p. 469, and a “stream of living waters to the Church,”
wotapds 7 ekkAnoia Ldvrov vapdrev, by Syncellus, ad a. p. 215,
by Zonaras, Annal. p. 468, dvijp iepararos kai goddraros.

* Phot. cod. 121. * Fuseb. v. 20.
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in his wish, while we cannot but regret the means to
which he resorted for its accomplishment.

The Bishop of Porto,—heing a Sullragan of Rome,
having the oversight of one of the churchies anciently®
called Suburbicarian, from their vicinity to the Uids,
or city of Rome, and ounec of those who are now
designated « Cardinal Bishops,” and being among
those Prelates, whose office it has been from time
immemorial to consecrate’ the Bishop of Rome,——
exercises considerable influence in the Roman Con-
clave. Cardinal OtToBoNI endeavoured to obtain a
Pontifical brief for the sanction of a special Office

¢ See Ruflinus in Canon. Concil. Nicen. 6, and Notitia Curixe
Romana, ed. 1683, p. 17: “ Consecrabant Pontificem Romanum
Episcopi vii. ejus Suflraganei nimirum Ostienis, Poriuensis, Sylvie
Candide sive Ruffine, Tusculanus, Preenestinus, Sabinensis,
Albancnsis, et diccbantur ante Leonis IX. tempora, Cardinales
Episcopi.” The first Bishop ever trauslated to the Papacy was a
Bishop of Portus, Formosus, A.p. 891 ; ibid. p. 17. These Epis-
copi Suffraganei were formerly viii. ; Eugenius II1. reduced them
to vi. by uniting the “ Ecclesia Veliterna’ to Ostia, and ¢ Sancta
Ruffina” to Portus. Sece Onuphr. de VII. Urbis Ecel,, c. 1.
Hence there are now Six Cardinal Bishops. The Roman Editor
of the LXX Version of thie Book of Dauicl (Simon de Magis-
tris), has shown some reasons for belicving that the Suburbicarian
Diocese of Portus, in aucient times, included the Regio 7iberina
of Rome itself, and the Insula Tiberina. Sce the quotations in
Lumper’s Hist. Patrum, viii. p. 13—18.

" Liber Diurnus Romanorum Pontificum, cap. 2, art. 8:
“ Lipiscopus Portuensis dat orationem secundiin.”  8{8wae mpoa-

A ’
evynv Sevrépav.

B2



4 St. Hippolytus, Bishop of Portus.

in honour of St. ITippolytus; to be used annually in
the diocese of Portus on the 22nd of August, the
day in whieh he is commemorated in the Breviary and
Martyrology of Rome®. Some circumstances, liow-
ever, had then recently occurred, which obstructed
the exccution of his design.  Many local traditions®,
it is truc, were known to exist at Portus, connecting
the name of St. Hippelytus with that ecity and
Sec. Ilc was, and is at this day, regarded as the
Patron of the Diocese'. And the testimony of those
who had applied themselves to the study of Iicclesi-
astical History, sinee the revival of letters in Europe,
to the end of the seventeenth century, bad bheen al-
most unanimous in favour of the elaiin of Portus to
the possession of that inheritance. That St. Hippo-
lytus, the scholar of St. Irenceus, had been Bishop of
Portus Romanus, or the harbour of Rome, two miles
to the north of Ostia,—had been affirmed by the most
celebrated Chureh Historians and Divines of Rome,

* M. Bunsen places it, by a slight inadvertence, on the 21st of
August.  “Hippolytus and his Age,” iv. p. 120.

* A building, called Torre di S. Ippolito, still stands at Porto.
See Nibby, Contorni, ii. p. 320. The Church at Portus had been
called “ 5. Hippolyti Leclesia” from time immemorial, e. g. in a
Bull of Pope Gregory 1X., A.p. 1236,

! ¢ Patronus totius Dicecesis.” See the Pastoral Letter of Car-
dinal Giovanni Antonio Guadagni, Bishop of Portus, dated 26th
September, 1756, requiring the rccitation of an “ Officium et
Missam S. Ilippolyti” annually Ly every Priest in the Diocese
of Portus on the 22nd of August,
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such as Cardinals Baronius® and DBellarmine *, and
liad been acknowledged as indubitable by the most
learned Theologians of other Churches, as, for exam-
ple, by Archbishop Ussher *, ITenry Dodwell ?, Bishop
Beveridge?, and Bishop Bull’.

But in the year 1685, a lecarned Theologian of
IIolland, Stephen Le Moynes, published at Lieyden
his “ Varia Sacra,” in which he coutroverted the
ancient and generally reeeived tradition concerning
St. Iippolytus. IIe did not deny that ITippolytus
was a Bishop: he acknowledged him as a Martyr:
he admitted that he had flourished early in the
third century. DBut he would not allow that he
had ever sat in the Lpiscopal see of Portus, near
Rome. Relying on certain notices occurring in some
ancient writers, Lie Moyne would have transferred
St. Hippolytus from the genial clime of Italy and
the banks of the Tiber, to the stern wilds of Arabia,
and to the shores of the RRed Sea. Ile would have
made him a Bishop of the Roman Emporium at

? Card. Baron. Ann. ad A.p. 229,

* Card. Bellarmin. de Seriptoribus Ecclesiasticis, vii. p. 41.

' In notis ad Martyrium S. Ignatii, § G, p. 570, ed. Jacobson.

* H. Dodwell, Dissertatio de Rom. Pontif. Success. p. 95,
cap. 7, p. 202.

¢ Cod. Canon. Eccl., lib. ii. cap. 2, § v.

7 Def. Fid. Nic., ii. 8. 1, p. 270, ed. Burton.

* Le Moyne, Proleg. in Varia Sacra. Vol.ii. p. 29, 30, ed. 2da,
Lug. Bat. 1694. Le Moync was a native of France, but com-
posed this work in his capacity of Theological Professor at

Leyden.
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Aden, near what are called the Straits of Babel
Mandeb, on the southern coast of Arabia’.

Le Moyne's theory, which was defended with inge-
nuity and learning, found favour in various (uarters.
Dr. Cave! adopted it in England. Dupin? and
Tillemont® in France, Spanheim ' and Basnage® in
ITolland. Assemann, in Italy ¢, appeared disposed to
do the same. Portus was in dauger of being deprived
of its most illustrious ornament,—the Bishop and
Martyr, St. Hippolytus.

LErrors arc not without use, as ministering occa-
sions for the firmer establishment of truth. So it
fared in the present case. It happened fortunately
for the honour of Portus, and for the fame of Hip-
polytus, that the See of that city was filled at the
time to whicli we refer, by a Prelate eminent for his
love of literature, and distinguished by zeal and en-
thusiasm for the past, and by allectionate regard for

* Le Moyne, p. 30. Non Episcopus Portus Ostiensis (he ap-
pears to confound Ostia and Portus), sed Portus Romani in
Arabii.

' Cave, Historia Eccl,, i. p. 102.

# Dupin, Biblioth,, i. p. 179.

® Tillemont, Mémoires, &c. Vol. iii. p. 104, 310, ed. 1732,
See also Lardner, Credibility, i. p. 496, ed. 4to. 1815.

' Spanheim, Epitome Isagogica ad Hist. Eccl., p. 131, ed.
Lug. Bat. 1689.

* Basnage, Annales Polit. Iccles. ad a.p. 222, Roterodami,
1706.

¢ Assemann, Biblioth. Orient. Clem. Vatiean., iii. p-l, e ¥,

p. 15.
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the memory of his own Predecessors, Cardinal Pictro
OtroBonI. It was also a happy circumstance that
his rich Library was under the judicious care of one
of the most accomplished Scholars and laborious
Antiquarians that Italy could then boast, Constantino
RUGGIERIL

Ruggieri had been invited from Bologna to settle
at Rome, where he was intrusted with the superin-
tendence of the Press of the Propaganda.

Cardinal Ottoboni requested him to explore the
archives in his own princely collection, aud in other
depositories within his reacl, for the examination or
discovery of documents relating to the Sec of DPor-
tus, and to the history of St. Ilippolytus; and he
commissioned him to communuicate the result of his
enquiries in a Dissertation on that subject. A hap-
pier selection could not have been made; a more
competent person for such o task could not have
been found. Ruggieri undertook the work, and
prosecuted it with vigour and assiduity. In the year
1740 his Dissertation was rcady for the press, and it
was thought worthy of being printed with the types
of the Vatican. It was scen and eulogized by Car-
dinal Lambertini, afterwards Benecdict NIV." But
unhappily before the entire volume could be printed
Cardinal Ottoboni died. Ruggieri fell into distress,

? Lambertini, De Servorum Dei Beatificatione, lib. i. c. iv.
n. 10. It was also seen and praised by Simon de Magistris
See his preface to the Roman LXX Version of the Prophet
Daniel.
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and died also®.  Eighty pages of the work had been
printed, Dbut, unfortunately, there the impression
stopped.  The edition was dispersed ; a great part of
it was consumed in fireworks for the Castel S. An-
gelo on St. Peter’s Day, and, iu fine, only five copies
were saved. By a fortunate coincidence, one of
these five, enriched with Mauuseript notes, fell into
the hands of a learned Abbate of the Diocese of
Porto, Achille Ruschi. In the year 1771 he had
prepaved the Dissertation in a complete form for
publication, and it appeared at Rome in that year,
sanctioned with the approbation of the Maestro di
Sagro Palazzo, and inseribed to the reigning Pontift,
CrLEMENT XIV.?

This Dissertation of Ruggieri is distinguished by
elaborate research, and eritieal accuracy ; and is com-
posed in a clear and flowing style of terse and
clegant Latinity. It would he difficult to specify
any work of the same deseription, whicli surpasses it
in these respects. It throws much light incidentally
on the history of St. ITippolytus. It also commends
itself to the respect and gratitude of Englishmen by

* A.D. 1766.

* Its title is Constantini Ruggieri De Pontuenst S. Hirro-
1yTI, Episcopi et Martyris, Sede, Dissertatio postuma, ab Achille
Tuschio Portuensis Diccesis absoluta et annctationibus aucta.
Romae 1771, Preesidum facultate.

Tt is inserted in P. G. Lumperi Historia Sanctorum Patrum
August. Vindel, 1791, Pars viil.,, where it accupies 255 8vo.
pages.
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the candid spirit and courtcous temper with which
it appreciates the lcarned labours of Anglican Di-
vines, cspecially Bp. Pearson, Dr. ITammond, and
Bp. Bull.

It appeared convenient and requisite to refer in
this place to this important work, on account ot its
intrinsic merits ; and because, though much has heen
recently written concerning the See of St. Ifippoly-
tus, little mention, if any, has been made of this
Dissertation; and it scems almost to have bceen
regarded as a modern discovery, that St. Iippolytns
was Bishop of Portus near Rome. DBut the fact is,
this matter was long since sct at rest; and to write
more upon it now would only be actum agere.  The
work of Ruggiceri, published in 1771, exhausted that
subject. It refuted in the most triumphant manner
the theory of Le doyne, and established beyond the
possibility of a doubt, that St. IIrvvoryrus, the
scholar of St. Irenscus, the Bishop and Martyr of the
third centnry, whosc character and works were held
in high estecm and vencration by the Christian
Chureh in his own and suceceding generations, and
whose memory is revered in a particular manner by
the Church of Rome, was Bishop of Portus, at the
northern mouth of the Tiber, and was consequently
one of the Suburbicarian Bishops of the Roman
Chureli in the third century after Christ, whenee he
is often called by Ancient Authors, not only « Bishop
of Portus, or of the Iarbour near Rome,” hut is desig-
nated frequently as <a Roman Bishop,” and sometimes
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as “Bishop of the City,” and even “Bishop of Rome':
for the ancient Roman Province was sometimes called
Rome *.

This Dissertation also possesses a peculiar interest,
and is entitled to particular regard, on account of
its intimate connexion with the Diocese of Hippoly-
tus, and with the See of Rome. It owed its origin
to onc of the Episcopal successors of Hippolytus ; it
was completed by one of the Clergy of the Diocese
which he had governed; it was commended by one
Bishop of Rome, Benedict XTIV, and was dedicated
to another, Clement NXIV. It was produced, there-
fore, under the sanction of the Bisliop of Portus, and
under the auspices of the Bishiop of Rowme. It may
be regarded as embodying the judgment of the
Roman Church concerning St. Hippolytus. It may

! See Nicephor. Callist., iv. 31, and the Authorities in Tabri-
cius Hippolyti Opera, i. p: viii.—x., and ibid. i. 42—47, and
Ruggieri, p. +78—493, (cf. pp. 518, 520, 522, 525,) where nu-
merous examples of these designations are given ; Ruggieri sums
up the testimony of Christian Antiquity concerning St. Hippoly-
tus as follows, p. 493 : ““ All doubt concerning his Lpiscopate
will vanish, si disertissima Prudentii, Leontii, Anastatii aliorum-
gne qui 1V Ecclesice Swculo usque ad Nicephorum XIII. sa-
culi Scriptorem florucrunt testimonia sedulo perpendere volumus,
qui uno ore testantur magnum Hippolytum Episcopum et Mar-
tyrem, vel Portuensis Ecclesize Pastorem, vel Romanum, id est
Romanx Provinciz Episcopum fuisse.”

* Ruggieri, p. 522, Veteres “S. Hippolytum Episcopum
Romanum vocant ; quia Portuensis Lpiscopus fuit, qua: urbs in

Suburbicaria Provincia sita est, quam Graeei Romam vocant.”
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be considered as a mark of her respectful homage to
his memory, and as a pledge of her readiness to re-
ceive with favour whatsoever comes before her, bear-
ing the impress of his venerable name.



CHAPTER IL

b

TIIE “ PHILOSOPHUMENA ;
HERESY.

OR, REFUTATION OF

Tne discovery of a theological work, dating from so
carly a period as the first half of the third century,
is an important cvent in the Ilistory of the Christian
Chureh. It is one whiech we ourselves have been
permitted to see.

A learned Greek, Minoides Mynas, having heen
despatehed by M. Villemain, Minister of Publie In-
struction under King Louis Philippe, with a com-
mission to make researches in Greek Monasteries
for ancient MSS., brought back some literary trea-
sures of this description from Mount Athos in the
year 1842, Some of these were deposited in the
Royal Library at Paris; and among them was a
Greek MS., which was first carefully examined by
AL Emmanuel MILLER, already known to the world
from lis official position in that national collec-
tion. and distinguished by the courtesy with which
he has promoted the desigus of forcigners desirous of
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—
~

-
v)

access' to its literary riches, and by the publication
of some remains of ancient Literature. The work in
question was prepaved for publication under the cdi-
torial superintendence of M. Miller, and was first
printed at the instance and under the encourage-
ment of the Delegates of the University Press at
Oxford, where it appeared in the year 1851—rather
more than sixteen centuries after its composition.

This Volume, thus resuscitated in a remarkable
manner, has been found to possess special claims to
public attention. It is valuable from its antiquity, and
from its contents: it is valuable as a Philosophical
work, and also as a Theological and Historical onc.

It consisted, when perfeet, of Ten Books. Of
those ten, the second and third, and the commence-
ment of the fourth, do not appear to he now extant.
The first Book is not contained in the Parisian MS,,
but had been already known to the world from a
MS. of Cardinal Ottoboni, and from three other
MSS., and had been printed in the DBenedietine
edition of the works of Origen ®

The design of its Author was to give an account in
the first four Books, of the various systems of ancient
Philosophy, physical and ethical ®>.  This portion was

} To which the writer of these lines had occasion to bear tes-
timony some years since. Diary in Franec, p. 90. 101, 2nd
edit. 1846.

? Vol. i. p. 872—909, cd. Paris, 1733. It was first printed from
a Medicean MS. in vol. x. p. 579, of Gronovii Thesaurus Ant.

Grae,
* The fellowing is the Author’s description of his own work,
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intended to be introductory to the rest. The writer
theu proceeds to treat of the various heresies in order
of time, which had appeared in the Christian Chureh.
from the first prommlgation of the Gospel, down to
his own age. Here then, in the fifth book, the work
becomes theological, and lhere it is his purpose to
show that (as St. Irenwus* and Tertullian ® had ob-
served) the dogmatic systems of hereties had their
foundation,~—not in Scripture,—but in the schools of
ITeathen Metaphysics. He disputes their claim to
originality, and treats them as plagiarisms from Pagan
Philosophy.

The circumstances now stated, with regard to the
materials of which this work is composed, will suggest
the reason why it bore a double title. Tt is inscribed
“ PIIILOSOPHUMENA ; or, & REFUTATION of all HERE-
siEs .7 The former of these two titles deseribes the
contents of the first four Books: the secoud title
designates the succceding five; and Doth titles are

lib. x. p. 311: ovpwepdafévres 18 wdvrov 1dv wap’ "EX\yae
Todr doypora v Téocaapar BifBAlots, 7a 8¢ Tols alpeatdpyacs &
mévte, viv Tov wepi aAnfelas Adyov &v &1 (Cod. &va) émdelfoper,
dvakepadatotpevor wpdTov T wiot Sedoknpuéra.

8. Tren. ii. xiv. 2.

¢ Ilwreticoram Patriarchee Philosophi, says Tertullian adv,
flermogen. c. 8, illi sapientize professores de quorum ingeniis
omnis hwresis animatur. De Animi, e. 3. 23. De Prascr.
Heret., c. 30. See also S. Jerome, Epist. 84, where lie speaks
ol Tatin and others, who had traced heresies to philosopbical
scets.

0 ’ Y \ -~ e s »
phooodorpere, 7 kath Tacdhv alpégewr EXeyyos.
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applicable to the last or tenth Book, which is un
Epitome of the others; and conecludes with a decla-
ration of the truth, in an address to the Gentile
world.

In the sixth and seventh Books the uthor is
often treading on the same ground as that traversed
by St. Ireneus in his work on Ilercsies, to whom
he acknowledges his obligations (p. 202. 222), and
from whom he frequently transeribes, either verbatim,
or with some modifications. And here we may obh-
serve, in passing, is a eircumstanee which imparts
a peculiar value to the newly discovered Treatise.
In some instances it presents to us the original Greek
of Irenzeus, where till now we possessed only the
Latin Version. The recovery of this work is a re-
covery, in part, of the text of ITrenwus. In some
places, it will cnable a future Editor of Ircnaus to
restore Irenceus to himself’.

The two last Books of this Volume are thosce
which impart to its discovery an historical importance,
which it is not casy, at present, adequately to ap-
preciate.  Time alone can show in all its Dbear-
ing the full jmportance of this work, composed
sixteen centuries ago, and discovered in the nine-
teenth century in a monastery of Greeee, by a Greek
sent from Paris by the I'rench Government, and
presented to the world for the first time, under the

7 Some cvidence of this may be scen in p. 203 of the Philoso-

phumena, and following pages. Sec also the passages cited in

the Ecclesiastic, LXVII. p. 47,
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editorship of a Frenel scholar, in an English Uni-
versity. Time, it is probable, will prove that the
hand ofan all-wise and merciful Providence may
he distinetly scen in its preservation, and also in its
publication at the present critical juncture in the
History of the Church and the World.

On what grounds, it may be enquired, do we en-
tertain such anticipations ¢ DBecause, we would reply,
this newly discovered work unfolds to us, in the
ninth Book, a portion of ancient Church-Ilistory
with whieh hitherto we have had comparatively
but little acquaintance, from the lack of mate-
rials for an accurate knowledge with respect to
it. The writer lived at a period prior to that of
our most ancient Eeclesiastical Historians. IHe was
anterior to Eusebius by a century. Ile does much
to fill up a chasm in the Annals of the Western
Churclh.  And the portion of Church-Tlistory with
which he deals is one of great importance to us, on
account of it¢ relation to certain questions of Chris-
tian Doetrine and Churelv Discipline, which possess
more thau ordinary interest, and exereise more than
common influence, at the present time.

The writer places us at Rome ; he deseribes, with
graphic exactness, events which took place in the
Church of Rome in the sccond and third centuries
after Christ.  ITe does not speak on hearsay; but as
an cye-witness.  And not only so, he represents
himself as occupying an important position in the
Churelt of Rome at that time, and as taking a pro-
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minent part in the occurrences which he narrates.
In a word, we have here a Sullragan Bishop of the
Roman Chureh, in the third century, presenting us
with a Memoir of his own Time.

Inasmuch as this portion of the work is of a
special character, and forms a substantive whole, and
possesses peculiar ¢laims on publie attention at pre-
sent, it appearcd to deserve consideration, whetlier
it might not be detached from the rest, and offered
separately to the Inglish reader in his own lan-
guage, as well as in the original Greek.

Hence the present publication.

The Author of the newly-discovered work might
now be left to speak for himself, and to recite his

own historv—and it would he irrelevant and ahinost

presumptuous to anticipate him, cven by a Dbriel
summary of his narrative. DBut, as has been already
observed, we have here an Author professing to be a
Roman Bishop, and presenting us with a ¢ ITistory
of his own time.” Ilave we herc a Roman Huet ?
IHave we, some may say, a Roman Burnet of the
third century ?  Is his recital trustworthy ? This is
an important question. The reply must depend on
the writer’s character. And to determine this, we
must aseertain, who is the Author? what is the cvi-
dence of his veracity?
This let us endeavour to do.



CITAPTER III.

T PHINILOSOPIIUMENA ; OR, REFUTATION OF
HERESY—-I'I'S AUTIHOR.

T Treatise now hefore us hears oun its exterior the
name of Orices e has the same name inserted in
i title, and inseribed on s hack.  Some of the
copvists, also, who transeribed it many eenturies ago,
assigned it (o Origen. Xud we read, adso, the words
*doetrine of Orvigen.” noted by an ancient hand in
the margin of the Volume ™. And the first hook of
i, which (as was hefore obseeved) had been alveady
known to the world, has been axeribed to him in no
less than four MSSL and had been admitted into
Tiditions of that Father's Works ®.

Is it then [rom the pen of ORIGEN?

b lts title is, "Qpuyérovs dlocodorpera, i katd machy aipéoewy
eyxos.  Origenis Philosophumena, sive Omnium  1lweresium
Refutatio s ¢ Codice Parisino nune primum edidit Emmanuel
Miller.  Oxonii, ¢ T'vpographeo Academico, 1851, p. 339.

P33 Quydnys kad ‘Qpryérors dida,

* Origenis Opera, od. Car. Delarue, iv. voll, Paris, 1733,
Vol. L. pp. 878—109,



The Philosophumena—its Author. 19

We must reply to this question in the negative.

1. It has been a common practice, in ancient and
modern times, to aseribe works,—cspecially anony-
mous works,—to illustrious persons. A\ hook, wan-
dering about the world without a name, is, and cver
has been, an unattractive thing.  Such DBooks had a
tendeney to acquire for themselves the name of a
creditable author, just as, in course of time, name-
less pictures assume the name of some well-known
Master. The same motives which tempted some
persons, who possessed more leisure than honesty, to
compose works, and then to father them on great
nen, induced Copyists and Dealers in Manuseripts
to assign celebrated names to the works which they
themselves had transeribed or had purchased, and
exposed to sale®. The name of Origen was the
likeliest to occur to a person who was in quest of
an Author for the present Treatize.  Origen lived
at the time from which this Treatise dates, and af.
whieh its Author flouriched. Origen wrote in Greelk.
Origen was also a voluminous Writer. It would
be more diflicult to say what he had wof written,
than what he Zad. Ile was well versed in systems
of Philosophers, as well as in theories of Tlercties;
and, therefore, it would appear probable, that any
anonymous Greek treatise—such as that before us—
might he more safely assigned to Origen than to
any onc clse; and that it would pass under his

* Sce Bentley, Dissert. on Phalaris, pp. 6—8, ed. Lond, 1777.

c?2
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name without further cnquiry. A list of works,
erroneously assigned to Origen, may be seen in the
“ Origeniana” of Iuct’, who states various reasons
for such an ascription. We shall have occasion to
observe hercafter, that another anonymous work,
similar in some respects to the present, was from
the pen of the same writer as composed the present
Treatise, and that ¢/ was aseribed to Origen.

2. With regard to the words “ Doctiine of Origen,”
inscribed by some ancient Copyist on the margin of
a passage in this Treatise,—these do not appear to
afford any argument (as has been supposed by some)
for the aseription of this work to Origen, but rather
thie contrary.  Silius Ttalicus, it is well known, was
an admirer and imitator of Virgil, as Virgil was of
Ennius.  We should be much surprised to find, in
MSS. of the “ Puniea” of Silius, the words “ Versus
Silii ” noted at the side of one of the lines in that
Pocm, as we should be surprised to find a marginal
note, “ Versus Maronis,” annexed to a line of the
Fncid, DBut we should not be astonished to find

the words “ Versus Virgilii ” appended as a marginal
comient to a line of Silius; or to read the words
“ Versus Ennii 7 annexed to a line of Virgil. But
k)

> was
written by Virgil, or that the .Fneid was composed

we should not thenee infer that the “Punic War
by Ennius, or that the marginal aunotator lad ima-

* Appendix to 1ib. iii. in the ivth Volume of the Benedictine
Edition, p. 321.  Sec also the Preface to that edition, p. xiii.
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gined that this was the case—Dbut the contrary.
And so the words, “ Doctrine of Origen,” do not
appear to intimate, that in the copyist’s opinion
“the Philosoplinmena” was written by Origen, but
that it was composed by some person who (in his
view) had imitated or expressed the opinion of
Origen, in that particular passage to wlich the mar-
ginal note was annexed.

3. The first book of the Philosopliumena has, it is
true, been inserted in editions of Origen’s works.
But the editors of Origen have avowed their belief,
that the Treatise is not his®: and the recent dis-
covery of the main portion of the remainder has
corroborated their judgment.

Their opinion that the work is not by Origen
was grounded on a passage occurring in the first
Book?, where the Author describes lhimself as “a
successor of the Apostles, a partaker with them in
the same grace and principal sacerdocy, and doctor-
ship °, and as numbered among the guardians of the
Church.” These words, they very justly observe,
could only have been employcd by a DBishop, speak-
ing of himself. Origen was nof a Bishop ; and he
was distinguished by modesty, as well as by learn-

® Origenis Opera, i. p. 873, ed. Bened. 1733. Huet. Orige-
niana, iii. Appendix xi. vol. iv. p. 527.

T Philosophumena, p. 3, 1. 63, ed. Miller.

® dpxweparea.  Compare the lunguage of Tertullian de Bapt.
c. 17: “Dandi baptismum quidem habet jus susmmus sacerdos, qui
est Ipiscopus.”
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ing, Ife would not, therefore, have written thus.
Thercfore, the Author of the Philosophumena is
not Origen.

4. Again: Origen, it is true, visited Rome at a par-
ticular time which falls within the period described
in the present Volume. He came to Rome in the
Pontificate of Zephyrinus; but his visit was of brief
duration”.  Origen was only a sojourner at Rome
for a short stay. The Author of the Philoso-
phumena appears to have spent the greater part of
his life at Rome, or near it. It is clear, from the
narrative contained in the portion of the Ihiloso-
phumena laid Dbefore the reader in this Volume,
that the Writer was at Rome, or its neighbourhood,
before the Pontificate of Zephyrinus, that he re-
mained there during that Poutificate—which was not

a short one, but lasted necarly twenty years—and
that he continued there till after the death of Cal-
listus, the Successor of Zephyrinus.  Therefore, this
Treatise was not written by Origen.

a. Besides : the Author of the Philosoplumena de-
scribes himself as holding an important office in the
Roman Church; he represents himself as having
excreised ecclesiastical discipline there, and as having

1 . . Co
&fo ol woXd durpidas, says Euseb. vi. 14, Origen is said,

by St. Jerome (de Vir. Illust. ¢. 61, and by Nicepliorus Callist,
iv. 31), to have been among the hearers who listened to a sermon
by St. Hippolytus, who was Bishop of Portus near Rome. This
was probably on the oceasion of this visit.
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separated certain persons from Chureh-communion
by sentence of excommunication '.

Nothing of this kind could he said of Origen;
therefore we are again brought to the conclusion
that the treatisc before us was not written by him.

G. Men’s opinions alter ; their tempers are liable to
change; but fucts are immutable. Ilencee, in this
question of authorship, it appears more safe to dwell
on circumstantial evidence, than to lay stress on
diserepancies of thought and mauner as visible in
this Treatise, when contrasted with what is seen iu
undoubted works of Origen.

Yet such characteristics merit consideration. And
they serve to confirm the opinion already stated, that
the Volume before us is not attributable to him.

7. For example; our Author® speaks at large of
the Noetian heresy, and its adberents, who dwelt on
certain detached aud isolated words of Seripture,
and, relying on them, contended ® that the IFirst and
Second Persons of the Blessed Trinity arc only
two different Names of the same Divine DBeing.
His language, concerning these partics, is that of
one who had recently had experience of the cvils to
which their false teaching led, and who had heen
engaged in a painful struggle with the abettors of
that heresy.

! Book ix. 12, pp. 290. 35.
? Lib. viii. pp. 276, 277; ix. pp. 278—291,
" 8. Hippol. c. Noet. iii. apud Routh Script. Iiccles. Opusc. p.48.

-~ ’ “ -~ N 3 -~ ’ ’
ravra Bodhortut otre Sujyeialay, kot alrols poviéskwda xpopearo,—
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But how different is the tone of Origen when
treating of the same subject! In a spirit of calm
philosophy, of ingenious tolerance, aund inventive
charity, he suggests circumstances of extenuation,
and almost pleads for the erring while he deplores
their errors.  Ile observes, what was doubtless true,
that the Noetians recoiled from an opposite heresy,
which disparaged the dignity of the Son, and de-
graded ITim to the level of an ordinary man, ani-
mated by the Spirit of God, and that thus, through
fear of an heretical dogma, they had lapsed uncon-
sciously into heresy *.

This was a liberal view. It was «uited to the po-

* Origen, in Matth, T. xvii. § 14, says that they err ¢avraoia
700 Sofulew xptoror, and in Johan., Tom. ii. c. 2, calls them ¢iho-
Oéovs elrar elyopérovs, and oflers also some apology for them as
etAaflovpérovs Olu drvayopetoar Geovs, kal mapt TuETO TapuTiETOrTUS
Yevdéor kai doéBeoe Sdypaar, vol. i. p. 92. Lommatzsch. See
also Origen, Fragm. ex libro in Epist, ad Titum, ed. Lommatzsch
V. 287, ne videantur duos deos dicere, neque rursum negare Sal-
vatoris Deitatem, unam eandemque subsistentiam Patris ac Filij
asseverant, i e, duo quidem nomina secundum diversitatem cau-
sarum recipientemn, unam tamen twéoruow subsistere, i. ¢. unam
Personain duobus nominibus subjacentem, qui Latine Putri-
passiani appellantur.  Origen's success in dealing with Beryllus
of Bosra is well known, Euseb., vi. 33. S. Jerom. de Viris,
Illust. e. GO, and was probably due to his Christian temper not
less than to his profound learning. odx dv pyré xal dppnra
Aéyoupev v 7tods dAha Sofdlovras, he says, c. Cels. v. p. 273,
obk dv dmooTvydoater Tols mapaxapdrTovras T4 xpLrTIaVIopOD,
he says in a spirit which can hardly be reconciled with the
language of the present Treatise.
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sition and genius of Origen, who beheld the strife
from afar. DBut it was not to be expeeted from one
who was actively engaged in the battle.  And, how-
cver this may Dbe, certainly nothing can be more
different than the temper and tonc with which the
Patripassian lieresy and its promotcers are regarded
and deseribed in the works of Origen on the one
side, and in the Philosophumena on tlie other. Ile
who wrote the former could hardly have written the
latter. Therefore again it would appear that the
Autlior of the Philosophumena is not Origen.

8. One more remark of this kind. The opinion of
Origen with regard to future punishments is well
known. The same feelings which induced him to
palliate the errors of heretics, heguiled him into
exereising his ingenuity in tampering with the deela-
rations of Seripturc concerning the cternal duration
of the future punishment of sin*.  Thus false charity
betrayed him into leresy.

But the author of the Philosophumena speaks a
very different language. ITe does indeed, at the
close of his work, address an affectionate invitation
to the heathen world. Ile portrays with glowing
and rapturous eloquence, the dignity, blessedness,
and glory of those privileges which would be theirs,
if they were Christ’s. Ile deseribes the immense
love of God in Christ to the world, and Ilis earnest
desire for their salvation, and le cxhorts them to

* See Origen, 19. Homil. in Jerem, Tom, iii, p. 267. Dec
Prine. i. 6.
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accept God’s gracious oflers, and to enter the Church
of Christ. But he does not pause there. IHe pre-
sents to them in dark colours another alternative.
He deseribes the woe and the anguish to which they
will be dooined, it they refuse to hearken to God.
He displays the boiling surge of the never-cbbing
lake of firc® and the excruciating agonies of those
who are lost. Ile labours to prevail on them to
cscape from the wrath to come, and to attain the
happiness of the Dblessed, by declaring to them, in
God’s name, that the pains of hell and the joys of
heaven are not temporal, but eternal .

Such is his mode of dealing with that solemn
subject. IIe builds his charity on faith, and speaks
the truth in love.

Probably enough has been said here and else-
where, to satisfy the reader that the author of the
Treatise before us is not Origen.

Let us pass to anotlier name.
¢ Philosophumena, pp. 338. 4, Bpaoudy devdov Auvys.

7 Compare the similar statements of doctrine by St., Irenmus,
iv. 78 v, 27,



CHAPTLER IV.

ANOTHER NAME CONSIDERED,

It is a remarkable circumstance, that very few of
the Roman Pocts were natives of Rome. Catul-
lus, Virgil, Ilorace, Ovid, Juvenal, Persius, were born
in provincial towns of Italy. Many, also, of the
Roman Poets, as they are commonly called, were not
even natives of the Italian soil. Africa gave birth
to Terence ; Lucan, Seneca, and Martial, were from
Spain. The same is true also of the most distin-
guished Orators, Philosophers, and IHistorians, whose
names are gencrally connected with that of Rome.
Scarcely one of the most eminent Roman writers
was born within the walls of Rome. A similar re-
mark may be made with regard to the carly Ilc-
clesiastical writers and distinguished men of the
Latin Church. Few were connected by birth, or
even by residence, with Rome. Of the fourteen
Bishops who governed the Chureh of Rome during
the first two centuries, two only appear to have left
any reputation for literary attainments: St. Cle-
ment, whose Epistle to the Corinthian Church still
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survives, and whose native country is uncertain; and
Victor, supposed to have beeu of Africa, who is re-
garded as the first Ecelesiastical Author who wrote
in the Latin tongue'. There are very few names,
of literary celebrity, which are in any way con-
nected with the Roman Churel in the first three
centuries of the Christian era®

Hence it would appear to be a not very difficult
task to discover the Author of the Treatise hefore
us. Ile also puts into our hands three clues for his
identification—not to speak of others at present. He
represents himself—

1. As a Bishop;

2. As taking an active part in the Lcclesiastical
affairs of Rome; and

3. As having written other Works, whose titles
he specifies.

Who was there, let us ask, that corresponded to
this description ?

The name of Origen, suggested by the title, being

V' S, Hieron, de Viris 1llust., c. 34. 40. 53.

* The Ilistorian Sozomen, who wrote carly in the fifth century,
asserts that no Bishop of IRome nor any Licclesiastic preached to
the pcople in his age. Sozomen, vii. 19, and see the note of
Valesius on the passage; and it is commonly asserted that no
bishop of Rome delivered Sermons or Homilies in public before
Leo 1., in the middle of the filth century ; but this seems to be
hardly reconcilable with the statement of Prudentius (born a.p.
348), Hymn. xi. 25 :—

Fronte sub adversi gradibus sublime tribunal
‘Tollitur, Antistes preedicatl unde Deum.
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dismissed as untenable, perhaps the first person who
would present himself to the mind of an enquirer
as a candidate for the authorship of this Treatise,
would be Carus. Ile is known to have been a
Presbyter of the Roman Churel in the episcopate of
Victor, and of Victor’s successor, Zephyrinus*; and
the Author of this Treatise lived in the age of
Victor and Zephyrinus.  Caius is also known as a
learned and eloquent man, and as having conducted
a theological disputation, probably by the appoint-
ment of Zephyrinus*, with Proclus, a leader of the
Montanists at Rome, and to have gained honour
by the ability which he displayed on that occa-
sion. Ifrom the fragments which remain of his
controversial argument, we lcarn that he wrote in
Greek ; and we arc informed, that, heing a Pres-
byter of Rome, he was promoted to the Episcopal
order®.

* Luseb. ii. 25; vi. 20. Phot. Cod. 48. Victor is generally
supposed to have sate in the see of Rome from a.p. 192 to a.D.
202; Zephyrinus from a.p. 202to a.p. 218, Jafl¢ Regesta Pon-
tificum, p. 5.

¢ Hence, perhaps, the assertion of Optatus i. 9: Marcion, Prax-
eas, Sabellius, Valentinus et cacteri usque ad Catuphrygas tem-
poribus suis a Victorino Pictaviensi, Zephyrino Urbico (i. e.
Ypiscopo Urbis Romee), et a Tertulliano Carthaginensi et aliis
adsertoribus Ecclesize Catholice superati sunt,

> Phot. Cod. 48. Toirov 1ov Tdiov wpeaBiTepdv pacty yeye
viicbar s kara Pouny ékxhyoias érl Obikropos kai Zepvpivov
dpxiépeo, yeporornlijrae o¢ adror KAI EONQN érirxomor, where
Fabricius reads KAl AGHNQN. A change in the reading may
perbaps be mnccessary, since the Romans themselves were £0i,
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Thus he appears to satisfy some of the most im-
portant conditions of the present case.

Another point, also, may be noticed here.

Among the Works which the writer of this Trea-
tisc specifies as having been produced by himself, is
onc cntitled “On the Snbstance of the Universe °.”

Can we, then, aseertain the Author of that Work
—“On The Universe ?”

Photius, the Patriareh of Constantinople,—the
Statesman, Scholar, and Divine, of the ninth century,
in that rich storehouse of ancicnt literary lore, the
“ Library” or bibliographical record’, which he
wrote when on a diplomatic mission as an ambas-
sador in AAssyria, and in which he deseribes the con-
tents of the hooks he had read, refers to a Work §,
called “The Labyrinth”—so named (it appears)
beeause its Author endeavoured to track -certain
heretical teachers through their devious mazes, and
to cnable others, who might be entangled iu their
windings, to extricate themselves from them.

IFrom the notice given by Photius of “The Laby-
rinth,” we learn, that the Author of it referred his

and St. Paul calls himself é6v&v dmdorohov with reference to
Rome, Rom. xi. 13, and says {utv rois éfreowv in writing to Rome.
We might, therefore, perhaps recad KAI EQOINQN, 7. ¢. though
presbyter of Rome, Caius, as practised in writing and speaking
Greek, was consecrated a Bishop of the Zasterns.

° pp. 33t 78, etoorrar, rruxirres pov BB wepexoion mept
TS Tob wavros odaias.

T See Fabricius, Harles. x. p. 678.

¢ Phot. Bibl. Cod. 48.
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readers to another work of his own composition® —a
work “ On the Substance of the Universe '.”

By whom then was “ The Labyrinth” written?

If we can discover this, we shall have ascertained
the Author of our own Treatisc; and of the Trea-
tise on the Universe. Indeed, if the question con-
cerning the authorship of any ouc of these three
Treatises is settled, the question also would scem to
be decided concerning the other two.

* M. Bunsen says (*° Hippolytus and his Age,” 1, p. 248), that
the  Author of the ¢ Causc of the Universe’ referved to the ¢ Little
Labyrinth’ as his.” This is an oversight. Indeed the reverse
was the fact. TPhotius informs us (Cod. 48) that the Author of
the ¢ Labyrinth” referred to the work on * the Universe.” The
ingenious author of * ITippolytus and his Age” is somewhat
severe in lhis strictures on the Patriarch of Constantinople, and
charges him not unfrequently, and not very fairly, with writing
carelessly and inaccurately; but a little more attention to the
words of Photius would have saved M. Bunsen from the error
which has just been noticed, and from some others. A Constanti-
nopolitan envoy in Assyria in the ninth century did not possess
the advantages for the revision of his works which he would
enjoy if he were resident in England in the nineteenth 5 and perhaps
the distinguished Author of ¢ Hippoelytus and his Age” may have
ample cause to ask for the indulgence which he has not been
disposed to concede to Photius and to many others that might be
named.

‘¢ /Equum est
Peccatis veniam poscentem reddere rursus.”

' é&v v Téet Tob Aafupivlov Siepapripato éavtob elvar Tov mwept
Tis Tob mavtos oboius Aoyor.  This work, says Photius (Cod. 18),
was entitled in some MSS, wepl s T0d warrds alrlas, in others,
7. 7. 7. 7. obalas: in others, mwepl 10v wavrds. He appears to have
seen various MSS. of it.
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On referenee to the words of Photius, already
noticed, it would seem at first sight that we have
there a solution of the problem.

The Labyrinth, writes Photius, has been ascribed
to Origen ", but “ they say that it is by Carus?.”

Photius then mentions that the Author of the
Labyrinth referred to the Treatise on the Universe
as written by himself*.

ITere our first impression would be that the ques-
tion before us was now set at rest.

We feel disposed to acknowledge Caius, the cele-
brated Roman presbyter of the sccond and third
century, as the author of the newly-discovered Trea-
tise, and of the two other works that have been men-
tioned, from the same pen.

But when we proceed to examine the evidence
more closely, we find reason to retract, or, at least
to suspend, our judgment.

Plotius appears to hesitate, except as to the iden-
tity of the Author of the Labyrinth and of the
Treatise on the Universe.

ITe had the Treatise on the Universe as well
as the Labyrinth in his Library. Ile describes its
contents®.  Ile savs that this Treatise having heen

? See also Theodoret. heeret. fabul. ii. 5.

3 Phot. Cod. 48. Taiov, 6v pact cvvrdfat xai Tov )\aﬂﬁpwaov.
He is reporting their opinion when he adds, Lufov éori mémua ™)
dA\nBela 7o ovvreraxdros Tov AaBiptvboy.

* Ibid. & 70 Téher Tob AaPBupivlov Siepapmipato éavrob elvar Tov

TepL TS TOV mwavTos obaias Adyov. ¢ Cod, 48,
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left anonymous, had been attributed by some to
Josephus®, by others to Justin Martyr, and hy others
to Irenus, and that in a marginal note in his MS,,
it was assigned to Caius, “ who, #hey say, wrote the
Labyriuth, the author of which states at the end of
it that he wrote the work on the Universe.”

“ But (says Photius) whether it was writtern by

(L)

Caius, or by another,—ix not yet manifest to me’.
Thus then, we do not feel justified in awarding

* The patriarch of Constantinople is charged with great want
of discernment in aseribing a Christian work to a Jewish His-
torian. (Bunsen, pp. 151, 152.) It is not probable that such a
notion was due to Photius. He expressly states, that he does
not know who wrote the * Labyrinth ;" which is tantamount to a
declaration that he did not know who wrote the book on the
Universe. DBesides, the statements in Joscphus concerning John
the Baptist (Antiq. xviii. 5), concerning Christ (xviii. 3) (a pas-
sage gencrally regarded as genuine by the Christian Fathers),
and concerning James the just (Ant. xx. 9), had rentdered it not
so improbable that Josephus should write in the tone of a Chris-
tian, After all, the other names with which that of Joseplus is
associated, viz. the nanes of Trenxus and Justin Martyr, aflord a
presumption that the name of Josephus had been introduced by an
error of the copyists into the MNS. seen by Photius. The word
Jusephus was often written by the ancients Joseppus. (Sce Vales.
and Euseb., 1. 10.) (Gr. Tdoyros, "ldoyrmos.) Whence (as I be-
licve has been suggested by others) it is likely that the name of
the Jewish 1listorian, “Toioymos, had supplanted that of the Chuis-
tien Historian ‘Myyoirzos.  The names Hegesippus or (as some-
times written) Egesippus, and Josippus, are confounded in ancient
MSS. (sec Routh, Relig. i. 254); and Hegesippus is often as-
sociated with Justin Martyr. Cf Grabe, Spicileg., i, 203 —211,

7 obmo pot yéyover eldyAov.

D
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this worlk, and the other two connected with it, to
Car1us, on the authority of Photius.

2. Other cousiderations also may deter us from
making such an assignment.

Notices of Caius have been left by Euschius
and St. Jerome. It is their practice to specify the
titles of the works written by the persons whom
they commemorate. They mention the disputation
of Caius against Montanism. DBut neither Eusebius
nor St. Jerome mentions any one of these three
works just specified, as written by Caius.

It would not be surprising that one of these threc
works should not have been noticed by them in their
account of the author of the three; but it is very
improbable that «// the thrce should have been
omitted by them both ; especially in the case of such
a person as Caiug, who was a distinguished man, but
not (as far as we know) a voluminous writer.

It is not, therefore, probable that Caius wrote
these three works; and since they were all written by
the saine author, therefore none of them was written
by Caius; and therefore it would seem, on this
ground, that we must look clsewhere for the Author
of the newly-discovered treatise hefore us.

3. Again; the Treatise before us was written after
the Episcopate of Zephyrinus; for it speaks of his
death ®.

Now the disputation of Caius with Proclus the

* P. 288. 96. perd Tiw Tod Zedupivou Teevrify.
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Montanist took place in the Iipiscopate of Zephyri-
nus; and the impression we rcceive from Church
Ilistory is, that the reputation of Caius was mainly
derived from his suceess in that coutroversy. It
appears to have been the principal public event of
his professional life.

The Author of the newly-discovered Treatise, which,
it is to be remembered, is designed to be a [listory
of Heresics, as well as a Refutation of them, refers
to other works written by himself.’

Now, at the close of lis Eighth Book, he comes
to speak of Montanus, and of the Montanistic tenets.
ITe treats their heresy very lightly and briefly ; indeed
he hardly rcgards it as a heresy®; and takes care to
inform his readers that the Montanists are orthodox
in the main articles of the Faith.

If a person had taken up arms against Montanism
as Caius did, and if he had composed and published
a Work in refutation of Montanism as Caivs had
donc, and if his nane had been honourably associated,
and almost identified, with the controversy which
the Church carried ou against Montanus, it docs not
appear to be probable that he would have spoken of
Montanism as the Author of this Treatise does speak.

And if the Author of this Treatise had written
against Montanism, it is probable, that, since he says

° Philosophumena, p. 275. e calls them aiperkdrepor, sub-
kerelici ; and adds, obror 7ov pév Harépa Tdv SAwy Oedv xai wdy-
N € Id -~ ) ’ < -~ N A » 4
Ty k1T Opoies ™) 'LErs\joia dpoloyolot, kal doa 70 Edayyéhwr
wept Tob Xptorol paprvpel.

D2
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so little on that subject in this Treatise, and since it
is his practice to refer his reader to his other
works as supplementary to the present, he would
have referred to his work on Montanism for further
information on that matter. In a word, cither Caius
would not have spoken of Montanism, as the Author
of this Treatise speaks; or, if he had spoken as he
does, lie would have said something more on that
subject than this Author does say.

Therefore, on this ground also, we may infer that
this Treatise was not written by Carus.

4. Besides, the Author of this Treatise, as we have
seen, touches briefly en Montanism in the Fighth
Book. ITc then passes on to another heresy, that of
the Lneratites; and, after a few words upon them,
he brings the Kighth Book to a close.

And how docs he begin the Ninth?

With a special Preface, a somewhat elaborate one,
in whieh he states, that having deseribed various
Heresies, and having vefuted them in the preceding
Books of this Treatise, he is now entering a new
ficld in the Ninth Book, and is approaching the most
difficult toil of all.  And what is that? To refute
the Ileresies that arose @n his own time’.

It is elear theu that he does nof regard Montanisin
as a hevesy of 4is own time.

But Caius took an active part in refuting Mon-

' See Book IX. pp. 278, 279. The English reader may sce the

passages at length in the Translation in the Second Part of the
present Volume,
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tanism. It was by his refutation of it that he had
gained his renown. Caius would never have de-
scribed Montanism as a heresy of the past. 1l
would not, and could not have written, coneerning
it, as this Author writes.

Therefore, again, we arc brought to the conclusion
that this Treatise was not written by Ca1us.

5. Once more. The Montanists against whom
Caius argued, referred to the dApocalypse of St. John,
as affording Scriptural authority to their prophetical
rhapsodies and millenarian reveries.  Caius, who
scems to have been cminent for zeal, not always
guided by discretion, appears to have encountered
this argument by questioning the genuineness of the
Apocalypse®. And, there is too good reason for

"% As this scems to be doubted by some learned persons, let it
be observed that it is evident from the testimony of Dionysius,
Bp. of Alexandria, in Luscb., vii. 25, when rightly punctuated,
that the genuineness of the Apocalypse had been denied by some
in the Chureh, and that it had also been ascribed by them to
Cerinthus, who (they said) had assigned it falsely to St, John, in
order to gain currency for his own millenarian opinions under
the authority of St. John’s name, And that Caius was among
those persons in the Church to whom Dionysius relers, appears (1
conceive) from Euseb., iii. 28, where, alter mentioning that Caius
had alleged that Cerinthus sought to gain credence for his
Chiliasm under the authority of *Revelations, as if written by
a great Apostle,” he immediately proceeds to cite the words of
Dionysius coneerning the dpocalypse of St. Joln, as quoted also
in another place (Euscb., vii. 25). Sce also Mill. Proleg. in N. T,
G54 ; Grabe, Spicileg., t. i. p, 8312; Giescler, Liccl. ist., § 595
who aflirm that Caius attributed the Apocalypse to Cerinthus.
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believing that he was carried so far in his animosity
against the fanatical dogmas derived by the Mon-
tanists from the Apocalypse, that he was not satisfied
with denying the genuinencss of that Book, but he
even proceeded to the length of aseribing it to a
heretie, Cerinthus.

If it should appear improbable that such an error
as this should be ecommitted by a distinguished person
like Caius, a presbyter of the Roman Church; let it
be remembered that, as was Dbefore observed, the
Church of Rome was not cminent for learning at
that time. Let it be remembered also, that tho
Church of Rome herself was induced by a similar
tear of erroneous consequences °, to surrender another
Canonical Book of Iloly Seripture—The LEpistle to
the Iebrews®. The learning of the Church was
then mainly in the East. It was by the influcnee of
the East on the West, that the Church of Rome
was cnabled to recover that Epistle. It was also the
influence of the Apocalyptic Churches of Asia, ex-
erted particularly through St. Irenacus and his scholar
St. Hippolytus in the West, that preserved the Apo-

* First of Montanism, then of Novatianism. Philastr. de
Heeres., § 89.

It does not appear in the ancient Canon of the Roman Church
(Kouth, Rel. Sac., iv. p. 2); and St. Jerome says, iii. p. 60 (ed.
Bened.), ©“ Epistola ad Iebreeos quam Latina consuctudo non re-
cipit 3" he says, ii. p. 608, Eam Latina consuctudo non recipit ;”
but lic says *““inter Scripturas Canonicas ab Ecclesiis Orientis
suscipitur et ab omnibus retrd Eeclesiasticis Gracel sermonis
seriptoribus.”



Another Name considered. 39

calypse, as an inspired work of St. John, to the
Church of Rome.

It becomes then a question for consideration in
reference to the present Treatise,—

Does the Author speak of the Apocalypse 2 TIf so,
in what terms?

In the Seventh Book ® he is describing the hereti-
cal opinions and licentious practices of the Nico-
laitans. _

He thus writes®.  “ Niecolas, one of the seven who
was ordained to the Diaconate by the Apostles, was
the cause of a great aggregate of evils, who, hav-
ing fallen away from sound doectrine, taught indif-
ferentism of morals and of knowledge.”

The rest is important, but the text is somewhat
corrupt.

The original in the Paris Manuscript is as follows:
o0 Tovs mabnras évvBpilov 16 16 " Ayiov Ivetpa St s
"Amoxarirews "Iwdavvov fleyye mopvevortas kai €lbwhiOuTa
éoBlovras’.

The sensc clearly is, «“ Whose disciples, . ¢. the dis-
ciples of Nicolas . . . . the HHoly Spirit rebuked by
the Apocalypse of St. Jolhn, committing fornication,
and eating things offered to idols.”

* P. 258,

¢ woM\7js 8¢ adrdv quardoews xaxdv aitios yeyémrar Niwkélaos,
€is Tav érrd s Suakoviav tmwd TGV dmoorddwv katagralbels, bs dwo-
oris Tijs xat edbeiav Sdugkullus €6iducker ddwupuplur Blor Te Kut
Yoo ews.

7 P.259.95. M. Miller rcads ob 7ous palyras évuBBpilovras

70 dytov Tvedpa duwr 77s "Amoxaliyews Tudvrns fAeyxe.
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IIe refers to the Book of Revelation, ii. 6. 14, 15.
IIe quotes it as inspired, and as the work of St.
John *.

But what is to be made of the words ENTBPI-
ZON TO? M. Miller proposes évuBpitovras; we
may perhaps read EN TBPEI ZN2NTAZ, living in
licentiousness.

This passage, like many others in the Treatise be-
fore us, is almost a transeript from the work of St.
Irenxus against heresy': and thus, as was before
noticed, it helps us to the original Greek of that ve-
nerable writer, in many places where we possess him
now only in the old Latin version.

It may also be added, that the text of our Trea-
tise may be often corrected from Irenius.

® It is observable that the Author of the Treatise on the Uni-
verse appears to refer to the Apocalypse.  See Fabrie. Iippol,, i.
220: Alpvy wupds, k.T.\

“ Another corrcetion—perhaps more probable—is offered by a
writer in the Ecclesiastic, LXVIIL. p. 57, é&wBpilov 10 d. .
Some doubts may be felt concerning the propriety of the word
érvf3pidwm, as applied to the Holy Spirit, and used with an aceusative
case 3 but perhaps they may be removed by referenee to p. 265. 33,
Qeos évvfBpilor del Tols karednpupévos, and p. 287. 50, of 'Lov-
Sator évvBpioavres avTdv.

' The passage in Irenzmus is i. 27: ‘ Nicolaiter magistrum
quidem habent Nicolaum, unum ex VII, qui primi ad diaconiam
ab Apostolis constituti sunt: qui indiscrete vivunt: plenissime
autem per Joannis Apocalypsim manifestantur qui sint, nullam
differentizam csse docentes in macchundo et idolothyton ederc.
Quapropter dixit ct de iis sermo Sed hoc habes quod odisti
opera Nicolaitarum quer et ego odi.” (Apoc. ii, 6.)
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Irencus, in the old Latin version, savs of the
Nicolaitans, indiscrete wvivwnt; which perhaps our
Author represents by év i8pet Lavras®.

St. Irenzeus, we know, hiad a great veneration for
the Apocalypse, and quotes it very frequently (about
thirty times) as inspired, and as the work of the holy
Apostle and Evangelist, St. Jolm.  Our Author was
evidently a diligent reader of St. Irenwus; and, in
the passage hefore us, he follows Irvenwus in acknow-
ledging the Genuineness and Inspiration of the Apo-
calypse.

Here then, as it seems, we lhave sufficient proof,
that the Author of this Treatise is not Carvs of
Rome.

? As well as by é{aokev ddagpopiav Blov.



CHAPTER V.

ANOTHER NAME.

Ix the year 1551, some excavations were made on
the Via Tiburtina, or road to Tivoli, not far from
the chureh of St. Lorenzo, ncar Rome. The clear-
ing away of the accumulations of an ancient Ceme-
tery and Chapel on that site led to an interesting
discovery. A\ marble statuc of a figure sitting in a
Chair was brought to light. The person there repre-
sented was of venerable aspect, bald, with a flowing
beard, and clad in the Greek pallium.

The two sides and back of the Chair were found to
be covered with Inseriptions in Greek uncial letters.
The right side of the Chair exhibits a Calendar,
which designates the days of the months of March
and April, with which the xivth of the moon coin-
cides. This Calendar, indicating the Paschal IFull
Moons, is constructed for seven cycles of xvi years
cach, dating from the first year of the Emperor
Alexander Severus, which is proved from this Calen-
dar to have been' a.D. 222, According to the

! See Clinton, Fasti Romani ad a.p. 222,
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theory on which this Calendar is made, after the
completion of onc cycle of sixteen years, the {full
moouns recur on thic same day of the month, but one
day carlier in the week ; and the Table is formed so
as to represent in scven columns the day on whiel
the full moon falls during seven periods of sixteen
years.

The other side of the Chair presents a Table, indi-
cating the Day on which the Easter Festival falls in
cacli year for the same period of scven cycles of
xvi years, dating also from a.p. 222. When the
xivth day of the moon falls on a Saturday, then
the Easter festival is not to be celchrated on the
norrow, or following Sunday, but on the Sunday
after that. This regulation was in accordance with
the Latin practice, but at variance with the Alex-
andrine custom”, according to which the Puschal
Festival might be solemnized from the xvth day of
the moou. This Paschal Table, also, is constructed
in seven columns of xvi years cach, and indicates
the day of the month in which the Paschal Iestival
would fall, from a.D. 222 to a.D. 333.

Many things in this Calendar betoken that it is
the work of a Western?, and that it was designed
for use in the Western Church.

The carved Back of the Chair, which was sonie-

? See Ideler, Chronologie, ii. p. 220.
3 Ideler, Chronologie, ii. p. 213: Dass er im Occident Iebte
wird durch dic von i belolgte ramische Zeitreehnung ausser

Zweilcl gesetzt.



44 Another Name.

what mutilated, presents a Catalogue of Titles of
Works—composed doubtless by the person wlo oc-
cupies the chair.

This Statue thus discovered was in a fragmentary
state, but was happily preserved by Cardinal Mar-
cello Cervino, afterwards Pope DMarcellus II., and
was removed as a valuable monument of Christian
Antiquity to the Vatican, and was restored by the
aid of Roman Sculptors, as far as might be, to its
pristine form, under the auspices of Pope Pius 1V.*

The Paschal Table inseribed on the sides of the
Chair dates, as has been stated, from the beginning
of the reign of Alexander Severus.

Ie ascended the imperial throne a.p. 222, when
Callistus was Bishop of Rome,—about two ycars
after the death of Zephyrinus, the Predecessor of
Callistus, that is to say, in the period described by
the Author of the Treatise before us, who represents
himself as living under Zephyrinus and his suceessor
and wlio in this work, which is entitled “ A Refuta-
tion of «ll 1leresics,” mentions no heresy subsequent
to that age®.

Among the titles of Books inseribed on the Chair,
we find the following—“ On the Universe.”

“ A representation of the three sides of the Statue and of the
mscription upon them may be seen in the edition of [lippolytus
by Fabricius, pp. 36—38; p. 74, folio, IJamburgh, 1716, On
the present position of the Statue in the Vatican, see Platner and
Bunsen's Rome, ii. p. 320,

" ‘Fhus there is no mention of the Novatians, who date from

A, 251,
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Our Author (as was before noticed) refers to a
hook bearving ¢his title, as written by himself.

Can we, then, ascertain who the personage, repre-
sented by the statue, is ?

If so, we have a clue to the authorship of our
Treatise.

In reply to this question, let it be observed, that
Euschius and St. Jerome ¢ have left Catalogues re-
spectively of Works composed by an eminent person
of that age.

Suflice it to say, that in those Catalogues they
specify a Paschal Cyele of sixteen years, similar to
that on the Statue.

They specify also other Works, which tally in the
main with the Catalogue on the Statue. What-
ever discrepancies there may be in the Catalogues,
arise from omissions in one of what is inserted in
onc or hoth of the other two: and thus these dis-
crepancies are of serviee, as showing that the Cata-
logues are, in some degree at least, independent ol
eacl other.

Therefore, the Writer, whose works Fusebius and
St. Jerome ave describing, is the same as the Person
represented in the Statue.

The Author whose Works Iiusebius and St. Je-
rome are cnumerating, is St. HirroLyTuUs.

I1¢ then is the person represented in the Statue.

1. This conelusion is confirmed by other evideuee.
The person represented in the Statue is a vencrable

¢ Buseb. vi. 22. S. Ilicron. de Viris Illust. GI.
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figure, sitting in a Cathedra,—as a Christian Teacher.
[Tippolytus, it is well known, was a Bishop of the
Churchi’. The Statue was found on the spot de-
seribed by the Christian Poct, Prudentius 8, as the site
where, after St. Ilippolytus had suftered martyrdom
at Portus, a monument was erccted to his memory.
The Cemetery where the remains of St. Hippolytus
were buried, was near the Chureh of Lorenzo, where
the Statue was discovered. 1Tn the life of Pope
MHadrian I’ it is rccorded that “ lhie repaired the
Cemectery of St. Hippolytus, near the Church of
Lorenzo, which had long fallen into decay.” Hence,
it is cvident that the person represented in the
Statue is the venerable Bishop of Portus, the Saint
and Martyr of the Roman Chureh in the third cen-
tury, St. Hippolytus.

7 Ruseb. and S. Jerome as before.
® Prudentius de martyrio Sancti Ilippolyti, Peri Stephanén,
Hymn. xi. 152:

 Roma placet sanctos qua tencat cineres.
Haud procul extremo culta ad pomeria vallo—
Mersa latebrosis crypta patet foveis,”

In v. 220 the author describes a neighbouring temple, of which
the ruins are said by Daronius to have been extant in his time.
See TFabric. Hippol. i. p. xix. notc,

°* Pope from A.p. 772—795. Anastasii Liber de Vitis Pont,
in Hadrian, I. A church of St. /lippolytus is described by an
ancient writer on the ** Regiones Urbis,” apud Mabillon Analecta
Vetera, p. 365, as standing on the FVia Tiburtina, near the
church of S. laurence. Sce also the authorities in Ruggieri,
pp- 473, 474. 476.
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Accordingly, when the Statue was removed to the
Vatican, it was there received as a Statuc of St.
Hippolytus, and the following inseription (declaratory
of its purporﬁ and discovery, and of its restoration
by Pope Pius IV.) was engraved on its pedestal,

STATVA
S. HIPPOLYTI
PORTVENSIS EPISCOPI
QVI VIXIT ALEXANDRO
PIO. IMP.

EX VRBIS RVINIS EFFOSSA
A PIO. IIII. MEDICEO
PONT. MAX.
RESTITVTA.

2. The Catalogue on this Statue of ITippolytus spe-
cifies (as we have said) a work “On the Universe.”

The Authov of our Treatise on Ileresy mentions
such a Work as written by himself.

Therefore, on this ground we infer that the writer
of our Treatise is St. Hippolytus.

3. Next, it may now be added, both Iusebius and
St. Jerome mention “a Treatise on Ieresy,” as
written by Hippolytus .

ITence it would seem to be very probable that the
Author of the newly-discovered Treatisc is St. ITip-
POLYTUS.

And, if this is the case, then it appears that the

' Euseb, vi, 22. mpos dwdoas Tas aipéoes. S, Hieron, de Viris
Tllust. e. Ixi. : “ Adversus omnes Hereses.”” The title of our

work is, ¢phocooipeva, 3 kars Tacdv aipéaewy ENeyyos.
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discovery of a mutilated Statue. near Rome, threc
hundred years ago, will have served us as a clue for
ascertaining the Author of a Treatise disinterred
from a Monastery in Mount Athos in 1842 ; and will
have aided us in the attainment of certain important
results (as we shall see hereafter) consequent on that
fact.

Let us therefore proceed to consider whether the
opinion, now stated as probable, that the present
Treatise was written by St. ITippolytus, may be cor-
roborated by other proofs.

Various works are now extant, which are attri-
buted to St. Hippolytus, and they have heen inserted
as such, in the edition of his writings published by
Fabricius. DBut, since their genuineness lhas been
doubted by some learned men, it will be better not
to draw any inferences from them, as if they were
undoubtedly his.  Let us rescrve what is to be said
on them to a later period in the enquiry, and let us
construct our argument on what is unquestioned and
unquestionable.

4. Let us Dbear in mind what is the time and
place with which we are conecerned in the present
enquiry.

The Author, whoever he may be, lived in the
Cliurch of Rome, in the end of the second and hegin-
ning of the third century. ITe does not write in the
language of Rome, but of Grecce. And his work
proves him to have been a learned and eloquent man.
If what he narrates of himself be true, he had com-
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posed various other works; hie was a copious writer.
And he held a high position in the Roman Church
for many years.

Few persons correspond to this deseription. Indeed
we might almost say that no one does—exeept St.
Hippolytus.

Our Treatise (as we have seen) divides itsclf into
two portions.

1. A view of the DPhilosophical Systems that had
prevailed in the Heathen World.

2. A Refutation of the IHeresies that had arisen
in the Christian Church.

IHence, the twofold title, “ PHILOSOPIIUMENA ; or
a REFuUTATION of HERESIES.”

1. With regard to the first of these titles; it is
observable that St. Ilippolytus is called by ancient
writers “ a sacred Philosopher?” and it is said, that
ie was eminent ¢ in Christian Philosophy.”

It would seem then that he had written some
Philosophical work, which entitled him to this appel-
lation. Such a work is the present, as its name
intimates.

Let us now refer to the Second title, the “ Reru-
TATION of all HERESIES.”

As we have alrcady scen, Iusebius and St. Jerome

* Georg. Syncell. in Chronog. ad A.p. 215, as quoted in S.
ITippol. ed. Fubr., i. p. 42, Sec also 8. Jerome Epist. ad Magn.
70, ct ad Lucin. 71, where he celebrates Ilippolytus for his pro-
ficiency in Philosophy.

B
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attest that a Work “ Against all Feresies” was
written by Hippolytus.

The same is affirmed by numerous other Authors
of antiquity °.

2. We are also informed, that St. Ilippolytus*
spoke in strong terms of censure against Nicolas, one
of the VII. Deacons, as well as against the Nicolaitans
—an observable circumstance, because many of the
ancient Fathers, viz. Ignatius, Clement of Alexandria,
Lusebius, and Theodoret did indeed reprobate the
Nicolaitans and their Heresy, but exempted Nicolas
the Deacon from blame °.

Now, in a passage already ° cited from the Treatise
before us, we have scen that the Author censures
both Nicolas and the Nicolaitans; as Hippolytus is
said to have done.

3. We have also scen that the Author, in that
passage, as in many others of this Treatise, copies
St. Irenceus.

Now, among the scholars of Ircnzus, we are
informed, was Hippolytus’.

¥ Georgius Syncellus in Chronog. a.p. 215, Chronic. Paschal.
Alexandrin. p. 6. Nicephorus Callisti Hist. Eecl., iv. 31, ascribes
to Hippolytus, oirraypa mpos wdoas tus aipéress Buderéoraror.
S. Epiphanius, Haer. xxxi. e. 33, refers to Hippolytus as one of
his predecessors in refuting Heresy.

! Gobar. ap. Phot. Cod. 232, zolus tmo\ijiets elxer IzmdAvros
mept NikoXdor 1ot éros Tdv { Suakdrwy, kal ot lrxuphs abrob xara-
ywdoket.

* Gobar. ap. Phot. Bibliothec., Cod. 232. ¢ Sce above, p. 39.

7 Phot. Cod. 121, Mabyras Elpyvaiov ‘TrméAvros.
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The time in which our Author lived, the mode in
which he deals with the work of Irenmweus, make it
probable that he was reared under his training. Ile
writes like a scholar of Irenwus.

Again, we saw in the passage, just noticed, from
our Treatise, a testimony to the genuineness and
Inspiration of the Apocalypse. Ile speaks concern-
ing the Apocalypse as a scholar of St. Trenaus
would speak 2.

4. We have contrasted that testimony with the
mode in which Caius the Roman Presbyter treated

* One word may be said lcre concerning the date of the
Apocalypse. St frenceuws, who had seen Polycarp, the scholar of
St. John, asserts (v. 30) that the Revelation was seen by St.
John at the end of the reign of Domitian, a. v, 96 (of8¢ yup mpo
7oAAob xpivov éwpaly, dANa axeddv éml TS eTépas yereds, mpos TG
Té\eL Tis Aoperiavob dpxys). Yet M. Bunsen deelares (ii. 141),
“ At all events the book itself plainly says the contrary. The
horizon of the Vision is the latter half of the year 68;" i.c. St.
Irenseus made a mistake of about 30 years eoncerning what lic
says took place almost in his own age! In the same oracular
tone, M. Bunsen pronounces (i. 25), that * the Romans knew
better than any body, from their first regular Bishop, Clemens,
that the Epistle to the Ilebrews was not St. Paul’s,” Why
Linus, to whom the Apostles St. Peter and St. Paul first com-
mitted that Church (Iren, iii. 3), is not to be regarded as a regnlar
Bishop, does not appear. (Compare Bp. Pearson, Dissert., ii. v.)
As to the Epistle to the Ilebrews, St. Clement hmitates it, and it
is probable that he and the Romans knew from St. Peter (2 Pet.
iii. 15), as well as from other sources, that the Epistle was St.
Paul’s, See the arguments of Bp. Pcarson, Dissert. i. ¢. viii.
pp- 357—359,

E 2
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the same Book—the Book of Revelation. Caius,
we know, Hourished in the Episcopate of Zephyrinus,
that is, he was contemporary with—perhaps a little
senior to—our Author; and not merely was con-
temporancous with him, but resided at the same
place, that is, in or near Rome.

The Author of our Treatise received and revered
the Apocalypse.

Let us now turn to the Catalogue of the titles of
Works inseribed on the bhack of the Statue of St.
Hippolytus®.

There we read the following :—* .\ defence of the
Gospel according to St. John and of the Apocn-

lypse'.”

Flence we sce, that whatever might be the dispo-
sition of his Roman contemporary Caius, Hippolytus
acknowledged the Apocalypse as a work of the
Tivangelist St. John.

Nor is this all. It appears to be probable, that
St. Ilippolytus wrote in defence of the Apoealypse,
—against Caius,

For in the Chaldee Catalogue of the Works of
IMippolytus?, is one, entitled, “Chapters of St. Hip-
polytus, against Caius.”

°* This Catalogue may be seen in Gruter. Inscript. 1405 Le
Moyne’s Varia Sacra, i, p. 4965 S. Hippol. ed. Fabricii, i. p. 38;
Cave, Ilistoria Lccl. ed. Basil, 1741, i. 104; Bunsen, “ Hippo-
Iytus and his Age,” i. pp. 288, 289.

' Yrip 1ob kard Todrmy Edayyeliov xai *Amokaddiews.

* By Hebed. Jesu. See S. Hippol. ed. Fabric., i. p. 224.
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It is true that Fabvicius and some other learned
men have conjectured that this is an crroncous tran-
seript, and that the true reading is “against the
Caianites °,”—heretics of that name.  Ior why, they
ask, should IHippolytus have written against his con-
temporary Caius, who refuted heresies ?

But why, we may reply, should we desert the
received reading?  The fact is clear, that some per-
sons in the Western Chureh had questioned the an-
thority of the Apocalypse. Why otherwise should
ITippolytus defend it 2 If Caius, the Roman Preshy-
ter, treated the Apocalypse as we have scen he did
(pp- 87, 38), and yet cujoyed the veputation he did in
the Church of Rowe, it is probable, that many in the
Roman Chureh (misled it is probable by zeal againsg
Montanism) looked on the Apocalypse with suspi-
cion. What more rcasonable, then, than that 1lip-
polytus his contemporary, the scholar of [renivus the
disciple of Polycarp the hearer of St. John the
beloved disciple of Clirist, when writing a defence
(as we know he did) of the Apocalypse, should
address it to Caius, in order to warn him and others
of his error, and to endeavour to rescuc them
from it ?

IHowever this may be, certain it is, that the Au-
thior of our Treatise censured Nieolas, as well as the
Nicolaitans ; and that he had no doubts as to the
genuinceness and inspiration of the Apocalypse.

* Fabrie. Bibl. Gree. Harles., vii. p. 197, ed. Hippol., i.
p. 224,
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Certain it also is, that in both these respects, as
in many others, he followed lrveneus. It is also
evident, that St. [Tippolytus did the same; and that
he was a Scholar of Irenzxus.

IIeunce, then, we recognize some further confirma-
tions of the previous probability that our Author
is St. Hippolytus.

Lastly, let us consider, by way of recapitulation,
the personal history of the writer of this Treatise.

5. Ile writes, and writes cloquently, in Greek, and
yet he lived in the Western Church.  DBesides this
Treatise against all Lleresy, he wrote a Work “ On
the Universe.” Ile resided at Rome, or near it,
under three successive Bishops at least, that is, in
the LEpiscopate of Zephyrinus, of Callistus, and of
liis suceessor, Urbanus, perhaps longer*. He was a
Bishop, and speaks of his obligation as such to refute
hieresy, and to maintain the truth?®.  He exercised
Church discipline, in resisting false doetrine, and in
separating open and obstinate offenders from Com-
munion with the Chureh ®. He describes’, with the
graphic liveliness of one who had been a spectator,
or had heard a deseription of those who were eye-
witnesses of it, a remarkable seene which took place
at Portus, the harbour of Rome.

* Book ix. passim. * Book i. p. 8.

“ See p. 290, where the Author uses the plural e, speaking of
limself. Sce the Rev. T. K. Arnold’s Theol. Critie, vol. ii. p.
597.  Sop. 334, 78, qpidv BiBAe. " P, 2806.
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All these and other particulars whichh might he
noticed, correspond with what we know of Ilippo-
lytus. Iis name is not of Latin origin, but Greck.
Being a scholar of Irenwcus, he was probably of
LKastern extraction. And all Antiquity witnesses
that he wrote in Grecek. ITe composed a “ Refutation
of Ileresy,” and a “Treatise on the Universe.” Ile
lived under Zephyrinus, Callistus, and his suceessor,
probably later. Ile was, also, a DBishop. As has
been proved in the lcarned Work of Ruggieri, men-
tioned at the commencement of this enquiry, his
Episcopal See was Portus, the harbour of Rome.
He was, therefore, a Sufltagan Bishop® of the Roman

® M. Bunsen (pp. 12. 207. 214) asserts that St. Ilippolytus
was a member of the Roman Presbytery, by virtue of the office
he held as Bishop of Portus. But it does not appear that in
ancient times the Suburbicarian Bishops of Rome had (as such)
parochial cures in the city of Rome. Nor does there seem to be
any analogy, as M. Bunsen supposes, between the case of St.
Hippolytus and that of the Cardinal Priests, who now derive titles
from Churches in Rome. The present successor of St. Hippo-
lytus, the Bishop of Porto, is not a Cardinal Priest, but is one of
the Six Cardinal Diskops. M. Bunsen (p. 3106) aflirms also
that Hippolytus was Bishop of the Nalions, ¢ For (says M. Bun-
sen) that this title is mentioned (by Pholius) as given to Caius
the Presbyter, is, as we have seen, only a consequence of his
(Photius) having taken Caius to be the Author of the Treatise

about ‘ the Cause of the Universe.”” Strange to say, in the sen-
tence immediately preceding that to which M. Bunsen refers,
Photius implics that he himself did not know who wrote that
Treatise, ofww por yéyover edplov. (Phot. Cod. 48.) * IWhat

Photius Jncw {continues M. Bunsen) was that this author was
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Chureh.  Ilence, he is often called by ancient
writers, a Roman Bishop, and even (in the language
of those days) a Bishop of Rome®. Ile is comme-
morated as such in the Roman Martyrologies. As
such hie was honoured by a Statue in ancient times.
As such he is venerated in the Roman Breviary ', and
has heen rececived into the Vatican, sitting in his
marble Chair. Ie is there installed in episcopal
dignity,—as a Teacher of the Western Church.

A Treatise, therefore, like the present, coming
from St. Hippolytus, and recovered almost miracu-
lously in thie middle of the nineteenth century, is
entitled to respectful attention, especially from the
Western Church.  And it may rcasonably be ex-
pected, that it will not fail to rececive it.

made Bishop of the Gentiles.  Conscquently this was a title given
to Hippolytus.”

s this Church-History ?

® Sec above, eap. i. pp. 9, 10, ' Aug. 22,



CHAPTER VI.

OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED.—PHOTIUS AND OTIIERS.

A CONSIDERABLE amount of evidence may be ad-
duced to authorize the ascription of a Work to a
particular writer, and such evidence may he sufficient
to produce conviction, when considered by itself; and
yet, when the question is subjected to further exa-
mination, and arguments arc adduced on the other
side, that conviction may be weakcned, and the mind
may waver concerning the soundness of its former
persuasion.

We have been engaged in considering the
question,—

To whom is the newly-discovered Treatise on
Heresy to be assigned?

We have been led to obscrve, that the Candidates
for its authiorship cannot be numerous. We have
cxamined the pretensions of two Competitors—
Origen, and Caius of Rome, who appeared at first
to bave strong claims on our attention.  We have
scen that the Work could not be adjudged to cither
of them.
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Another name was then adduced,~—that of Sr.
Hirroryres.,  And there seemed to be sufficient
reason for awarding this Volume to him.

This part of our task has heen performed with
comparative casc. Others have smoothed the way.
More than a year ago, a learned Eunglish Theolo-
gian!, speaking of this newly-discovered Treatise,
assigned it to St. Hippolytus; and, since that time,
a Work has been published, whieh adduces some
cogent arguments in favour of the same opinion, by
a writer long known to the world—the Chevalier
Bunsen®.

' Archn. Churton, page xxvii. of the Preface to his Edition of
Bp. Pearson’s Vindicize Ignatianwe, where be calls this Treatise
“ Opus nuper felicibus Academize Oxoniensis auspiciis publici
luce donatum, Christianie Antiquitatis cultoribus acceptissimum,
Origenis, ut titulus pricfert, sive ut mihi cum Viris compluribus
hene doctis probabilius videtur, 8. Hippolyti.,” This preface is
dated vii. Kal. Feb. mpccernit.

? In the First Volume of *HirroLytus and his AcEe,” by
C.C. I Buxsey, D.C. L., Four Volumes, Lond. 1852. It appears
that this Volume was written in June and July, 1851, It is much
to be regretted that M. Bunsen'’s work should be often marred by
great confidence of assertion on very slender grounds, and some-
times on none at all. And somec of those assertions concern
the most vital articles of Christian faith and practice, as well as
important questions of Church istory.  And these asseverations
are accompanicd with contempluous insinuations against the lite-
rary honesty of others—especially of the dead ®. Tt is with un-
feigned reluctanee that the writer of these lines expresses himself

* Ay p.B1G: “leis o fuble, whether inrented or picked up somewhere

by Cave, that Hippolytus was Clemens’ disciple.” Again, p- 263, coneerning
Bp. Bull : “ Buall ofter makes assextions also which have no foundation.”
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But “ Audi alteram partem ” is the counscl which
is suggested by experience in questions of this de-
scription.  We cannot justly feel satisfied with any
conclusion, till we lear what may be adduced against
it. And it is not to be denied, that, in the present
case, there is much to be said which might secem at
first to be of suflicient weight to coustrain us to sus-
pend our judgment, if not to incline it in another
direction.

Let us, then, address oursclves to the considera-
tion of this other evidence.

1. The learned Patriarch of Constantinople, Pho-
tius, had in his Library a Work ascribed to St. Il1e-
poLYTUS: and it was & Work “ Acainst HERESY.”

In his bibliographical Journal, composed in As-
syria, Photius describes it thus®.

“ A biblidarion” (a diminutive of little book) *of
Hippolytus—was read to mec*. Ilippolytus was a

thus, DBut a sense of obligation compels him to say, and he has
considered it a duty to adduce rcasons in the course of this
volume for his conclusion, that his exhortation to the reader of
M. Bunsen's Volumes must be, Na¢e, xai péuvac” drioreiv.

3 Phot. Cod. 121. dveyrdioly BifSMdipiov ‘Ixmolirov: Mulyris
3¢ Elpnvaiov 6 Trrédvros' v 8¢ 70 avvraypa kara aiplreov AS'.
apxaw morovpevor Aooifeavols kui péxpr Noyrob xat Noyriardr duwu-
AapfBdvov (sic Bekker, pro vulg. SiuhaufBavdjevor) raitus 8¢ ¢y
aw é\éyxots vrofAnbipar dmdotvros Lipyraiov, ov kai odvoyur O
‘Trmélvros mowodperos 763 76 FifNiov dryoiv crvreraxérac. ... Néya
8¢ d\Au Te Twi Tis drptfelas hamipera, kui Gte 3 mpos ‘BEfpaiovs
émoroly) olk éoTw Tob 'ArwoaTidov Iavdov.

* It is well known to have been a common practice of students
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Scholar of Irenxus. This Book is a ¢ TREATISE
against THirTY-TWO IIERESIES; it begins with the
Dositheans, and goes down to Noetus and the Noe-
tians : and the Author says, that he composed it as
a synopsis of Lectures® delivered vivd voce by Ire-
naus, in refutation of these heresics. There are some
things deficient in accuracy in this hook,—one is the
assertion, that the Epistle to the Iebrews is not by
the Apostle St. Paul °.”

Here, then, we are met by a difficulty.

Photius had a Work Dbelore him—a Work on
Heresy—a Work written by St. Hippolytus. Ile
proceeds to deseribe it.  ITow does it correspond
with the Treatise before us?  His Volume is a little
book—a single Ry3\iddpiov ; ours is a large one: it
consists of ten BiBrie. 1lis began with the Dosi-
theans, and ended with the Noctians; ours begius
its cataloguc of heresies with the Naassenes, and
i ancient times rather to hear books read to them by slaves called
anagnostee, than to read them with their own eyes.  The pathetic
lament of Cicero for the death of Lis own «negnostes will oceur to
the reader. Hence the expression of Photius.

* These Lectures were probably prior to the V. Books,—or

rather portions of V. Books,—of Irenaus against lleresies, now
extant, which were published at intervals a.p. 180—1835, accord-~
ing to Bp. Pearson, Diss. Post. ii. xiv. p. 327. Perhaps the date
should be carried lower : the third book was written under Eleu-
therus (iil. 8), whose Episcopate is extended by some to a.Dp.
192, Jafté, p. 4.

® Cp. Luseb., vi. 20, where he says that Caius also did not
acknowledge the Episte to be by St. Paul, and even yet (adds
Eusebius) some at Rome do not rcceive it as St. Paul’s,
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ends with the Elehasaites.  Ilis professed to be a
compendium of oral discourses by Irenweuns’; ours
makes no such announcement. In the Treatise
whiclh Photius read, Iippolytus said that the Jpistle
to the Hebrews was not written by St. Paul. 1In
the books whieh remain of our Treatise, there is no
such assertion ®.

2. Can, therefore, our Treatise be the same Work
as that read by Photius?

Attempts have been made to prove them identieal®.

7 It could not have been a compendium from the writtcn
Treatise of Irenccus against Ileresy, in V. books; for no mention
is made there of the Dositheans or Noetians.

® These difficulties have been well stated by a learned writer,
the Rev. RRobert Scott, in an able Article in the Rev. T. K, Ar-
nold’s Theol. Critie, vol. ii. p. 524,

° M. Bunsen says, p. 16: * The description (given by Pho-
tius) tallies so exactly with the book before us, that it cannot
have been given of any other.,” Again, p. 25: * The rest of the
account given by Photius is positive and accurate enough to prove
that we have the work he speaks of before us.” And again,
p. 26 : * Photius evidently fonnd these Judaic sects, as we do, at
the head of his Treatise, but expresses himself inaccurately”
(that is, Photius is to be taxed with carelessness, because M. Bunsen
is confident), IIe then procceds thus:  /ustead of calling them
Ophites (says M. Bunsen), Photius designates them as Dositheans.”
Again, p. 26: “The last of the heresies treated by Iippolytus,
in the work read by Photius, was that of the Noetians; and so in
fact it is in our book.” Again, pp. 120, 121 : * Looking back to
the points I underteok to prove, T believe 1 have established them
pretty satisfactorily.” *“ Our work begins in fact, as Photius says,
so too does it end.”

It was requisite to notice these assertions of M, Bunsen, for the
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And it has heen asserted, without any hesitation,
that they are onc and the same Work. DBut, on
consideration of the evidence, few persons, it is
probable, will concur in that opinion. No Pro-
crustean process of pressure can make a Treatise
in ten biblic to coincide with the single biblidarion
described by Photius.

3. Besides,—looking at the contents of our Trea-
tise, we find a copious account of proccedings which
took place in the Church of Rome in our Author’s
lifetime, and in which he had an active shave. Con-
sidering the nature of those proceedings, any one who
remembers the relation of Photius, Patriarch of Con-
stantinople, to the Bishop of Rome and the Roman
Sce, and who recollects his long and vigorous
struggle against what he regarded as its usurpations,
will feel a strong persuasion, that if Photius had
ever had before him the narrative contained in this
Treatise, e would not have failed to notiee it in his
account of the Work, and would have dwelt upon
the events there recorded, in his controversies with
the Roman Seec.

4. Once morc: We have seen that the Author
of our Treatise claims the Work, “On tlie Universe,”
as his own'. DBut Photius (as we have also seen?)

purpose of putting the reader on his guard, and of showing that
affirmations from the same quarter on more important matters
cannot be received without caution, although they may be made
without hesitation,

' P. 334 * Above, p. 335 p. 55, note.
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did not know who wrote that Work on the Uni-
verse. Ile says that it has been ascribed to Justin
Martyr, Caius, and others ;—but has no suspicion
that it was written by Hippolytus. Ience, again,
it is clear, that our Treatise is nof the Little Book
on Heresy by Hippolytus, which Photius saw and
describes.

5. Ilere, let us candidly avow, is an embarrass-
ment : it must not be disguised or extenuated. Let
us not close our eyes to it. Rather let us meect it,
in hope, that, if our former conclusion was right, this,
which is now a difficulty, niay eventually beeome an
ally.  St. Hippolytus, it is confessed by all, wrote
a Treatise on Ilcresy. Photius read a Work on
Ileresy, written by Ilippolytus. Our Treatise is a
Treatise on Heresy, and is different from the Book
read by Photius. And it is anonymous.

Has not, therefore, the Little Book read by ho-
tius the fairer claim of the two to be regarded as the
Work on Heresy written by Ilippolytus, and men-
tioned by Kusebius and Jerome and others, and
received by the world as such ?

Again: if we ascend upward from the times of
Photius to an earlier period, we find additional cvi-
dence of the existence of a Work on Ileresy written
by Iippolytus,—and a Work differing from the
Treatise before us.

6. IFor example: Gelasius?®, Bishop of Rome at

> Gelas. ap. Bibl. Patrum Max. Lugd., viii. p. 704. Fabric.
Hippol., p. 225.
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the close of the fifth century (a.n. 492—496), in his
Treatisc “On the two Natures of Christ,” refers to a
Work by St. Hippolytus on Ilecresy, and cites a pas-
sage from it. Ile introduces his quotation thus®:
“From Hippolytus, Bishop and Martyr, of the Me-
tropolis of the Arabians, in his Memoria Heaeresium.”
Ife then recites (not in the original Greek, but in
Latin) an extract; a very heautiful passage, in which
Hippolytus collects from Ioly Scripture some of
the proofs, displaved by our Blessed Lord upon
carth, of Ilis ITumanity, and also of His Divi-
nity.

The passage which Gelasius cites does not appear
in our Treatise.

IIere, however, it may be observed, that there is
good rcason for doubting, whether the work above
mentioned, ascribed to Gelasius, Bishop of Rome, is
really his. Cardinal Baronius® states some reasons
for questioning its genuineness.  And, in addition to
the arguments used to that efteet by the learned
Cardinal, it may be observed, that it is hardly pos-
sible that Gelasius Bishop of Rome should not have
known that St. ITippolytus was Bishop of Portus, or
at least should have imagined that he was Bishop of

! Iippolyti, Episcopi et Martyris, Arabum Metropolis, in Me-
moria ITeeresum.  Iippolytus could hardly have been Bishop of
Bozra, for that Sce appears to have been filled by Beryllus to the
year 244, Sce Ruggieri, pp. 354, 355.

* Ad A.p. 496. See also Ruggieri ap. Lumper, Hist. Eccl.,
viil, 539,
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the metropolis of Arabia,—that is, of Bosra® Tt is
true that St. Jerome, who was Scerectary to Pope
Damasus, did not know the name of the Sce of
Hippolytus’. But of this more hcreafter. And
ignorance is one thing; error is another. St.
Jerome, born in the West, but living in the ast,
might not know the name of a Bishop who had
flourished in the West. DBut it is hardly possible
that Gelasius, a Bishop of Rome, should not have
known that St. ITippolytus had been a Suflragan
of his own Sece; or, at least, that lic should have
imagined that Hippolytus, Bishop of ortus, necar
Rome, was Bishop of Bosra in Arabia.

The fact scems to be, as indeed has been already
suggested by others?, that this crror in the designation
of Hippolytus was derived from the erroncous Latin
version, by Ruffinus, of a passage in the Lcclesiastical
Ilistory of LEusebius, where speaking of the learned
ecclesiastical writers flourishing at a particular period,
he says: “ Of these, Beryllus left Epistles, and
various choice extracts® from other writings. Ile
was Bishop of the Arabians in Bosra. And like-

wise Hippolytus,—who was president of some other
Church'.”

¢ See Bingham, ix. ch. 1, and Carolus a S. Paulo Geographia
Sacra, p. 293, cd, 1703, where Bosra is called the Metropolis of
Arabia in Episcopal subscriptions.

7 8. llieron. Script. Eccl., 61, ITippolytus cujusdarn Ecclesiae
Episcopus ; nomen quippe urbis scire non potui.

® Cotelerius, Monument. Eccl. Grae. i, 639. Paris, 1681.
. drhoxalios.
L) *Exigkomos & olros v o kard Béarparv "ApdPov, bdoalres 8
1

F
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But whether this extract was really made hy
Gelasius, Bishop of Rome, or no, (shich is not of
much moment to the question before us,) we must
now revert to tlie fact, that we look in vain for the
passage, in our Treatise on Heresy.

On the other hand, it may be remarked, that the
same passage exists in the original Greek, not in the
« Treatise of ITippolytus against Noetus,” as has been
affirmed %, but in his Exposition of the Second Psalm,
and is so cited by Theodoret

We may offer one more remark on this quotation,
by Gelasius, before we close this Chapter; butin the
meaun time perhaps it may be affirmed that not much
can be inferred from the words of Gelasius, either
for or against the genuineness of our Treatise.

7. We ascend to an earlier period than Gelasius,
and enter the fourth century.

A Bishop of Alexandria, Peter, who lived early in
that century, refers to St. Iippolytus, whom he calls
“a witness of Godliness,” (probably alluding to his
rkat ‘Trméduros, érépas mov kai alrds mpocoTms éxkAnaius, which is
thus rendered by Ruflinus, * Erat inter creteros et Beryllus serip-
tor preecipuus, qui et ipse diversa opuscula dercliquit. Episcopus
hic fuit apud Dostram Arabicc wbem maximam, erat nikilominus
et Hippolytus qui et ipse aliquanta seripta dereliquit Episcopus.”
The Latin words of Gelasius, ** Episcopus Arabum Metropolis,”
seem to be derived from this version by Ruffinus.

? M. Bunsen says, i. p. 206, * The passage (quoted by Gela-
sius) ewisfs in the special Treatise against Noctus,” A passage
like it is found in that Homily, chap. xviii. vol. ii. p. 19, ed.
Fabric., and bears marks of being from the same author.

? Theodoret, Dial. aovyxvros. Vol. iv. Pars i, p. 132, Halw,
1772.
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Martyrdom,) and Bishop of Portus, near Rome?,
He then procecds to adduce a citation froma Work *
of “ St. Hippolytus, Against all Iferesies.” The
quotation refers to the error of the Quartodecimans
(that is, of those who kept Easter as the Jews did
the Passover, on the xivth day of the Moon), and
Pecter states that he quotes verbally ¢ from that Work
of Hippolytus.

Let us now refer to our own Treatise. We there
find that the Author speaks of the Quartodecimans’,
and that what he there says, bears some resemblance
to the quotation of the Alexandrine Bishop, but is
not identical with it®.

* Chronicon Paschale sive Alexandrinum, p. 6. See S. ITippol.
Fabric. i. p. 224 ; cf. ibid. p. 43.

s & ert Aéews. 7 P. 274, 85.

¢ M. Bunsen says (p. 15), the passage quoted by Peter ¢ must

0'151’1'0.‘)/}1.0. .

have existed in our work,” 7. e. in the Philosophumena; and he
pronounces the text of the Philosophumena to Le defective, be-
cause it does not contain the passage quoted by Peter, but only
presents ‘‘an abstract of it carclessly made.” (p. 110.) An
Author who writes thus would seem to imagine himself to be like
Tiresias among the Shades, who is said

Olos memrvigbar ot 8¢ gxial dicaovaw.

The reader may compare the two passages :—

Quotation  from  Hippolytus  Philosophwmena, or Refutation
against Heresy in Paschal of Heresies, pp. 274-5.
Chronicle, p. G.
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Ience then it is manifest, first, that the Bishop
of Alexandria had some work of Iippolytus on
Ileresy in his possession ; and, secondly, it is evident
that our Treatise was not that work.

To these considerations must be added another;
namely, that the work to which these Authors refer,—
namely, Photius, Gelasius, and Peter of Alexandria,—
as written by ITippolytus, appears to have Jorne his
name ; and to have been gencrally received as his.
But our Treatise has not the name of IHippolytus
prefixed to it.

8. If then the alternative lay between the Book
seen and quoted by Photius and others on the one
side, and our Treatise on the other, it would seemn
requisite to ask for morc time to cousider, before
we ventured to arbitrate between the two, and to
reject the former work, and to receive the latter, as
the Treatisc against IIeresy written by Hippolytus,
and recognized by Antiquity as such.
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Eparye, GAN Emale (se. xpiords).

Tabr. Iippol. p. 43.
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9. DBut let us now pass on to observe, that this is
not the case.

It may perhaps be allowed to be probable, that St.
Hippolytus wrote fiwo works against ITeresy.

It is not uncommon for Authors to write a bricf
Iissay on a subject, and then, subsequently, to ex-
pand it into a larger Treatise.

Cicero amplified, in his De Oratore, what he had
before treated in his earlier works on Rhetoric”.
St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans is an expansion
of that to the Galatians. Tertullian goes over some
of the same ground in his “ad Nationes” that he
had previously traversed in his “ Apologeticus.” Ori-
gen composed three different editions of Seriptural
Expositions . St. Augustine composed twelve books,
“ de Genesi ad literam,” as a development of what
Lie had before previously written in one book *.

Let us remember, also, the nature of the subject;
Heresy. Heresy is not stationary ; but is ever receiv-
ing new accessions, and showing itself in new forms.
New refutations are requisite, as new crrors arise. [t
is, therefore, not unlikely, that, if new heresies had
arisen in his later years, and if the old ones were not

? De Oratore 1, 2. Vis enim, ut mihi seepe dixisti, quoniam
quae pueris aut adolescentulis nobis ex commentariolis nostris
inchoate ct rudia exciderunt vix hic wetate digna, aliquid iisdem
de rebus politius a nobis perfectiusque proferri.

' Sedulius, in prcfat. operis Paschal., ¢ Cognoseant Origenem
tribus editionibus prope cuncta qua disseruit aptavisse.”  Sce
Vales in Euseb. vi. 38.

? 8. Aug. Retractationcs, i. 18.
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extinet, [lippolytus would have written in continua-
tion and cxpansion of what he had formerly pub-
lished concerning Ieresy.

10. In the present case, howerver, we need not rest
on probabilities. ¥e have good reason for believing,
that St. Ilippolytus wrotec fwo Treatises against
Heresy @ first, a Compendium ; then, afterwards,
a longer Treatisc. In speaking thus, we think that
we have the authority of St. Iippolytus himself ®.

In the Introduction to the newly-discovered
Treatise, the Author thus writes:—“No fable of
those who arc famous among heathens is to be re-
jected. Their incoherent dogmas arc rather to be
regarded as credible, on account of the greater in-
fatuation of heretics, who have been supposed by
many to worship God, because they hide and dis-
guise their ineftable mysteries.  hose dogmas we
eapounded, some time ago’, with brevity, not ewhi-
hiting them in detail, but vefuting them rather in rude

* I am indebted to the learned Author of the Papers in the
Eeclesiastic, Nos. LXVI., LXVII., LXXXIV.,, {or the first sug-
gestion of this solution. See No. LXXXIV. p. 399. The same
explanation has been also given by Duncker, as mentioned by
Jacobi, de Basilidis Sententiis, Berlin, 1852, Let me add as a
conjecture, that as the smaller and earlier work of Hippolytus, his
B3Aidipiov against Ileresy was duc to the oral discourses or Lec-
tures of his master lrenacus, so the idea of this later and larger
Treatise was suggested by the Work of Trenaeus against Heresy,
which we now possess, and that the “ biblidarion”” bore very much
the sane relation to the Lectures, that the  Philosophumena’ does
1o the "Edeyyos of Irenzeus.

* wdAac.
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generality ; not thinking it would * be requisite to dray
their seerets to the light,—in order that when we had
shown their tenets as it were darkly, they Dbeing
filled with shame lest we should speak out their
mysteries plainly, and show them to Dhe infidels,
might in some degree relinquish their irrational
principles and godless designs.  But since 1 perecive
that they have no feeling of reqard for onr modvration,
and that they do not consider that God, Who is blas-
pliemed Dby them, is long-sufiering, in order that
either through compunction they may repent, or if
obstinate they may he justly punished, I am con-
strained  to come forward, and to disclose their
secrct mysteries, which they deliver with great con-
fidence to those who arc initinted Ly them. And
though the subject compels us to launch forth on a
wide sea of demonstration, 1 do not deem it fit to
be silent, but will exhibit e detail the dogmas of them
all.  And though our argument will be long, yet it
seems right not to flug. Ior we shall bequeathe to
posterity a mno slight boon, so that they may no
longer be deceived, when all behold manifestly the
sceret orgies of heretics, which they deliver only to
their neophytes.”

11. Let us remember, also, that, as we learn from
Photius, the biblidavion of Iippolytus terminated
with Noetus and the Noetians.

5y v déov, Codices depravate, says M. Miller, who has sub-

stituted drdagwor, which, however, does not scem necessary, wud

gives a doubtful sense.
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Now it appears from our Treatise, that after Noe-
tus, another Ileresy broke forth, derived in part from
that of Noctus,—namely, the Carristian Heresy;
and that it made great havock in the Roman Chureb,
and that our Author had the principal share in
checking its progress. Accordingly, in the Ninth
Book, he begins as it were afresh, and devotes a
great part of that Book to the Callistian Heresy, and
to another still later ITeresy, which he deseribes as
owing its progress at Rome to the Callistian, viz.,—
the Heresy of the LElchasaites.

We see, then, that our Author had written an
earlier work on Ileresy; and, in the History of the
Callistian and Elchasaite Heresies subsequent to the
Noetian, we perceive another very good reason why
he should have written a Second Treatise on Ileresy,
if the former Work which he had written had ended
with Noetus.

12. Thus, then, we find it stated as a fact by our
Author in the newly-discovered Treatise,—

1. That he had alrcady, some time since (wadar),
written a book against Heresy ;

2. That the former Work was a compendious
one; and

3. He states some reasons for writing another
Treatise more in detail.

13. We are, thercfore, now led to enquire, whether
we can find an carlier and shorter Work on IHeresy
which we may assign to our Author.

Now, supposing our Author to be St. Hippolytus
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—(which we have good reason to do, from our Au-
thor’s age and position in the Western Chureh, and
from his authorship of a “ Work on the Universe,”
quoted in this Treatisc as written by our Author,
and known from the list on the Statuc to be written
by Hippolytus)—we find that a shorter work on
Heresy is ascribed to him, corresponding in character
to that of which we are now in search.

Such a Work, we say, was written by Ilippolytus‘;
it was inscribed with his name, and was read by
Photius. It was a skort Work—for it is called bibli-
darion. It was probably not in scveral successive
Books, like our Treatise, but contained in a single
Book, like’ that annexed to the Praseriptiones of
Tertullian. And it is not unlikely that the Ilecresics
were numbered in it consecutively, and that eacli was
despatched in a few paragraphs respectively, as is the
case in the work on Ileresy by Philastrius® (cire.
A.D. 350). Otherwise, we can hardly see why Pho-
tius should call it “ A Little Book against tAirty-two
heresies.” For would he have taken the pains to
count them? Would he have described it as such?
It seems also to have been written a considerable
time Jefore our work, for it was not formed from

® It may be observed here, that Trithemius de Seript, Eceles.,
No. XXXVI,, A.p. 1494, in his cataloguc of the works of Ilip-
polytus, enumerates, ¢ Contra Omnes Hewreses, lib. iii.”

7 Which, in a MS. of Semler, is entitled “ Adversus omnes
Haereses.”

*. Bibl. Pat. Max. v. p. 701.
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the Work of Irenaus against Heresy, but from his
lectures, and was published as a compendium of them.
The work of Irengeus was finished about aA.p. 190,
and he died about a.p. 202; wherecas our Author
refers to facts that did not take place till about
A.D. 220. It also cnded with the Noetians, and
docs not appear to have said any thing of the Cal-
listians, and certainly did not go on (as ours does)
to describe the Ieresy of Llchasai.

14. Hence, therefore, the deseription by Photius
of another work on Ileresy by Llippolytus, different
from our Treatise, so far from invalidating the evi-
dence already adduced to show that our Treatise
was written by Ilippolytus, comes in as an additional
proof that the newly-discovered Treatise is from him.

Our Author wrote fico works on Heresy. The
present Work is deseribed by him as the latter and
longer work of the two. If then our Author is Iip-
polytus, we may expect to find another earlier and
shorter work than the present written by Ilippo-
Iytus. We do find such a work. Therefore a
new argument thenee arises—that our Author is
Hippolytus.

15. Here, also, the other difficulties vanish which
were noticed in this chapter.

Gelasius—or whoever is the Author of the Trea-
tise above mentioned as hearing his name—certainly
did not quote from our Treatise: we have seen good
reason for thinking that he did not quote from a
Treatise on Heresy by Iippolytus, hut from another
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work of his. It may be, however, that the passage
lic cites was in the shorter Treatise scen by Photius,
as well as in the lixposition of the Psalms by Ilip-
polytus.  And the term by which he describes the
worlkk from which he quotes, viz., © Alemoria Twere-
sium,” would be very applicable to a brief Notiee of
IIeresies, such as that which Photins deseribes.

The same may Dbe said of the passage cited hy
Peter of Alexandria. It proves that there was a
work on Ileresy by Hippolytus, different from ours.
His extract is from that work. It differs from what
is said on the Quartodecimans in our Treatise, and
vet in some degree resembles it in argument and lan-
guage. It looks as if it came from the same pen as
that which wrote our Treatise, though it is itself not
the same as what is written there on the same sub-
ject. The author of our Treatise had written ano-
ther Treatise on ITeresy. Therefore this quotation
by Peter, Bishop of Alexandria, ecomes in also as an
additional proof that our Treatise was written by
Hippolytus.

We may find perhaps, hereafter, that the « Little
Book” of Hippolytus, scen and deseribed by Photius,
may prove of still more service to us yet. But let us
pause here for the present.



CHAPTER VIL

OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED.

NARRATIVE CONCERNING THE CIICRCH OF ROME.

A CONSIDERABLE portion of our Author’s Ninth Book
is oceupied with a narrative of what he himself saw
and did at Rome in the beginning of the third cen-
tury. This part of his work, in the writer's own
words, accompanied with an English translation, will
be found in the second portion of the present volume,
and the reader’s attention is now requested to that
narrative.

On reference to it, he will see that the author
begins with describing a particular heresy, the NoE-
TIAN. This consisted mainly in a denial of the dis-
tinet Personality of God the Ifather and God the
Son, and in an assertion, that the words Father and
Son were merely different appellations assigned to
thie same Divine DBeing accordingly as Ile existed in
different relations, or manifested Ilimself in different
modes'. Ilence, its promoters were called Patripas-

' See Philosoph. pp. 284, 285.
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stans ; in other words, they were charged with aflirm-
ing that it was the LFather Who suffered in fact,
although IIe whose Passion is deseribed in Ioly
Scripture is called the Son. Ilence, also, they were
regarded as originators of the heresy which afterwards
became more notorious under the name of Sabel-
lianism, from its prinecipal promoter SaBeLLIts, who
followed in the track of Noetus?.

Our Author traces the course of Noctianism from
Smyrna to Rome. It is said by him to have made
its appearance in the Italian capital when Zephyri-
nus was Bishop of the Church there. It was not
altogether a new dogma at Rome, for, according to
Tertullian, a heresy had been there propagated by
Praxeas, who afterwards passed over into Afriea,
which resembled that of Noetus. Perhaps it was re-
ceived at Rome with less suspicion ?, becausc Praxcas

? Sabelliani (says 8. Aug. de Heares. XLI.) 2 Noeto defluxisse
dicuntur, nam et discipulum cjus quidam perhibent fuisse Sa-
bellium.

S. Augustine says that in his days the name of Noetians was
almost obsolete (de Hares. XLI.). Noetiani difficile ab aliquo
sciuntur, Sabelliani autem sunt in ore multorum. Nam et Praxe-
anos eos a Praxed quidam vocant, et FHermogeniani vocari ab
Hermogene potuerunt: qui Praxcas et Hermogenes cadam sen-
tientes in Afried fuisse dicuntur, Nec tamen istze plures scetwe
sunt, sed ejusdem sectze plura nomina . . .3 and of the Sabellians
he says, Patripassiani quam Sabelliani pluries nuncupantur,

* Tertullian, adv. Praxcam I., Praxecas Episcopum Romanum
agnoscentem jam proplctias Montani . . . coCgit litevas paeis re-
vocare, [Ita duo negotia diaboli Praxecas Roma procuravit :
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had made himself conspicuous by the part he took
against the Montanist heresy, which was obnoxious
to the Roman Chureh, and which was combated by
the Roman presbyter Caius, in the time of Zephy-
rinus ‘.

However this may be, our Author relates?®, that
the Noctian hercsy obtained great success at Rome.
Tts principal teacher, Clecomencs, organized a congre-
gation there, and attracted numerous disciples. At
length, partly by persuasion, partly by corruption, he
won over the Bishop of Rome, Zephyrinus, whom
our Author represents as covetous and illiterate ; and
so he obtained Episcopal sanction for the heresy of
Noetus.

The principal agent in this unhappy work of apos-
tasy, according to our Author’s rclation, was Cal-
listus. Ile represents Callistus as an ambitious per-
son, aspiring to tlhic Iipiscopal chair at Rome. Ile
exhibits him as the confidential counsellor of Zephy-
rinus, and as cxercising a dominant influence over
his mind. In a word, he intimates that Zephyrinus
was Bisliop only in name, while, in fact, Callistus
administered the affairs of the Roman Chureh.

Our Author introduces an episode concerning the
early carcer of Callistus; which the reader may

prophetiam expulit et heeresim intulit.  Paracletum fugavit et
Patrem crucifixit.

Praxeas and Noetus are mentioned as distinet persons by Phi-
lastrius de Heeresibus LIII., LIV.

! See above, p. 29. ¥ See his narative below, Pt. II.
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see, in the Author’s words, in the latter part of this
volume °.

During the Episcopate of Zephyrinus, according
to our Author’s recital, therc were two parties in the
Roman Church. One the orthodox, the other con-
sisting of those who inclined to the opinions of Sa-
bellius, who, it secms, was then in person at Rome.
Our Author describes his own intercourse with Sa-
bellius, and he had (as he informs us) almost pre-
vailed on him to renounce his errors, and to embrace
the truth. DBut Callistus stood in the way. lle, to
increase his own influence, and to promote his own
designs, communicated with both partics, and endea-
voured to ingratiate himself with both. With the
orthodox he professed orthodoxy, and with the Sa-
bellians he was a Sabellian. Callistus inveighed
with great virulence against our Author’, who (it
appears) stood almost alone on the opposite side, and
publicly denounced him with slanderous appella-
tions, calling him a Ditheist, a believer in two Gods.
So great, however, was the address of Callistus, and
so successful were his manccuvres in dealing with
both parties, and in gaining them over to his own
interests, that on the death of Zephyrinus, when the
See became vacant, Callistus (to use our Author’s
words) “thought that he had attained the object of
his ambition,” which, we learn from another passage,
was no less than the Episcopal chair at Rome °.

 See below, Pt. II. 7 Sece p. 286, 1.
* P. 288, 9G. pera miv 700 Zegupivov rekevriy, vopilwy TeTvyy-
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Upon this, “Callistus threw off Sabellius as he-
terodox, through fear of me (says our Author), and
beeause he supposed that he would thus be able to
wipe off the stain of obloquy to which he was ex-
posed in the eye of the Churches?, as not being of a
sound faith.”

Being, however, pressed by Sabellius on the one side,
and by our Author on the other, and being ashamed
to retract his opinion, and to profess the true faith,
Callistus made a compromise, and devised a new
ITeresy, denying the divinity of the Son as a distinet
Person from the I'ather, and yet not professing that
the Father had suffered in the Son.

Our Author proceeds to say, that in the time of
Callistus !, corrupt doctrine in the Church was accom-
panied with laxity of discipline; and he affirms that
the popularity of Callistus was due, in a great measure,
to the indulgence he gave to the vicious passions of
those who were under his charge. And yet, says
our Author, they whose life and belief is such, “ ven-
ture to call themselves a Catholic Church%.” Our
writer, however, treats them as Ileretics. IHe calls

kévar ob npparo, compared with p. 284, 77. Talmy Ty alpeow
éxpdruve Kd\iorcs—0Onpdipevos Tov rijs émaxomys Opdvov.

* Perhaps, as was usual with Bishops in ancient times, Callis-
tus had sent missives to other Churches to notily to them his
cleetion; and some enquirics or remonstrances may have been
addressed by them, and some requisition may have been made
that he should clear himself from the charge of heresy.

¥ P. 290, 42, &t Tolrou. * P, 291, 72.
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their congregation their school, and says that it sur-
vived at the time he was writing, which was after
the decath of Callistus, and that they were named
Callistians .

Such is our Author’s account of the CarnrisTiAN
HERESY.

In the perusal of this narrative, two questions
arise.  We know that from about A.p. 192 to a.p.
22214 the Sce of Rome was occupied in suecession
by Vietor, Zephyrinus, and Callistus ;—

I. Does then the Author intend to convey to his
readers the impression, that the CaLrLisTus whose
ITeresy he is deseribing, was Callistus the Bisuor of
RomEe who succeeded Zephyrinus ?

II. If so, is this narrative worthy of credit? could
it have been written by Iippolytus, scholar of Ire-
neeus, and Bishop of Portus, near Rome, who is now
venerated as a Saint and Martyr by the Roman
Church ?

* P, 292, 80.
* Jalfé (Regesta Pontificum, Berlin, 1851,) arranges their Epis-
copates thus, pp. 4, 5 :—
S. Victor, A.p. 190 or 192 72—202,
(Euseb. v. 20. 22, 23.)
S. Z-PuyYRINUS, A.D. 202—218.
(Euseb. v. 285 vi, 21.)
S. CALLISTUS, A.D. 218 —223,
(Euseb. vi. 21.)
See also Labbé, Coneilia, i. pp. 591— 615, ed. Paris, 1671.
G
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These are grave questions. It is seareely possible
to overrate their importance, in religious and eivil
respects.

1. As to the former of these two enquiries, it will
he observed that the Author no where aseribes to
Callistux, whom he charges with ITeresy—the style
and title of DBishop of Rome.  He appears, in some
respeets, to regard him rathev as a professorial teacher,
than as an Feclesiastical Primate. e calls his dis-
ciples “a Sehool”—bhut never gives them the name
of “a Church” This is the more remarkable, De-
cause when speaking of Vietor, who was Bishop of
Rome, from a.n. 192 to a.p. 202, aiid who was suc-
ceceded by Zephyrinus, he uses no such reserve.  [le
openly and explicitly calls him ¢ the blessed Vietor,
Lishop of the Churel®”  And when in the course of
his narrative he comes to the death of Zephyrinus,
and we expect to licar it recorded, perhaps with
an exclamation of sorrow and indignation, that
Zephyrinus was suceceded by Callistus the Tleretie,
we seem to be put off with a vague and equivoeal
phrase; «After the death of Zephyrinus,” we read ¢,
“he (Callistus) imagined that he had goined the object
of his ambition”—whieli we learn from another part
of the narrative to have been the Bishoprick of
Rome.

There is something almost mysterious in this

* . 288, 70. ¢ P. 288, 96.
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seeminge ambiguity of language, whiel at first excites
=) g =) foRutd
Callistus the Ilerctie—was

suspicion. If Callistus
really Bishop of Rome, why does not our Author
sayso? YWhy docs he scem to decline the assertion ?
Ts it because it was not truc? Did he mean to con-
vey the idea that Callistus attained the place to
whichh he had aspired? 1f so, why this faltering,
why this hesitation ¢ Why does he not say plainly,—
Vietor was succeeded by Zephyrinus, and Zephyrinus
was succeeded by Callistus, in the IRRoman Sce ?

2. In considering these enquiries, let us remem-
ber that our Author’s narrative was written «f7er the
death of Zephyrinug, Bishop of Rome. ITe mentions
that event 7. Our Author, living at Rome, must have
known that ¢ Callistus had sncceeded Zephyrinus in
the Roman Sce. And, if Callistus the [Teretic was
not Callistus the Bishop, he would (we may suppose)
have taken good care that no onc should eonfound
the two. But he has not done this. On the con-
trary, he produces the impression on his reader’s mind,
that they are one and the same person.  He speaks
of the succession of Zephyrinus and Callistus ®; he
mentions that on the death of Zepluprinus, Callistus
thought lhe lad attained the objeet of his wislies.
He thus intimates that, however Callistus might be
regarded by others, he fmagined himself to be Bishop
of LRome.

3. Again, e uses the expression—“such events

7 P, 288, 96. ¢ P, 279, 37.
G 2
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took place wnder him ®,” that is, in the time of his rule,
meaning the rule of Callistus; and the events which
he is deseribing are Episcopal Consecrations and
Ordinations of Priests and Deacons; by which he
scems to indjcate that Callistus exercised KEpisco-
pal and Metropolitan jurisdiction. And, he affirms
that the adherents of Callistus were the majority of
Rome, and he says that they called themselves “ a
Catholic Church®>

4. Besides, {f Callistus the Ileretic was not Callis-
tus the Bishop, then, living at Rome as he did after
Zephyrinus, he lived under Cullistus the Dishop ; for
Callistus succeeded Zephyrinus, A.p. 2185 and Cal-
listus the Ileretic propagated Iis Ileresy under
him. And no mention whatever occurs of any
opposition being made to Callistus the Heretic by
Callistus Bishop of Rome. On the other hand, the
followers of Callistus are represented as forming a
majority at Rome.

5. On the whole then we are led to conclude that
—according to our Author,—Callistus the ITerectic
was Callistus, Bishop of Rome.

But why then does our Author use such an am-
biguous expression as this, “ Callistus imagined him-
self to have attained the object of his ambition?”
Why does he not say that he did actually attain it?

6. To this question we mayanswer—No one doubts,
we suppose, that Zephyrinus—the Zephyrinus men-

° mitotTov. P, 290, 42, and p. 291, 72.
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tioned by our Author—was Bishop of Rome.  No
one questions that /e suceceded Victor, and sat in
the Sec of Rome for about cighteen years. No one
doubts that our Author intends us to understand
that the Zephyrinus of whom he is speaking, was
Zcphyrinus, Bishop of Rome, and no other.

Now, what we may here observe is, that our Au-
thor uses almost the same term when he is speak-
ing of Zephyrinus, as that which he uses when
e is speaking of Callistus. * Zephyrinus,” he says,
“ imagined that he governed the Church (of Rome)
at that time'.”  And « Callistus (he says) imagined
that he had attained the object of his wishes,” which
he had before told us was “ the Episcopal Chair.”

Each of these two expressions illustrates the other.
Zephyrinus imagined himself to be Bishop, and he
was Bishop of Rome. Callistus imagined himself to
have attained the Bishoprick ; and he also was Bishop
of Rome.

7. But why did our Author say that they imagined
themselves to be Bishops? why did he use such ex-
pressions as these?

The reason, probably, was this: Ile wished to.
contrast the orthodox Victor with his unworthy suc-
cessors. e thercfore calls s < Victor of blessed
memory, DBiskop of the Church.” DBut, according to
our Author, Zephyrinus and Callistus were Zeretices.
They imagined themselves Bishops.  But our Author,
when speaking of their false teaching, would not cal/

' P, 279, 30.
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them Bishops.  He would not profane the title of
Bishiop, by assigning it to patrons of heresy, who
denied the Divine Personality of Christ.

8. Such would be our reply to the first question
proposed.  Let us ofler some further remarks in sup-
port of this explanation.

It does not appear that the Author of this treatise
aflivmed that the ministerial acts of Zeplyrinus? and
Callistus were null and void. But he prefers to re-
sort to a circumlocution, rather than to call them
Bishops of the Church.

The validity of Iipiscopal and priestly ministra-
tions, when performed by Bishops and DPriests in
heresy, was a subject which tried the patience, and
excreised the charity, of the Christian Churel in the
uext age to that of Iippolytus, particularly in the
controverted question of heretical baptism, under
St. Stephen of Rome on the one side, and St. Cyprian
of Carthage on the other. 1t was afterwards illus-
trated by the learning of St. Jerome in his disputa-
tion with the Luciterians, and was clucidated by the
wisdom, and adorned by the piety, of St. Augustine,
.in his dealings with the Donatists.

* In the extract (rom the * Little Labyrinth,” quoted by Euse-
bius, v. 28, and written by Hippolytus, concerning which more
will be said in the next Chapter, Zephyrinus is called a Bishop
(mpoomesdy Zepiplvo 16 émiokowe), but the incident there re-
corded might have occurred before Zephyrinus had given way to
Callistus : and it is probable that our Author would have called

Zephyrinus a Bishop, when not speaking of his heresy.
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It has been argued in later times in our own
Churely, in her intercourse with opposite parties on
both sides; and it is a topie which requires to he han-
dled with great prudence, calmuess, and discretion,
as has Deen made abundantly manifest by the evil
results which have arisen, on the one side, [rom that
latitudinarian laxity which carclessly connives at false
doctrine in those who hold office in the Chureli; and
on the other, from that unrelenting rigour which
rejects the ministration of some who bear rule in
the Churcli, and deny the validity of the oflice itsclf,
when the doctrine of those who hold it is not alto-
gether exempt from scrious admixtures of error.

Our present purpose is to note facts, aud to derive
inferences from them bearing on the question beforce
us.

9. We were at first somewhat staggered by the
manner in which our Author speaks of Callistus. A
reason has been suggested for that language.  Cal-
listus, and we may add Zephyrinns, are not fully
recognized by our Author in this narrative as leqgiti-
mate Dishops of the Church—decause they were
abettors of Heresy.

10. Let us now observe, that this language of
reserve in speaking of Bishops in heresy, was charac-
teristic of a eclebrated school which traced its sueces-
sion from St. John.

St. John himself, in the Apoealypse (a portion of
Seripture which appear to have been studied by this
schiool with speeial attention) had said in his address
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to liis own Church of Ephesus, “1 know thy works,
and thy labour, and thy patience, and how thou
canst not bear them which are evil: and thou hast
tried them which sqy that they are Apostles, and are
not, and hast found them Lais®.”

The tcachers of this Scliool inculcated the duty of
holding communion and fellowship with those wlo
possess, what they termed the Charisma,—grace or
gift,—of Apostolical Succession®.

They also lay great stress on succession of sound
doctrine. 'The idea is admirably expressed in the
following sentences, from the pen of one among the
most eminent teachers of that School ;—-

“ Genuine gnosis,” or knowledge—says St. Irencus,
Bishop of Lyons®,—(as opposed to the false philo-
sophy of the Gnostics who professed to he the only
wise) “ is the doctrine of the Apostles, according to
the ancient constitution of the Church in the whole
world, and the badge of the body of Christ, accord-
ing to the succession of Dishops, to whose care they
(the Apostles) delivered the Church in cvery place: in
which® (Church) has been transmitted to us, guarded

® Rev. il. 2.

* Iren.iv. 45. Ubi charismata Domini posita sunt, 7bf oportet
discere Veritatem apud quos est ea quae est ab Apostolis Ecclesice
successio, ct id quod est sanum et irreprobabile conversationis, ct
inadulleratum et incorruptibile sermonis, constat,

* 8, Tren. iv. G3.

" The reading of the old Latin Version is que : for which we
ought perhaps to read qud, i. e. wkere, or in which,
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without adulteration, the plenary use of ScRIrrure,
admitting neither addition nor curtailment, and the
reading of Seripturc without corruption, and legiti-
mate and diligent Preaching, according to the Worp
of Gop.”

Again, he says, “ We must obey those presbyters
in the Chureh, who have the suecession from the
Apostles, and, together with the Episcopal suceession.
have received the genuine Charisma of Truth'.”  And
again, “LEvery word will be established to him who
has diligently rcad the ScrirTURES, among those
presbyters who are in the Chureh, and with whom
is Apostolical doctrine®.”

Such is the teaching of St. Irenzeus.

11. Let us now listen to one of his most distin-
guished scholars.

As to the grace of ministerial suceession from the
Ioly Apostles, together with sound doctrine: “ No
one” (he says) “can rightly refute the dogmas
of Ieretics, save only the IlorLvy SririT, given in
the Church ; which Spirit the Apostles first reccived,
and communicated to those who belicve aright, whose
Successors we are, partakers of the same grace, prin-
cipal sacerdocy, and doctrine *.”

Again, he thus speaks in another place:

“ Let not a Bishop domineer over the Deacons or
Presbyters, or the DPresbyters domincer over the
People.  Ior the constitution of the Chureh is

7 8. Iren. iv. 43. * 8. Tren. iv. 52,
° Philosophumena, p. 3, 60.
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formed of them all.  Not every onc who prophesics
is pious, nor every one who casts out devils is holy.
Even Balaam prophesied, who was a godless man;
and Calaphas,—falscly named a high priest. The
Devil himself and his angels reveal many things that
are futare. A Bishop who is burdened with igno-
rance or malice ' is no longer a Bishop,—but is falsely
so called.”

Such is the teaching of a scholar of St. Ire-
ngus.

And that Scholar is ST. H1proLyTUS '

12. Thus, then we perecive that those expressions
in this narrative, which at first caused us embarrass-
ment, are explained by reference to the teaching of the
school in which St. Iippolytus was trained, and to

' dyvola 7) xakovolg wemeopévos. St. Hippolytus seems to
refer to his own personal experience in these two terms, dyrow
and xaxdvoea, ignorance and malice; the first was the case of
Zephyrinus ; the second, of Callistus.

"' In mept xupropdror, a work mentioned in the Catalogue on the
Statue 5 and embodied in the VI1Ith Book of Apostolic Constitu-
tions, whence it is transcribed in Iippolyti Opera, L., ed, Fabricii,
p- 247.  Sec also Preefat. ibid. p. vii., and Le Moyne’s Observa-
tions, Varia Sacra, p. 1074, and Fabr. Hipp. 1. 260. Cp. Pear-
soni Vind, Ignat. P.i. ¢, 4. Tt is ascribed to St. Hippolytus in a
Vienna and an Oxford MS. The title of this work as described in
the Statue, =epi xuptopdror droorolwy) wapdbosts. The mention
ol its being derived from ¢ Apostolic Tradition” may have com-
mended it to the special regard of the compilers of * the Aposto-

»

lic Constitulions ;” or perhaps the Title, as engraved on the Statue,
may describe the recension of the work as emnbodied in the

‘“ Apostolic Constitutions” themselves.
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the language used by himself in another place; and
thus our difficulties have befriended us, and do in
fact confirm the proof already stated, that the newly-
discovered “ Refutation of lleresy” is from the pen

of Hippolytus.



CHAPTER VIIL

OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED.

NARRATIVE CONCERNING THE CIIURCH OI' ROME.

LET us now resume the enquiry ;

Whether it is probable that the narrative con-
tained in the Ninth Book of the Treatise before us,
came from the pen of Hippolytus?

1. In reading that portion of the Treatise, we ob-
serve indications of personal animosity: it is charac-
terized Dy a spirit of sternness, almost of asperity.
And it would appear to have been written and
published «fter the death of Callistus '

Supposing the narrative to be true (a question
whicli may be reserved for future consideration), are
we authorized to believe that Hippolytus, the Scholar
of St. Irenceus, the Bislhiop and Doctor of the Chureb,
who is called, by an ancient writer®, “ a person of
very sweet and amiable disposition,” and laid down

' Sce pp. 291, 2; and p. 330.
* 8. Chrysostom (?) de Pseudopropletis, tom. viii. p. 79, ed.
Montlaucon. ‘Irrdvros yAvkiraros kal edvovararos.
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his life as a Martyr for Christ, would have expressed
himself in the language of this Treatise, concerning
Zephyrinus and Callistus, who had been Bishops of
the Chureh, and had now been called away by death,
from a world of strife, to render up their aceounts to
God

In our Author's narrative there are some symp-
toms of sclf-sufficiency, which may appear to be
hardly consistent with the character of a Clristian
Bishop eminent for holiness, as St. Hippolytus is
believed to have been. Ile records his own acts
(it may perhaps be said) with something like sclf-
complacency, and even with Dboastful ostentation.
“Jl7e (he says) resisted Zephyrinus and Callistus®.”
“ JI”e nearly converted Sabellius .7« All were earried
away by the hypocrisy of Callistus except ourselves®.”
“ Callistus threw off Sabellius through fear of e °.”

May it not be said that this is the language of
vain glory and egotism? Could it be the language
of Hippolytus ?

2. Besides, in perusing this history, the reader will
not fail to observe that the tendency of some of the
Author’s observations has something of a sectarian
character. He is vehement in his denunciations of
Callistus for laxity of discipline, as well as for un-
soundness of doetrine. If his narrative is true, this
is not surprising. DBut then his own argumients,
with respeet to Church discipline, do not appear

3 P. 279, 39. * P. 285, 8.
5 P. 285, 2. ¢ P. 289, 98.
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to be unexceptionable.  ITe scems to doubt whether
the Church Visible on earth is a society in which
there will ever be evil men mingled with the good.
ITe scarcely seems to admit that the Arlk, containing
clean and unclean animals, was a figure of the
Church in her transitory character. Ile is not dis-
posed to recognize the Church Visible in the Field
of Wheat and Tares” ; e secms almost eager to imi-
tate the Servants in the Parable, and pluck up the
tares before the time of harvest; and he appears to
indulge a hope that the Church on earth can be a
field of wheat, and of wheat alone.

ITere we sce signs of impatience.  And we know
what evil results followed from the workings of a
spirit similar to this in the next age to Hippolytus.
It produced the schisin of Novatian at Rome, who
was offended with the facility with which the Roman
Chureh re-admitted to communion lieinous offenders,
and especially the lapsi, who had apostatized from
Christianity in persecution; and who procured him-
sclf to be conscerated Bishop of Rome, in opposition
to Cornelius®, and so (to adopt the language of
modern times) beeame the first Anti-pope®. Nova-
tianism propagated itself from Rome throughout a
great part of the world, and distracted Christendom.
The same spirit displayed itself in feuds and factions,

i P. 290. * Euseb. vi. 43. 45,
* a.p. 251, Jaffé Regesta Pontificum, p. 8, Berolini, 1851 ;

a work which may be consulted on the chronology of the Bishops
of Rome.
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in outrage and hloodshed, in the African Chureh, in
the fourth and fifth centuries; and it has never
ceased to opcrate with disastrous cnergy, and to
produce calamitous effects even to this day.

Apgain—

3. Suppose this Narrative to be written and pub-
lished by Hippolytus. WWhat impression would it
have produced at Rome ? ITere is a Work in which
the Author speaks of two Roman Bishops in terms
of censure and cven of abhorrence. Ile represcuts
himsclf as their antagonist. Ile reprobates them as
false tecachers. One of them conuives at heresy;
the other founds an lheretical school. Such are the
terms which he applies to Zephyrinus and Callistus.
Both of them were Roman Bishops. Both have
been canonized by the Church of Rome. Both arce
venerated in her Breviary as Saints and Martyrs '

Can he who writes thus have beeu a Suflragan
Bishop of the Roman Sce?  Can he be Ilippolytus,
Bishop of Portus, near Rome? 1If so, how is it to be
explained that his name has Dbeen vencrated for
many centuries by the Romau Chureh?  Would

' See Breviarium Romanum S. Pii V. jussu editum in Aug.
26 and Oct. 14. DMore will be said on this subject in the course
of this chapter, Compare Bianchini in Anastas. Bibliothee. de
Vit. Rom. Pontif, where the date of the martyrdom of Zephyrinus
is said to have been 26th July, A.p. 217. In some Roman Mar-
tyrologies it is placed on 20th Dec., A.p. 218, Concerning
Cadlistus, sce Mansi Not. in Baron. ad a.p. 226, and Lumper de
Romanis Episcopis Sae. iii, § il.  The date of his martyrdom is
placed by some authorities on 1-1th Oct., A.Dp. 223.
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she have permitted a Statuc to be erected in his
lionour in a public place in one of her own ceme-
teries? Perhaps she erccted it herself.  In a word,
if two of her Bishops had been denounced by him
as lhereties, and if, after their death, he had pub-
lished the history of their heresy to the world,—
would she have revered IHippolytus as a Saint ?

Let us counsider these points.

1. As to our Author’s demecanour and language
towards heretics.

The Apostle and Evangelist St. John was the
beloved disciple.  The mainspring of his teaching
was Love. When in his old age he was brought
into the church at Iiphesus, the constant theme of his
discourse was “ Little children, love onc another®”
And yet in his Epistles, when he writes coneerning
hereties, © who abide not in the doctrine of Christ,”
St. Jolm savs, “If there come any unto you, and
bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your
Liouse, neither bid him God speed: for he that
biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil
deeds®”  And tremendous are the denunciations
of his Apocalypse against the abettors of heresy and
corrupt doctrine, and against those who commu-
nicate with them in their errors *.

The prevalent opinion of the Churel, with regard

2 S. Jerome in Galat. vi. ®> 2 John 10, 11.
' E. g, Rev. ii, 15. 20—23 ; xiv. 9, 10.
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to St. John’s sentiments and example with regard to
heretics, is well indicated by the record of the in-
cident related by St.Trenzcus® concerning the Apostle.
ITe quitted the Dbath at Ephesus, we are told, when
he heard that Cerinthus was there, and exclaimed,
“Let us make haste to flee the place, lest the hiouse
fall on our heads, since it has under its roof Ce-
rinthus, the enemy of truth.”

St. John was full of the Holy Ghost—the Spirit of
Truth and Love. He, doubtless, in his own person,
combined the Christian graces, Faith and Charity,
in harmonious proportion. Among his scholars he
numbered St. Ignatins and St. Polycarp. In the
Iipistles of the one we sec love for the Truth; but
love of Unity appears to be the master bias. In
St. Polycarp we behold ardent zeal for the Iaith,
with vchement antagonism to Irror. “ Kuowest
thou me?” said Marcion the heretic to Polyearp,
whom he met, as it secms, at Rome, whither oly-
carp had come from Smyrna, to visit Anicetus, Bishop
of Rome, “Yes,” was the reply, “ 1 know thee well,
—the first-born of Satan °.”

St. Ignatius seems to have sought for Truth through
Cuity, St. Polycarp aims at Unity through Truth.

St. Trenzeus, when a boy, had scen ¢ the blessed
Polycarp;” he treasured his sayings in his memory,
and has recorded them with aflectionate veneration,
And in imitation of the frankness of Polycarp, and

® iii. 3, p. 204, Grabe, ¢ Iren. iii. 3. Tuscb. iv. 13,
I
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of his sternness of speech, when dealing with Iereties.
he tells Florinus,—the heretie,—that if the holy
Polyearp, whom both of them had known in youth,
had heard the strange degmas which Florinus was
hroaching. he would have stopped his ears, and
exclaimed=——*0 merciful God, to what times hast
thou reserved me!” and would have fled from the
spot with execration’.

2. Let us now, for argument’s sake, be allowed to
cuppose that our Author’s narrative is true.  Let us
sce whether there is any thing in it inconsistent with
the character of St. Hippolytus.

St. Iippolytus was trained in this school to which
we have refevied, as tracing its succession from St.
John. Ile was a disciple of Treneeus, had heard his
leetures, and has shown himself to have been a dili-
gent reader of his works. Ile trod in his steps, and
dwelt on the subjeets which had been hefore handled
by Trenacus®. Ie firmly agserted the continuity of
spiritual grace, derived Dy succession from the Apos-
tles in the laying on of Iipiscopal hands. Thus he
aflirmed the principle of Churel Unity inculcated in
the Epistles of St. Tenatius.  Ile possessed also, in
abundant measure, the maseculine vigour and daunt-
less courage and fervent zeal of Polyearp.  Tle loved
the truth; he fought manfully for it; and abhorred
ITeresy.  He bad scen its Dbitter fruits, he beheld it

" 8. Iren. ap. Euseb. v. 20. Routh, Opuscula, i. p. 82.

* As a comparison of the catalogues of their works respectively
will show.
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flourishing and dominant, in one of its most hateful
forms, making havock far and wide in the fairest
Church of the West.  Under such circumstanees as
these, it required something more than the spirit of
an Ireneus, an Ignatius, or a Polyearp—it demanded
the spirit of a St. Jouy, the divinelv-inspired Apos=tle
and ILivangelist, so to contend against Irvor, ax
not to violate Charity; and so to resist Tleresy, as
not to execrate Ileretics. And let us Dbear in
mind, that though Zcphyrinus and Callistus were
dead at the time when our Author wrote, yet their
ITeresy was not dead: Callistus had passed away,
but he had left Callistians behind him °.

Our Author had been engaged in a confliet with
Callistus, and was still at war with his diseiples.
That conflict had heen a public one.  Callistus aud
his adherents had denied the DHvine personality of
Christ as distinet from the Ifather. Our Author
asserted it, and Callistus had reviled him openly as

“a worshipper of two Gods'.” llence this contro-
versy was a personal onc. No one (says a great

FFather of the Chureh) should remain patient under

° P. 292, 80, and 329, 37. alpeow fws viv &m Tods Swddyous
dtapeivacav. From the terms in which Sabellius is mentioned
in this Treatise (pp. 283. 289, 290}, it may be inferred that it was
written at a time when the name of Sabellius and of his heresy
had become notorious ; and, according to our Author, the exist-
ence of that heresy was duc in great measure to Callistus.

! Pp. 285. 289,

u 2



100 Narrative concerning

a charge of ITeresy. If Callistus was right, our
Autbor was wrong. If Callistus, Bishop of Rome,
did not hmposc sinful terms of Communion, our
Author was a Schismatie. If Callistus was orthodox,
our Author was a Ilcretic.  Nay, he was worse than
a Ileretic; he was a Polytheist. Ile must there-
fore vindicate himself. Ile had been aceused pub-
licly, lie must exculpate himself publicly. And he
could not otherwise show that he himself was not
heterodox, than by proving Callistus a Ilerctic.

When we consider these circuinstances, and that
men, however holy, are men, and are liable to human
infirmities, cspecially when agitated by strong pas-
sions, or engaged in personal struggles concerning the
most nomentous artieles of the Christian IFaith, it
may uot scem to be improbable that one eminent in
the Churcel, like ITippolytus, should have written as
our Author has done.

3. When we remember also the particular school in
wlich ITippolytus had been reared, and when we add
to this the fact, observed by an ancient writer, that
[Tippolytus gave evidence of a fervid temperament °,
and was probably of Asiatie origin *, we sec no reason

? Phot. Cod. 202. fepporépas yvouns. See also some pertinent
remarks by Lavdner, Credibility, i. p. 488, on the style and cha-
racter of the Author of the Little Labyrinth, 4. ¢. on Hippolytus.

> A learned friend suggests a parallel in the strong language of
St. Chrysostom against Ludoxia.  Similar instances might be
easily collceted from every age.
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to think that such a narrative as the present could
not have been written by Hippolytus.

4. We do not dispute the fact that there is a tone
of self-confidence in this narrative.

But let us remember the circumstances of the
case. Our Author, whoever he was, was a learned
and eloquent man. Few persons in his age in Christen-
dom, none probably in the West, could have com-
posed the Volume before us. It is rich in human
learning as well as divine. The style is somewhat
turgid, but it displays solid crudition, as well as
luxuriance of language. I.et us imagine such a
person as this residing at Rowe in the second and
third centuries. e was well qualified to be Bishop
of Portus, beeause it was the principal harbour of
the imperial City, and was thronged with strangers,
Grecks, Asiatics, and Africans, merchaunts, shipmen
and soldiers, Philosophers, Physicians, Ambassadors,
and Astrologers, Christians, Jews, and Pagans flock-
ing to Rome.

But let us suppose such a person as this associated
with such Ecclesiastics—and placed under the rule
of such Bishops—as he represents Zephyrinus and
Callistus to be: the one illiterate, the other profli-
gate, both promoters of heresy. Let his account
of their doings be exaggerated—thongh it is not casy
to say why an Authorwho writes like the Author of
the Philosophumena (and who appears to be no
other than St. ITippolytus, a Bishop and Doctor of
the Church) should be accused of misrepresentation,
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~—yet this we know, that the Western Church at
that time was not endowed with erudition—especially
such learning as that in which our Author excelled.
ITe had the misfortune to be placed under men far
inferior to himself.  And “knowledge puffeth up.”
IIis own superiority was a stumbling-block; their
inferiority was a snare. Suppose such a person as
this to have heen formerly intimate with the holy
aud learned frenwzeus, suppose him to have Dbeen
clated with hLis ancestral dignity of doetrinal succes-
¢ion, derived through Irenzeus and Polycarp from
the blessed Apostle St. John,—What a contrast
would le see at Rome ! What a severe trial of lis
temper would be there—what a perilous ordeal to
pass through! Shall we Dbe surprised that under
such circumstances as these, expressions of conscious
superiority, or cven of vituperative indignation,
should have escaped the lips of Iippolytus ?

9. But, it may be said, Is there not a scctarian
bias in this narative ? Is not the Author almost a
a Donatist Dbefore
Donatus? Can this be Hippolytus ?

There is doubtless a feadency to Novatianism in
this portion of our Author’s work. Some of lhis
prineiples, carried out without reserve or restraint,
would no doubt lead to schism. DBut, when we con-
sider human frailty, we may perhaps allow, that this
might have been expected.

Novatian Dbefore Novatianism,

Ahnost wdl the evils in the Chureh are due to ex-
cess of reaction.  Hippolytus flourished in the end of
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the second and beginning of the third century, when
the evils had nof arisen which afterwards [lowed
from the development of those principles which have
some countenance from our Author. Ifce represents
himself as living at Rome when the diseipline of
that Churelr was very lax.  Iis remedy lay in seve-
rity. The Roman Chureh lhiad extended thie range
of communion too widely : he would have restrained
it too strietly. Iler practice was latitudinarian, and
gave somewhat of a scetarian tendeney to his prinei-
ples.  What is there here that does not oceur, cven
in the best times, among the best men? It is the
common coursc of human allairs.  ITis contemporary,
Tertullian, was ollended by the same licentiousness
in the Ecelesiastical system of Rome, and lapsed into
Montanism*.  LEven Dionysius of Alexandria, in his
zeal against Sabellius, is said by St. Basil ® to have
sown the seeds of Arianisin. St Chrysostom, in his
ardour against a barren faith, may have prepared the
way for the doctrine of merit ; and St. Augustine, in
his strenuous struggle against Pelagianism, may have
been a precursor of Calvin.

But shall we charge thosc holy men with the con-
sequences which otZers deduced from their prinei-
ples after their death ?  Shall we not rather sup-
pose that those principles would have been modified
by them, 7/ they had known the consequences which

* 8. Ilicron. Ser. Eccl. on Tertullian, 53.
* 8. Basil, Epist. ix. 2.
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others would draw from them ; and if they had wit-
nessed the results to which those principles might
lead ?

Our Author, whoever he was, wrote before the
Novatian Schism. For he was a contemporary of
Callistus, who died in or about a.D. 223. And his
Look appears to have been written at Rome when
the memory of his confliet with Callistus was still
fresh. The Novatian Schism did not appear at
Rome till near thirty years afterwards (a.Dp. 251).
Our Author, being at Rome in the position which
he appears to have occupied, would cither have
taken part with Novatian, or against him. And,
according to his own views of the case, the Nova-
tians, or their adversarics, would have found a place
in the Volume before us; as is the ease with the
Montanists and Quartodeeimans, whom he aequits of
lieresy, and commemorates on diseiplinarian grounds®.
When, therelore, he acted and wrote as he did, our
Author had not seen the development of the prin-
ciples to which he gives some countenance. He had
not witnessed the evils which arose from the rending
of the Church by the schism of Novatian.

If, then, we reflect on the religious state of the
Roman Church as displayed in this Volume, if we
recolleet the painful provocations which such dis-
ciplinarian laxity and heretical pravity as he de-
seribes rarvely fail to minister to pious minds, and if

° Pp. 274, 275.
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we remember that we, living in the nineteenth cen-
tury, have seen the results of reactions in the oppo-
site direction, but that Ze lived and wrote before the
rise of Novatianisim, we shall not judge our Author
from our own circumstances, but shall endcavour to
place ourselves in his age and country, and shall at-
tribute his vehement language aguinst laxity of dis-
cipline to his zeal for the holiness and purity of the
Spouse and Body of Christ.

On the whole, then, we sec nothing here inconsis-
tent with the character of St. Ilippolytus, who flou-
rished before Novatian.

6. Rather, let us now add, we find in these very
expressions, to which we have now referred, an addi-
tional confirmation of the proof that this Treatise
is from him,

We have already adverted” to the IIymn of the
Christian Poet who wrote at the beginning of the
fifth century, PrupenTius ®.  Ile there describes (as
it seems) the cemetery and erypt near Rome to whiclh
the remains of St. Ilippolytus were consigned after
his martyrdom at Portus, and in which hLis Statue
was disinterred, in a. D. 1551.

It is remarkable, that in that PPoem DPrudentius
mentions that Ilippolytus, the Bishop and Martyr of
Portus, whose death he is deseribing, and for whose
memory he expresses the deepest venceration, had

T Above, p. 46. Prudentius was born in Spain, a.p. 348.

" Hymn. peri Stephanén, xi.
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participated in the schism of Novatus. Prudentius
dwells on this circumstanee with studious and elabo-
rate exactness. Ile Dbrings it forward, somewhat
abruptly, almost at the cominencement of his poem,
as if it was uppermost in his mind. IIe desires the
friend to whom he addresses it °, not to be surprised
that ITippolytus, though formerly entangled in a
perverse dogma, was afterwards enriched with the
prize of the Catholic faith—the Martyr’s crown.
For (says the Poct', whose words shall be rendered
literally) “when he was hurried away by the furious
foc to death, he was attended by numerous followers,
through the aflection of his flock; and, being con-
sulted —¢Which way was the best?”—< Fly,” he
replicd, ¢ the cxecrable schism of the miserable
Novatus, restore yourselves to the Catholic people.
Let one faith thrive, which is built on the ancient
temple, which faith Paul holds, and the chair of
Peter. It grieves me to have taught what once I
taught. Nowa Martyr, 1 perecive thaf to be venerable
which once I thought to bhe far from the worship of
God.”  Wihen lie had thus reealled his floek from the
left road, and had taught them to follow where the
right way Ieads, and when lhe, who before had
drawn them astray, now guided them aright, having
renounced the devious path, he is brought before
the furious Governor, who was then persecuting the
Christiang, ncar the mouth of the Tiber” (i. e. at Ostia

? Valerian, Bp. of Zaragoza, ' Iymn, xi. 19,
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and at Portus, the Sce of Ilippolytus), “and who,
having made an excursion from Rome, on that self-
same day, had extended his rage to the shores of the
Etrurian Sea, and to the neighhourhood of the mari-
time Porrtus.”

Such is the exordium of the I’ocm of Prudentius
on the Martyrdom of St. llippolytus, Dishop of
Portus.

He then deseribes the circumstances of the Martyr-
dom; he recites the last prayer of the Martyr, when
his aged limbs were torn in picees by the wild horses
to which (the Poct says) he was tied. ITe deseribes
the conveyance of his remains to Rome; and their
interment in a crypt or catacomb, and mentions a
fresco on which the Martyrdom was delincated, and
the crection of a chapel on the spot, and the con-
course of people, high and low, from far and wide,
from Alba and Sanmiun, and even from Nola and
Capua, on the Auniversary when his Martyrdom was
commemorated in that age—the 15th of August.

In perusing this interesting Poem which extends
to near 250 lines, the reader can hardly fail to ob-
serve, that the recantation imputed to Llippolytus is
made a main topic, not inferior to the Martyrdom
itself.

It would appear from the Poct’s words, that the
memory of St. Ilippolytus was venerated throughout
Ttaly in the fifth century; and that it was generally
known that e had oceupiced a position of antagonism
to a DBishop of the Roman Church.  rudentius
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endeavours to account for this sceming incon-
eruity.  ITe says that St. ITippolytus had been in
schism, that he had led his people astray, and had
formed a separate congregation; but that just before
Lis death he renounced his error, and exhorted his
people to return to the Church.

This Pocm was written more than a century and a
half after the death of Iippolytus. Some persons
have been perplexed by the application of the
name “ Presbyter” in this Poem to ITippolytus, who
was o Bishop. DBut there is no difficulty here;
though a Presbyter is not called a Bishop by ancient
Authors, yet a Dishop is often called Presbyter 2
And Prudentius sufliciently declares that the Mar-
tyr Ilippolytus, whose death he deseribes, was a
Bishop, by saying, that he was the /fead of a Chris-
tian Churell®. Tt is cvident, also, that Prudentius
means us to understand, that whatever the nature of
the schismt was with which Iippolytus is charged,
he renounced it at his death—Dbut not before.  For
why should the people Lave consulted him #hen,

* E.g. Ireneus is twice called paxdpios mpeaBirepos in this
Treatise, pp. 202. 222, and never "Ewxloxomos: and, after all, the
Vatican MS, reads, Invenio Ilippolytum qui quondam schisma
Novati Presbyteri attigerat, for Presbyter, and that reading is re-
ceived by Arevali, in his cdition, Rom. 1805. In the Catalogus
Liberianus, scet, iv,, and Catalog. Felician. sect. vi.,, we read:
“Xo tempore (a.p. 235) Poutianus Lipiscopus ct Ilippolytus
Presbyter exitio sunt deportali in iusulam Sardiniam.”  This
was probably St. Hippolytus.

* Ipsum Clristicolis csse Caput populis, v. 80,
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which way they ought to go, if lie had previously
informed them? And why should he say that as a
Martyr he recognizes the truth, and desires them
then to refurn to the Catholic Chureh ?

But the question arises—

Could Iippolytus, the Bishop of Portus, have
been an adlicrent of Novatian, the first anti-Pope, or,
as Prudentius calls him, Novatus—a confusion of
nanmics comnion in the Eastern Churel, and excus-
able in a Western Poet writing in Llegiacs, and
having to deal with a word, quod versu dicere non
est?’

No, we may reply, Hippolytus could not have
been a follower of Novatian. Ie could hardly have
survived to so late a period as that of the Novatian
schism, which did not appear till A.p. 251. And
since we have minutely accurate details, in the works
of St. Cyprian, concerning the history of the Nova-
tiau schism, and since it is not possible that so cmi-
nent a person as St. Iippolytus should have sided
with Novatian, and no niention be made of the fact
in any of those details, we may conclude that he
was not among his adherents *.

* This argument is well stated by Ruggicri, pp. 115—439,
of his claborate work described above, chapter i., where he has
proved that St. ITippolytus could not have been implicated in No-
vatianism. Besides, Hippolytus, we are told by Photius (Cod.
121), was of opinion that the Lpistle to the Ilcbrews was not
written by St. Paul. The Novatians appealed to it as his; and
grounded their stern discipline upon it, Philast, [Hocres. 41,
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The Church of Rome hersclf affirms, that St. TTip-
polytus, Bishop of Portus, was not chargeable with
Novatianism. For she records in her Breviary (Aug.
22), that he was martyred “ A/ewvandro Imperalore,”
whose reign ended a.p. 235, and Novatianism did
not appear till fifteen years afterward.

She also affirms, that Prudentius in his hymn
las confounded one ILppolytus with another®. For
Prudentiug says, that St. Ilippolytus, Biskop of
Portus, was torn in pieces by wild horses, hut the
Church of Rome in the Dreviavy assigns fthat mode
of martyrdom to another St. Hippolytus, whom she
comnmemorates on August 135 and she also relates
in the Breviary, that St. Hippolytus, Bishop of Por-
tus, was martyred in a very differeut manner °.

But is there 7o foundation for the statcment of
Prudentins? Yes, we may believe, there is.  Let us
suppose, for argument’s sake, that Iippolytus, though
not a Novatian, had put forth some sentiments scem-
ing to have some tendency to Novatianism. It would
not have been wonderful, that he should be afferwards

* Cardinal Baronius was also of this opinion. Ad A.p. 229,
No. 9. *Haee Prudentius, qui errore lapsus tres in unum con-
fudit Hippolytos.” See also his Martyrol. 30. Jan.: “ Pruden-
tius tres Iippolytos conflavit in unum.” The same is stated
with much learning and ability by Ruggieri, p. 444.

* Ad Aug. 22, Apud Ostia Tiberina Iippolytus Episcopus
Portuensis ob pracelaram fidei confessionem manibus pedibusque
ligatis in altam foveam aquis plenam preeeipitatus marlyrio coro-
natus est.
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called @ Novatian. The seven Sons and their Mother
who suflered martyrdom under Antiochus ipiphanes,
arc commonly called “ Maccabees,” although they died
many years defore the standard of Judas was raised,
which gave rise to the name of Maccabee.  Such
cases of anticipatory appellations are common.  Ilip-
polytus would have been ecited by the promoters of
Novatianism as favouring their views.  Suppose him
to have scvered himself from communion with cor-
tain Dishops of Rome. Suppose him to have de-
nounced them as patrons of heresy and immorality,
and to have treated with indignation and scorn their
claim, and that of their people, to be “a Catholic
Churcl.,”  Suppose him to have resisted them
openly. Then it is very probable that the Novatians
would appeal to him, as a venerable Bishop and
Martyr, who had countenanced their eause. They
would avail themsclves of his name and reputation—
perhaps of his writings. The Church of Rome would
not have been unwilling that hie should pass for a
Novatian ; for his antagonism would be rendered
comparatively innocuous by being identified with a
seet, and probably it wonld be taken for granted,
that he retracted his opinions before he died, and that,
with his last breath, the vencrable Bishop and Martyr
conjurcd his flock at Portus to return to the Roman
Church.

Let us add to this the following consideration.
Another eminent person, bearing the name of //ippo-
lytus, was known as an adherent of Novatian, and he
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was also a Martyr’; and the narrative of Prudentius
concerning the manner of the martyrdom of St. ITip-
polytus, Bishop of Portus, is at variance with the
otlier records of that event ®.

Therefore we are led to conclude, that there is
an error in the details of the Hymn of Prudentius,
particularly with regard to the imputation of com-
plicity with Novatian to St. ITippolytus *.

Jut we also believe there is a historical basis of
trutl, even in that particular.

In a word, the Narrative hefore us in the ninth
hook of the newly-discovered Treatise, detailing the
circumstances of the conflict of St. Hippolytus with
two Roman Bishops, explains and correets the Poem
of Prudentius. It is the key that opens the lock
which bafHed the skill of many crities of old. And
thus those very sentiments, occurring in this narra-
tive, which seemed to have a Novatian direction, do,
when compared with the Pocin, supply another proof
that the narrative before us is from the pen of Ilip-
polytus'.

7 Sce the Authorities in Ruinart. ap. Fabrie. ITippol. i, p. x. and
ibid, p. xiii. * Usuardus 3 Kal. Febr. apud Antiochiam passio
beati Ypoliti martyris, ¢qui Novati sehismate aliquantulum decep-
tus, operante Christi gratid, ad Ecclesiee charitatem rediit.”

¢ Sce ibid. pp. xx., xxi.

? Such also is the conclusion of Ruggicri in his Dissertation on
St. Hippolytus, pp. 415—447.

' We may here refer to the testimony of ancient authors, who
state that there were eertain things liable to reprehension in the

writings of St. lippolytus, but that he made amends for them by
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Whether or no Ilippolytus (for so let us be per-
mitted to eall our Author) did continue in a state
of separation from the Bishop of Rome after the
death of Callistus, is a question of much interest, and
deserves careful investigation. We may hope that
Urbanus?, the sueccessor of Callistus, brought back
the Roman Church to the true IFaith, and that the
breach was healed ; and there appears to be some
reason for this belief in the circumstance, that in the
year A.D. 235, Pontianus, Bishop of Rome, and Iip-
polytus, were (it seems) brother-exiles and confessors
of the Faith in Sardinia®. DBut this is not the topic
before us.

Let us, then, pass on to observe, that the Poem
of Prudentius aids us also in the solution of the last
question proposed for consideration in this Chapter.

his martyrdom. Nicephor, Callist. iv. 31, Twi 7ov cvyypap-
pdrov Emdpfipa Eov 7@ Imip xpoTol papriply Telewlels Tov
Tijs dyvolas popov dwerpifaro.

It is true we do not know what these particulars were. Some
have supposed them to have been certain points in his prophe-
tical interpretation animadverted on by Plotius. Or they may
have been his approximations to the verge of Novatianism, as
noticed in this chapter.

? Zonaras says, that Ilippolytus flourished under Urbanus
(Annal. Tom. ii. ap. Fabric. Hippol. p. x.). His words are
remarkable : OpBavot ijs "Erwkomijs mijs Pupalvw wélews wpo-
eororos kal Trwélvros vhey, aviyp lepdTaTtos kal codurartos,
‘Emiokomos 10t kata ‘Papnv iprov yevdpevos.

> Sce the Authorities in Iabric. i. p. xxi, Lardner, i, 498,
supposes that S. Ilippolytus was martyred cither a.n. 235 or
A.D. 250. The former date is the more probable.



114 Narrative concerning

7. ITow is it possible that IIippolytus should have
heen honoured by a Statue at Rome, if he had re-
sisted two Rowman DBishops, who are canonized as
Saints and honoured as Martyrs by the Church of
Rome, and if hie had denounced thiem as heretics?

Ziephyrinus is indeed called a Saint and Martyr,
and Callistus also, and they are venerated as such in
the Public Liturgy of the Roman Church*. DBut
our Author, who wrote very soon after the death of
hoth, certainly does not regard cither of them asa
Martyr or a Saint. .And it is gencrally acknowledged
and deplored that the records of the earlier Bishops
of Rome are very defective and crroneous. The his-
tory of that Church, during the second and greater
part of the third century is almost a blank, in which
little that is trustworthy has been inserted, except the
names and dates of the Bishops. In course of time
Writers arose, who filled up the vacant space with
legendary tales; and Martyrdoms were recorded of
Popes, who had died quictly in their beds®. The

* The Festival of Zephyrinus is Aug. 26, and we find the

following Collect for that day in the Roman Breviary (p. 1055,

ed. Ratisbon, 1840) :—
Oratio.

“ Preesta, quacsumus, omnipotens Deus, ut beati Zephyrini
Martyris tui atque Pontificis, cujus gandemus meritis, instruamur
cxemplis, per Dominum.”

The festival of Callistus is October 14, and it is said in the Bre-
viary,p.1151, “ Callistus . . . martyrio coronatus sub Alexandro Im-
peratore. ., . Corpus in Basilicam 8. Marize trans Tiberim ab ipso
adificatam delatum, sub ard majori maximd vencratione colitur.”

* “Tecepta de primis Romae Episcopis plerisque Martyribus
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Church enjoyed peace and was not assailed by per-
sccution during the times of Zephyrinus and Callistus.
Tt is very improbable, to say the least, that cither of
them perished by Martyrdom. We must be on our
guard not to form our estimate of the character and
lives of Roman Bishops in the second and third cen-
turies, from statements which did not see the light
till four centuries after them °.

8. Let us now turn to the STATUE. It is observ-
able, that, though all Antiquity testifies that “a Re-
futation of all Heresies” was written by St. Ilippo-
Iytus, yet that particular work is not specified in the
catalogue on the Statue.

There must (we are led to conjeeture) have been
some reason for this omission.

There would be no ground for it, if, in the eyes of
persons in authority at Rome, it had been altogether
unexceptionable ; and supposing the first cight books
of our work to have formed the whole work, and
supposing them to have been written by Ilippolytus,

sententia erronea est,” says Bp. Pearson, Dissert. Posth. i. c. iv.
The whole of that chapter is very important in its bearings on the
present subject, as showing the scantiness of materials, even in the
sixth century, for any thing like an accurate knowledge of the
Roman Church as it had existed in the second and carlicr part of
the third.
® See Bp. Pearson, i. c. xii. 4, who says, “Dico nullum
Papam aut alium quemcunque fuisse auetorem Libri Pontificum
sive gestorum Pontificalium ante sextum sweculum, imo nullum
ejusmodi librwm in Ecclesid extitisse ante anmum CLX ab obitn
Damasi Papae ” (i. e. anle annum DCCCLYV).
192

-
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then, when we consider the importance of the sub-
jeet, and the learning and ability displayed in those
hooks, we recognize cogent reasons for the insertion of
this work in the cataloguce on the Statue.

But it is omitted. And now, we would ask, Does
not the narrative in the ninth book eaplain the
omission? and does not that omission supply an
additional argument in behalf of the genuineness of
the narrative ?

9. The existence of the honorary Statue is ex-
plained by the Poem of Prudentius.  If the memory
of Iippolytus, who had lived in the third century,
and was supposed by some in the fifth century, to
have been an adherent of Novatian,—the first Anti-
pope, the Author of a widely-spread schism,—was so
dear to the people of Rome and Italy, as Prudentius
deseribes it to be, that they flocked from almost all
parts of Italy to his grave, on the anniversary of his
Martyrdom,—if Prudentius himself, “ the Christian
Maro and Flaccus” (as Dentley calls him), erected a
Monument to Ilippolytus, more durable than marble,
in the interesting IIymn to which we have referred,
there is no reason for surprisc that some of those
who resorted to his grave, among whom (as Pruden-
tius states) were wealthy Patricians?’, admirers of his
learning, his eloquence, his piety, and of his courage,
displayed in his life, his writings and his death, should
have united together in raising a Monument to his

7 Urbs augusta suos vomit effunditque Quirites
Una et Patricios ambitione pari,—v. 200,
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memory, and should have loved to see lis vencrable
figure perpetuated in marble, and have inseribed its
pedestal with his Paschal Calendar, and with the
tittes of his works. No wonder, we may say, that
they paid this tribute to his memory, «lthough he
had resisted two Popes in suceession.  If Hippolytus,
although supposed to have been an adherent of
Novatian, who bhad withstood so holy a Pope as
Cornclius, was honoured with a Poem and a Cha-
pel, there is no ground for surprise that although
he was known to have resisted a Callistus or Zephy-
rinus, he should have been honoured with a Statue.
Perhaps some of those who erected it loved and
venerated him the more, decause he had stood firm
and immovable, and almost alone, against a deadly
Heresy, patronised by two Prelates of Rome ®. When

® M. Bunsen places the erection of the Statue at some period
between Constantine and the sixth century (p. 223). There
seems reason for believing that it was earlier; for the Paschal
Calendar inscribed upon it dates from A.p. 222, And as Tur-
rianus (ap. Fabr. Hippolyt. i. pp. 164—171), and after him Ideler
(Chronologie ii. p. 224) observe, the Calendar appears to have
been intended for use in the period for which it was made, and
could not have been long in use, on account of certain imperfee-
tions in its construction. After the lapsc of one or two of its
cycles of sixtecn years it would have become obsolete. And after
it was superseded, no one, probably, would have been at the pains to
engrave it. If this reasoning be correct, the Statue is of greater
interest and value as being almost a contemporary monument
to the memory, and a contemporary tributc to the virtues, of
St. Hippolytus,
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in the next age to Hippolytus, Sabellianism (the
natural growth of Nodétianism) became widely domi-
nant in Christendom, and made great ravages in the
Chureh, perhaps through the previous example and
influence of Zephyrinus and Callistus as described
in the narrative before us, then another DBishop of
Rome, the great Diounysius (a.p. 259—269) came
forward to stay the plague. Ile vindieated the true
faith from the aggressions of Sabellianism on the one
side, and of Tritheism on the other®. Then (it is
very probable) the serviees that had been rendered
by Ilippolytus to the cause of Christianity by his
gallant resistance to a pestilent Ileresy, were grate-
fully appreeiated by the Chureh and Bishop of
Rome. Then hLis name was Deloved, and hLis me-
mory revered by her. Thousands flocked to the
tomh of onc who had contended for the lonour
of Christ in his life, and had glorified ITim in his
death. 'Then perhaps this Statuc was erected. Then
the infirmities of temper, the veliemence of language,

? Tor an excellent summary of his history in this particular
respect, see Bp. Pearson, Dissert. i. ¢. 10. 5. Sce also Coustant,
Notitia Lpistolarum Dionys. Rom. (ap. Routh, iii. 114); Ne-
ander, ii. p. 369. Tragments of the work of Dionysius, called
"Avarpomy), or Refutation, are preserved by St. Athanasius de
decretis Synodi Nicwena, § 26, and are conutained in Routh, Re~
liquize, ed. 1815, iii. 179—183. & uév SaBéi\\os Bracdnuer
avtév Tov vidv elvar Mywv Tov warépa kai Zumakw- of 88 Tpels
Beovs Tpimor Twd xypiTTOvew €l Tpets YmooTdoeas Sévas aAARA o

, -
TavTaTagt kexuplopévas Starpodvres Ty dyiay Tpudda.



the Church of Rome. 119

the scornful sarcasm, and acrimonious altereation were
forgotten. The schism had been healed by death,
and the memory of passionate conllicts was buried in
the Martyr’s grave.



CHAPTER IX.

OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED.

SILENCE OF CHURCI HISTORIANS.

WE have alrcady considered some of the various
questions which occur to the reader when he first
peruses our Author’s narrative concerning Zephy-
rinus and Callistus.

Let us now proceed to examine some others.

1. We see in that narrative two Bishops of Rome,
the greatest Church in the West, not only charged
with Ileresy, but with patronising and propagating it.
And they are represented as disparaging tlhiose who
were orthodox, and as assailing them publicly with
calummious appellations, and other contumelious in-
dignities. If this had been the case, we feel dis-
posed to ask, Would not the whole Church have
sounded an alarm? Would not the world have rung
with the fame of such doings as these? Let us con-
sider some parallel cases. What a stir was made in
Cliristendom, when Liberius, Bishop of Rome, lapsed
into Arianism in the fourth century. And with
what surprise and consternation did the Church Uni-
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versal reccive the intelligence, that Pope IMonorius,
in the seventh century, had communicated with the
Monothelites? Notwithstanding all the extenuat-
ing circumstances pleaded in their favour, the names
of Liberius and Honorius have been branded with the
stigina of infamy, and have been generally regarded
with sorrow mingled with abhorrence by a great part
of Christendom, from their own times cven to this
day .

2. But who knows the name of Zephyrinus as
connected with heretical doctrine ? Who knows the
name of Callistus as the founder of a sect? And if

! Especially Pope IHonorius: anathematized even by Popes
themselves as a heretic, on their accession to the Papacy. Sec the
“ Liber Diwrnus Romanorum Pontificum” (ed. Paris, 1680),
used in the eighth century at the consecration of Roman Bishops,
who then made a solemn public declaration as follows: “ Auctores
novi heretici dogmatis Sergium, Pyrrhum, Paulum et Petrum
Constantinopolitanos, und cum Ionorio qui pravis eorum asser-
tionibus fomentum impendit . .. cum omnibus heereticis scriptis
atque sequacibus nexu perpetui anathematis devinxerunt. Cum
suprd fatis hareticis, Sabellium, Paulum Samosatenum, Marim
Persam, Montanum, Donatum, . . . execramur ac condem-~
namus.” This was a part of the profession of faith of the Roman
Bishops in the ninth century.

It is observable that they then affirmed themselves to be aot
infallible. Tor not only did the Popes declare that Pope IHonorius
had fallen into [eresy, but their Profession of Taith goes on to
say, “Unde et districti anathematis interdictioni subjicimus, si
quis unquam, seu Nos, sive est alius, qui novtn aliquid preesumat
contra hujusmodi evangelicam traditionem et orthodoxa fidei

Christianaeque religionis integritatem.”
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our Author’s narrative is true, they were not only Ie-
reties, but Heresiarehs.  Would they not, therefore,
have taken their place as such in the pages of Chureh
ITistory ¢ Would not Liusebius have recorded their
acts? Would not St. Jerome? Would they not
have heen enumerated in the copious Catalogues of
Ieretics, drawn up by the laborious diligence of
Epiphanius, Philastrius, Augustine, and Damascene ?
If Liberius and Ilonorius attained such unhappy
notoricty, surely some records would survive of
the more miserable apostasy of two Bishops of
Rome in suceession—Zcephyrinus and Callistus,—
who propagated heresy, and proseribed those who
were orthodox.

Sucl surniises as these have doubtless oceurred to
the reader of this narrative, and they have been pro-
pounded by some as objections to its credibility 2.

Let us then consider them. And

1. If in previous Chapters it has been shown to be
probable, that the Work before us is from the pen of
Hippolytus, if we have scen reason for believing that
the narrative in the Ninth hook is from his pen, then
we have good ground for saying, that the narrative
is deserving of credit. Tor it comes from a person
of unimpeachable character, who was a Bishop of the
Roman Chureh in the age of Zephyrinus and Callis-
tus. Therefore we are bound to say, Ilistory is not

* Particularly in an article of an English Journal, which states

also some of the ohjections considered in previous chapters.
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silent on the subjeet of their apostasy. On the con-
trary, our Author informs us, that the Ileresy patro-
nised by Callistus produced “a very great confusion
in the minds of all the faithful in all the world®.”
It did make a great noisc: it excited a great com-
motion. It did not escape the notice of Iistory.
St. Hippolytus is its Historian.

But 2. Tt may be said, these considerations do not
remove the difficulty. Ior if our Authov is Ilip-
polytus, if this narrative is from his pen, how is it
that the facts narrated by him did not become gene-
rally known ? If Zephyrinus and Callistus acted
and taught, as our Author says they did, and if our
Author was a Bishop of the Roman Chureh, how is
it to be explained that the name and narrative of
St. Hippolytus did not give notoricty to them?

3. Such questions, we may first observe, appear
to proceed from a lack of adequate discrimination ol
times and seasons in the Church. They scem to
arise from a habit of mind formed under the in-
fluences, literary and theological, subscquent in time
to the cpoch at which our Author wrote. The eyes
of men have been so much dazzled with the splen-
dour with which the Church of Rome has Dbeen
invested since the tenth century, and they arc so
much impressed with the grandeur and magnificence
which she displayed in mediweval times, that they are
hardly able to sce clearly what shie was in the firs/

P, 279, 17.
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ages of Christianity, They refleet their own ideas
back from the thirteenth century to the third. But
it is for the calm and thoughtful student of Ilistory
to emancipate his mind from the thraldom of these
delusive impressions.

Each age has its own character. The ante-Nicene
period is different from the Nicene. The Christian-
ization of the Empire introduced a new era in the
history and fortuncs of the Church. If such events
as our Author describes had taken place in the fourth
or fifth centuries instead of the #hird, then indeed
they would have becn noised throughout the world,
aud the ccho of them, sounding far and wide, would
have been heard distinctly at this day.

4. If, again, the Sceune of such events as these
had been in the East, instead of the West, then it is
probable the world would have heard much of them
for some time. The Eastern Chureh, even then, was
cminent for learning. Dut Rome was barren in
Theological Literature. Noetus, an Eastern of
Smyrna, was well known to the Chureh. But there
were few comparatively in the world to record the
acts of the Roman Callistus. Let us, then, bear
in mind the place and time at which the events in
this narrative are represented to have occurred,—
Rome, in the beginning of the third century. Rome
at that time did not contain fifty Presbyters. It was
still a heathen eity*. It has been asserted by Lueas

* Luseb. vi. 43, cp. Optat. ii. p. 49, who speaks of XL et
quod excurrit basilicas.
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Sylvius, who afterward became a Bishop of Rome as
Pius II. (a.D. 1458), that “®defore the Council of
Nicea little regard was paid to the Church of Rowe,
and that every one in Christendom looked after their
own affairs,” and cared little for the doctrine or
doings of Roman Bishops. This is a strong state-
ment; and we should be involved in serious crror, if
we estimated the importance of Rome and her
Bishops in the third century by the influence which
they afterwards acquired ®. In external respeects,
there was almost as much difference between Callis-
tus and Innocent IIL., as there was between Servius
Tullius and Augustus Ceesar. And it was not more
strange that Callistus, the Slave of Carpopliorus,
should become a Roman DBishop, than that Servius,
the Slave of Tanaquil, should become King of Rome.

We may pursuc the parallel further. To us the
History of the Roman Church in the beginning of
the third century has been hitherto almost an unex-

® Epist. 31, ad Martinum Mayerum. * Ante Niceenam Syno-
dum unusquisque sibi vixit, et parvus respeclus ad Romanam
Ecclesiam habebatur.”

¢ Neander justly observes, ii. 483, “ Important as the Church
of Rome became ... yet it was from the beginning compara-
tively barren in respect to all theological science. . . . T'wo indi-
viduals only appear to have distinguished themselves as ecele-
siastical authors among the Roman Clergy, the presbyter Caius
the opponent of Montanism, and Novatian, whom Cornelius,
Bishop of Rome, calls & Soyuariorys,” Iusch. vi. 43, a name
which, Neander well remarks, suggests that such a phenomenon
was rare at Rome.
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plored region. It has been what the history of
ITcathen Rome is under her Kings—almost barren
of facts, and peopled with fables of a later age. We
have had few materials whereby to form an ac-
curate judgment concerning it. And in this consists
the value of the present marrative in the recently-
discovered Treatise. If it is genuine, if it is authen-
tie, it may almost be called an historieal revelation.
It aids us in filling up a chasm in a very interesting
period of Church History. The rescue of this single
Volume from the monastic cloister of Mount Athos,
is & more important cvent than the disinterment of
a chest of ancient “ Libri Pontificum,” written under
the Kings of Rome.

5. There is extant an ancient Dialogue of a
Christian Author, written in the Latin language,
composecd with perspicuity and elegance of style, and
dating as it would seem from nearly the same period
as the recently-discovered Treatise on ITeresy. And
it is observable, that the Scenc of that Dialogue
is laid at Ostin—within a very short distance of our
Author’s residence Portus’. The reader will anti-
cipate the name of Minucius IFelix. This Dialogue,
entitled ¢ Octavius,” from the name of the Christian
interlocutor, who prevails on his heathen friend
Ceeeilius to renounce paganism for Christianity, af-

T It begins with a reference to the Temple of Serapis, which
stood at Portus. Sec the ancient inseription in Spon. Miscell.
crudit. Antiquit. Lugd. 1685, p. 329 : M. Aimjhios "Hpowv New-

xkopos Tov év Ildpry Sepdmdos.
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fords no information with regard to the doctrinal or
disciplinarian condition of the Roman Church at that
time. DBut it shows that it was then a poor and
despised community, or, as Ceecilius calls it, a
“latebrosa et lucifugax natio ®”—it was a “ Church
of the Catacombs.”

G. The History of the Western Church in the se-
cond and third centuries is, as we have said, almost a
terra incognita. Let us consider some causes of this.

The Christians at that time were engaged in acting
ard suffering, and had but little leisure for writing.
Apologies for Cliristianity against Paganism, Vindi-
cations of the Catholic Faith, and Refutations of Ilec-
resy, were their Literature. Being exposed to the
peril of martyrdom, they had little means or inclina-
tion for the collection of materials for History. And
even if Church Iistories had been written in the se-
cond and third centuries, they would probably have
been destroyed in the Decian and Diocletian persc-
cutions. Church Ilistory is the produce of Pcace.
We may thank Constantine for it.

But it may be said, Have we not Church Historians
who profess to describe the early period of the
Roman Church? Have we not Euschbius? ITave
we not St. Jerome? Was not he secretary to Pope
Damasus ? and must not he have known the early
history of the Roman Church? We have indecd
such writers, and we have reason to he thankful for

® Minue. Felix, p. 75, ed. Lug. Bat, 1672. See also p. 102,
Pars vestriom major ¢t melior cgetis, algetis, fame laboratis,
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them. DBut let us consider their circumstances.
Eusebius, who wrote his history about A.p. 325, in-
forms us, that he was the firs¢é who attempted to
compose a Church History. Ilis words are remark-
able. Ie claims indulgence because he is “ the first
to engage in this enterprise, and because he is enter-
ing on a desert and untrodden road, and is not able
to find any print-marks of persons who had preceded
him ®” Euschius wrote, a century after Hippolytus.
Besides, Ilusebius was an Fastern ; he knew little of
Latin'; his accounts of the early history of the
Roman Church are very meagre. And St. Jerome,
though a Western by birth, was an Fastern by resi-
dence in his maturer years, and did not much more
for Church History than transcribe from the work
of Kusebius.

7. We may here advert to a remarkable proof of
the slender knowledge possessed by ISusebius and
St. Jerome with regard to the carlier history of the
Western Chuareh. It is very significant. And, what
is also worth notice, it is connected with ITippolytus.

Neither Eusebius nor St. Jerome knew that St.

® Euseb. i. 1,

! ¢ Lusebius Latinz linguse perexiguam habuit cognitionem.”
Sce Vales, and Heinichen in Euseb. i. 133 ii. 23 ii. 25; iv. 8
viii. 2. ¢ BEuscbius’ (says Bp. Pearson, Annal. Cyprian.
Preef.) ““scriptor in rebus Occidentis parum accuratus.” Again:
“ Euscbiana Pontificamm Romanorum Chronologia merito sus-
pecta,” says Bp. Pearson, Dissert. Posth, i. ¢, 10, p. 101
Again: ¢ Euscbio res Occidentalis imperii parum cognite,” says
Dodwell, Dissert, p. 110,
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Hippolytus was Bishop of Portus, ncar Rome. Nei-
ther of them knew the Sce of which hie was Bishop.

LEusebius says that Iippolytus was Bishop of sonte
Church without specifying the name, and St. Jerome
states that he was not able to discorer the name of
his See?, and Eusebius, when he wrote his history,
does not appear to have known that St. ITippolytus
suftered Martyrdom.

8. Let us here notice some other parallel instances.
Fusebius, it is clear, did not know who was the
Author of the « Little Labyrinth,” from which he
quotes a long extract .  We know that it was written
by Hippolytus *.

Eusebius mistakes Novatus for Novatian?, and
never mentions Lactantius or Minutins IFelix.  Theo-
doret never mentions St. Cyprian %, and does not ap-
pear to have known the Sce of Ilippolytus’.

If then the Historians of the Church, the most
learned men of their age, did not know these promi-

? Euseb. vi. 20. S. Jerome, de Viris Ill. 1xi. “ Nomen urbis
scire non potui.” s v. 28,

* Ruggieri says very truly, p. 497, Recentiores Scriptores
multa sciverunt que Euscbio et S. Hieronymo fuerunt incom-
perta, and he adduces various instances in prool, pp. 497--503.

* Euseb, vi. 43. 45, and the Variorum Notes, pp. 511. 534,
ed. Oxon. 1842.

¢ « Theodorctus Cypriani utpote Latini nusquam meminit,”
says Bp. Pearson, Annal. Cyprian.

T He calls him ériokomros xai pdprup in several places—iv. 54.
130. 252, and in each of these cases he quotes him after Tgnatius
and Irenzxus, whose sces he mentions, but he never mentions that

of Hippolytus.
K
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nent facts in the Iistory of so celebrated a person as
Ilippolytus,—is their silence or the silence of others,
with regard to any events in his life, or in the History
of the Western Church in his age, to be regarded as
of sufticient weight, to set aside, or countervail positive
testimouy from a credible sourcc?  Assuredly not.

When Ruflinus, preshyter of Aquileia, wished to
give to Western Cliristendom a Tlistory of the early
Chureh, he did not compose an original work, but
translated the 1listory of Iinsehius.  Sulpicius Se-
verus, and Orosius writing in the West, show how
little was known by Oceidental Christians concern-
ing their own carly Church ITistory; Socrates, Sozo-
men, and Theodoret, are Orientals ®,

ITence it has come to pass, that we have hitherto
been obliged to study the carly ITistory of the West,
in the pages of the Fast. The Ilasterns were not
acquainted with the carly ITistory of the Roman
Churel, aud we canuot learn from them what they
themselves did not know.

Therefore (we may repeat), no argument ean be
derived against the eredibility of the present Narra-
tive from any silenee of Churel Iistorians.

9. Let us here notice two parallels to the events
recorded in our narrative.

* How little have we heard of Rome except through the me-
dium of Greece!  What should we have known of the Scipios if
Livy Lad not been preceded by Polybius. The names of Diony-
sius of Ilalicarnassus, Appian, Dio Cassius and other Greck
writers suggest similar reflexions.
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(") A Bishop of Rome at the end of the third cen-
tury, Marcellinus, who afterwards suflered Martyrdom,
is said to have fallen away in the time of persecution
from the Christian faith, and to have sacrificed to
the gods of the heathen. This is generally stated by
Roman writers, who have composed the lives of
Roman Bishops®.  But Eusebius says nothing of it :
nor any Historian of that age.

(*) Again; A Bishop of Rome in the second century
was induced to favour Montaunism: he acknowledged
the prophecies of Prisca and Maximilla, and com-
municated with Montanist congregations.  And
how do we know this? Trom a single passage of
Tertullian'®; if that had been lost, we should have
heard nothing of this important fact. And to this
day it has not been determined hy learned men, who
that Montanizing Bishop of Rome was'. DBut no

* E.g. Anastasius, and Platina. ' Tertullian c. Prax. c. 1.

! Valesius in Euseb. v. 4, thinks it was Elcutherus. So does
Bp. Pearson, Diss. ii. 9. Neander asserts that it was Anicetus
(on Tertullian, p. 486); in another place he seems to lean to
Eleutherus, Ececl. Hist. ii. 258 ; Baronius, that it was Anicetus.
H. Dodwell affirms, with good reason, that it was Zephyrinus
himself, Dissert. (ad A.p. 173) de Rom. Pont. Successione, xiv.
§ 9. Dodwell argues this from the close of the Catalogue of
Heresies at the end of Tertullian's Preescriptiones, ¢ Post /os
omnes, i. e. post Theodotum Argentarium (who was certainly under
Zephyrinus, Buseb. v, 28) eliam Praxceas quidun heeresim intro-
duxit quam Fictorinus corroborare curavit.,” Now, from Tertul-
lian c. Praxcam, c. 1, it appears that Praxeas did fwo things at

Rome at one and the same time : one was, he induced the Bishop

K2
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onc doubts the fact. Whether it made a noise at
the time, we cannot say, but

Ad nos vix tenuis famee perlabitur aura.

of Rome to revoke the letters of communion he had given to the
Montanists ; the sccond was, he broached his own heresy, i. e.
the Patripassian heresy, which resembled that afterwards brought
to Rome by the followers of Noctus, and encouraged by Zephy-
rinus, “ Duo negotia diaboli Praxeas Romae procuravit; pro-
phetiam  expulit ¢t hoeresim intulit.  Paracletum fugavit et
Patrem crucifixit."”

The words ‘“ Praxcas hwmresim introduxit, quam Fictorinus
corroborare curavit,” have caused some perplexity. Who was this
‘ Victorinus 7"’

Giescler proposes “ Victor” (§ 60, notes 5 and 7), supposing a
reference to I'iclor, Bishop of Rome, who excommunicated the
Theodotians, and therefore might be represented by some as
favourable to the opposite heresy, that of Praxeas.

The sentence bears a remarkable resemblance to the words of
S. Hippolytus speaking of Noctianism in our Treatise, p. 279,
29, Kheopévys ékpdrvre 10 8dypa rar éxetvo katpod Zedupivov
Suérew vopilovros Ty ékxhnoiav, and p. 284, 77, Tavrpy Ty
alpeoiy ékpdrvve Kdloros ... 70v Zedupivor ... melbuv
Soypaot. . .

Perhaps we may suppose that the word Fictorinus in the pas-
sage aforesaid is a rcading composed of the two names, I'ictor
and Zephyrinus, and that it proceeded from the doubts of the
copyists wavering between one and the other, and that the true
reading is Zephyrinus.

A lcarned friend communicates a conjecture first made by
Dr. Allix (see Waterland, v. 227. Judgt. of Primitive Churches,
chap. v.), that the List of Ileretics at the end of Tertullian’s
Praescriptiones is only a Latin Translation of the B¢BMddpiov of
ITippolytus, scen by Photius, sec above, p. 59. If thisis the case,
then the supposition ubove-mentioned would be more probable.
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These circumstances are important, as showing that,
because Bishops of Ronie erred in the second cen-
tury, it does not neceszarily follow, that a clear and
circumstantial account of their errors is to be ex-
pected from the Chureh 1listorics which we now
possess, or that, when we have such an account in a
single writer of credit, we should look upon his
narrative as apocryphal ®.

10. But we are understating the argument. Our
Author is not alone in recording the crrors of
Callistus.

Theodoret, the Ecclesiastical Historian and Bishop
of Cyrus in the fifth century, in his compendious ac-
count of Ileresies, adds to his article on Noetus, a
shorter one on Callistus®.

“ Cullistus took the lead in propagating this He-
resy after Noetus, and devised certain additions to
the impiety of the doctrine *.”

ITere then is another witness. It is cvident, as
will be shown hereafter, from a comparison of Theo-
doret’s Account of Ileresies with the newly-disco-
vered Treatise’, that Theodoret, in composing his

? Tt is observable that Hippolytus in his Catalogue of Ilerctics
never mentions Prareas. Nor does Tertullian mention Noetus.
Yet who doubts the existence of either ?

1t is headed, in the Roman edition of Theodoret, mepi Kal-
AioTov.

! Heerat. Fab. Comp. iii. 3, tom. iv. pt. i. ed. Hal. 1772,
1. 343.

5 See below, AppExpix B. to this Volume,
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own work, used our Author's Volume, and derived
materials from it. Ife scems to have contented him-
self with referring to the Z'enth Book, being an Epi-
fome of the rest; perhaps he had not access to the
other Nine. But from these facts it is clear, that the
newly-discovered Treatise was written defoie the time
of Theodoret ; and that he regarded our Author as
trustworthy, and followed him as such.

11. Let us also recollect the character of the Callis-
tian ITeresy, as deseribed by our Author. It had no
clements of permanence.  Ior it arose from a com-
promise due to personal and local circumstances. It
wus an attempt to reeoncile two incompatible sys-
tems—the system of Noetus and Theodotus. Tt
was not therefore likely to make any great stir after
the death of Callistus. It would soon be obsolete and
forgotten . It would Be absorbed in Sabellianism,
as even the more consistent theory of Noetas was
soon merged in that Heresy. ¢ The Noetians,” says
St. Augustine ’, “ are searecly known by any one now ;
but the Sabellians are in mauny people’s mouths.”

No wonder that the world soon forgot the Heresy of
Callistus.

120 It may be lLiere observed, that Theodoret states

¢ Sabellius is called a disciple of Noetus by Philastrius,
Hemres. 54, See also S. Aug. Heres. 41,

7 Aug. de Heres. xli. Noetiani difficile ab aliquo sciuntur
Sabelliani autem sunt more multorum.



Silence of Church Historians. 135

that no vestige cven of Sabellianism remained in
his age®. 1le is speaking of the East.  And pro-
bably it was almost extinguished at Rome, by Diony-
sius, Bishop of that Church, in the middle of the
third century®. Can we then be surprised that the
doctrines and acts of Zcephyrinus and of Callistus,
should not have found a prominent place in the an-
nals of the Church?

13. If History had been silent with respeet to them,
there would not therefore have been much caunse for
surprise.  But, as we have seen, Iistory is not silent.
And let us proceed to observe that there arc also
various scattered notices in ancient ceclesiastical
writers, which, though not directly adverting to the
events recorded in this narrative, yet throw light
upon them, and are illustrated by them.

Thus the laxity of discipline with which our Au-
thor taxes the Churel of Rome in his own age is
described in very similar terms by his contemporary,
Tertullian .

14. Again, a passage has been preserved by Euse-
biug, which was written by St. lippolytus®. It is from

* Haret. Fab, comp. ii. xi.: o0 Bpaxd Tolrwr Siépewe Aei-
Yavov.

* Sce above, p. 118.

' The passages may be scen quoted below in notes to the
translation of that portion of the P’hilosophumena.

* See Luscb. v. 28, compared with Theodoret ii. 4 and ii. 5.
The ground ol its ascription to St. 1lippolytus is that its Author

claimed as his own the Book on the Universe, which is known,
from the statue of Ilippolytus, to have been written by him.
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the = Latthe Babyeinth,” o work diveeted against, the
Hevesy of Netenton and Theodotus, who alliemed our
Blessed Lord to be aomere man.

These heretios had allewed, that their own opinions
Lad heen sanetioned by the Charele ol Ronwe, 140l
the age ol Vietor, bul that tvom the time of Zeplyri-
pus, his successor, the Geath had been corrupted.”

Lere, theng it was adlivened, thad, under the FKpiseo-
pate ol Zephyeinws, o change had talen plaee i the
doctrine ol the Romnu Chareh,

Now, if (a8 the Nuthor of our Mreatise stales)
Zephyrinus Inpsed into Noctinnism, which was in-
deed the opposite extreme to the heresy ol Avtemon,
as well as conteaey (o orthodoxy, then indeed thore
was n chango in the teaehing ol Rome, and the
trath was corvupted from the date of Ais lipiscopate.

Phus the assertion o Avtemon nd his followers
confirmy this naveative, nnd is explained hy it,

(H, Bul this, it may be said, was an assertion of
herelies,

Truoy bhut ot us observe, How does Hippolytus
Bimselt meet the eharge in the passage quoted by
Buschius 2 Does ho deny the aceusation, by nssert-
g the orthodosy of Zephyrinus ¢ /17 Zephyrinus
liad been sound in fath, and had heen achnowledged

as sueh, he could hardly have Giled o repel so grave

And the dato of the Author mnd his subjeel nud slylo wre con-
firmutory of this evidence.
Yl Zedupivon aupunexygriy o i A\l

e, v, 2%,
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an impeachment by an indignant appeal to the
conscicnee of the Roman Chureh. DBut he does
not thus speak. No; he uses the following words:
“This charge would” (e allows) “perhaps /faee
been probable ’—this is a remarkable confession ; it
would perbaps Lave been probable, if something else
had not been the ease.  And what was that?  Does
he say,—Jf Zephyrinus had not been orthodox, and
known to be such®? No; he urges no such plea, he
makes no such affirmation ; but, waiving that ques-
tion, he says, Jf the doctrines of Artemon were not
contradicted by Secripture, and if the Divinity of
Christ had not been taught by the primitive Church.

IIc therefore almost seems by implication to admit
the charge against Zephyrinus, as countenancing an
innovation in the doctrine of the Church; aud this
admission, if such it be, is explained by the narrative
before us.  And let us add, that, in the extraet from
St. ippolytus, quoted by ISusebius, there is also an
invective against an heretical Bishop, Natalius, who
had lapsed into heresy through avarice, and there is
an animadversion on and against “the viee of covet-
ousncess, as working the ruin of the mawjority of men ©
a remark which was perhaps suggested by the besct-
ting sin of Zephyrinus’, as displayed in the Narrative
before us.

# v & dv ruxov meBavov 10 Aeydpevov.

¢ 1} wAeloTovs dmolAvoiay aioxpokepdein.

" Where Zephyrinus is represented as having fallen into heresy
through avarice. Sce Refutation of Ieresy, p. 279. 30, 1,
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16. Another topic of interest, which appears to he
illustrated by the present Narrative, is the following.

When we read the annals of the savage persecu-
tion which raged under Decius the Emperor, in the
middle of the third century (that is, a few years after
the eveuts deseribed in our Author’s narrative), we
feel staggered and perplexed by the stern severity of
that terrible judgment. Wlherefore did it please the
Almighty to pour out the vials of ITis wrath upon Ilis
Church? Why did IIe permit the lieathen to rage
so furiously against her?

The present ITistory supplies the answer. It ex-
hibits the greatest Church of the West corrupted by
IIeresy, sullied by licentiousness, and distracted by
schism. OV véueais, we therefore say, No wonder that
the Righteous Ruler of the World should have visited
her with the scourge of persecution, in order to
chastise her for her sins, and mercifully to call her to
repentance.

Thus the present narrative is fraught with instruc-
tion. It vindicates the ways of God to mau; aud it
reads a solemn warning to Christendom, by display-
ing the retributive eonsequence of false doetrine and
of corrupt practices in a Church.

St. Cyprian, the venerable Bishop of Carthage,
lived at the time of that persecution. In one of his
writings °, composcd soon after its cessation, he has
Zedupivor dvdpis aioxpoxepdols, and képder mpuopepopéra welo-
pevos, and again, p. 284, 82, Zedupivor dvra Swpoddjaryy kal
pihdpyvpov. ¢ De Lapsis, p. 435, cap. v.
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expressed himself in language which affords a strong
confirmation of our narrative, and an eloquent com-
ment upon it, and admirably enforces the important
moral which it suggests to the mind.

“The gloom of persceution,” he says, “ought not
so to blind the reason, as not to allow light to sur-
vive for the contemplation of the divine law. YWhen
the cause of the malady is ascertained, then a remedy
for it is discerned. The Lord would try [Iis house-
hold ; and because « long peace® had paralysed the
discipline which we had reccived from leaven, the
divine chastisement voused owur IFaith, which was
lying prostrate and almost asleep ; and when we for
our sins merited severer retribution, our most merci-

2 Le. from A.p. 210 to A.D. 235. Sulpicius Severus (lib. ii.
p- 383) says, “Severo imperante Christianorum vexatio fuit; inter-
jectis deinde annis xxxvirr pax Christianis fuit, nisi quod medio
tempore Maximinus nonnullarum Eeclesiarum clericos vexavit.”
The Emperor Septimius Scverus, at the beginning of his reign,
a.0. 193, was not unfavourable to the Christians (Tertullian ad
Scap. c¢. 4); but a.p. 203 he issued an cdict forbidding themn to
receive proselytes ; and persecutions, not however general, ensued.
Euseb. vi. 7. Caracalla, a.p. 211—217, did not persecute.
Heliogabalus and Scverus Alexander favoured Christianity, so
far as to regard it on a par with other religions. The successor
of Severus, Maximin, a.p. 235, revived the rage of persccution,
especially (Euscbius says only) against the Bishops of the Church.
LEuseb. vi. 28, where sec the nole of Valesius. Probably it was
then that St. 1lippolytus, as a Bishop, suffered martyrdom ; and
there may be some allusion to the fact stated by Eusebius iu the
line of Prudentius concerning Hippolytus (xi. 80), as a rcason
urged for his death, ““ Ipsum Christicolis esse caput populis.”
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ful Lord so tempecred all things, that the storm
which has now passed over us scemed rather an ex-
amination, than a Persccution.

“ Lvery one among us was eager for the increasc
of his riches, and, forgetting how Dbelievers acted in
the time of the Apostles, and how they ought to act
in all ages, every one was anxious to angment his
own wealth. No longer were Priests adorned with
devout religion, nor Ministers by faith undefiled, no
more was therec merey in acts, or discipline in con-
versation. Many Bishops, who ought to have given
admonition and example to the rest, deserted their
flocks, grasped at Secular gain from lucrative traflic,
and coveted lheaps of money, while their brethren in
the Church were famished, and seized estates by wily
frauds, and augmented the interest of their money
with manifold usury.”

Sucli is St. Cyprian’s picture of the state of the
Church ' before the Decian persecution, that is, at
the period deseribed by our Author in the narrative
before us.  Thus the Bishop and Martyr of Car-
thage, bears testimony to the truth of the history
written by the Bishop and Martyr of Portus.

17. An obscrvation may be introduced here, which
is suggested by this narrative, as applicable to our
own times.

! A similar description of disciplinarian laxity in the Church
is given by Commodian, who wrote in the third century. In-
structiones, v, 873—v. 1057.
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It scems to be imagined by some, that, in order to
the maintenance of purc doetrine and wholesome
discipline in a Chureh, it is almost indispensable
that she should not be conneceted with the Civil
Power by any ties of alliance; and, in cases where
the Church is so associated with the State, they are
desirous of seeing a disruption of that union, and
cherish a confident hope that soundness of doctrine
and effective administration of discipline will be
obtained by the severance of the one from the other,
and are not to be looked for without it.

Let attention be therefore paid to the condition
of the Church of Rome, with regard both to doc-
trine and discipline, at the Deginning of the third
century, as presented in this Volume.

She was not hampered by any trammels of ecivil
control, but was exempt from all sceular restraints.
Indeed, she was preciscly in the position which has
been selected as most favourable to dogmatic sound-
ness, moral sanctity, and disciplinarian strictness, and
which, it has been supposed, will, by a natural conse-
quence, produce those inestimable Dbencfits. Be-
sides, she had somc among her who were little
removed in the line of succession from the loly
Apostles. The teaching of Apostolic men sounded
in her cars. She had an Iippolytus, the third in
degree from St. John.

And yet, melancholy truth, she was corrupted
with heresy, torn with schism, and polluted with
vice. She was governed by a Zeplhyrinus and a
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Callistns: and St. Hippolytus was stigmatized as a
heretic. . . . Let not the warning be lost !

But to return.

18. We have been reviewing certain passages of
ancient writers whicl incidentally reflect light on the
Roman narrative of our Author, and recceive light
from it; and, in this manner, allord guarantees of
our Author’s veracity. More such illustrations might
be added, and will probably suggest themselves to
the reader, who may find profitable employment in
observing such undesigued coincidences as these.

19. Lt us now pass on to notice an ohjection, which
has, in all probability, already occurred to his mind.
IHow can it be explained, that a narrative of so mueh
interest and importance as the present, contained
in a work composed by so ciiuent a person as Hip-
polytus, should have eseaped the notice of the world ?
IHow may we account for the fact, that it has been
reserved to a felicitous enterprise in the middle
of the minecteenth century to eall it forth from the
grave in which it had lain buried for 1600 years ?

One reply, and onc only, as it would seem, is to
be made to this question. It lias pleased Divine
Providence that it should be so. And the ways of
Providence are marvellous. The preservation, the
diseovery, and lastly the publieation of this Volume,
demand our grateful admiration. It may not be
presumptuous to say, that the same Divine Power



Silence of Church Historians. 143

which sealed up the cities of Ierculanenm and
Pompeii in their graves of lava for seventeen eein-
turies, and then raised themn from the tomb and
revealed them to our sight, that we might see in
them a faint image of the sudden destruction from
fire which will one day overtake the World while
engaged in its business and its pleasures, has had
some great purpose in view, in the wonderful burial
and resurrection of this interesting Work. Ile Who
allowed the copies of Iis Iloly Word to be de-
stroyed, and Who hid one, and one only, copy in his
Sanctuary, may have had some great design in view,
while He permitted the other trauseripts of this
work to perish, in concealing one copy in safe
custody in the monastic cloister of Mount Athos.
Perhaps, also, it may be said, that the form of the
question ought to be modified. The real ground
for surprise is not so much that the other transeripts
should have perished, as that this one Manuseript
should have been preserved.

Of the works written in the third century how
small a residue survives! Of how many ceelesiastical
authors, who lived at that period, we have nothing
more than the names! Let us cast our eyes over
the pages of Dr. Routl’s “ Reliquie Saerw;” how
many writers do they present to us of the Ante-
nicenc age, how many titles of works, and how few
are the fragments there gathered together.  In that
Sacred Reliquary, in that spiritual catacomb of the
Primitive Church (i we may be permitted so to
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all it), a little dust—precious indeed as gold—in a
few sepulehral urns, is all that now remains?®

The reason of this is elear; the Christians of that
age were dispersed by the persceutions of Decius
and Diocletian.  Their churches were burnt; their
houses were spoiled; they themselves were swept
away by fire and sword. Tlie Church was scattercd
to the winds. The rage of Diocletian was specially
dirccted against Sacred Books. The Volumes which
escaped from the perils of those days were like
brands snatched from the fire.

1f the work upon heresy now in our hands had
been published in the fifth or the siwth century,
when the stormm of persecution had passed away,
then, indeced, we might have been surprised that it
should not have been known to subsequent ages,
but now, we repeat, we ought rather to be surprised
—that a single copy remains.

20. Lcet us obscrve, also, our Author’s position as
writer; it was very peculiar;

He was an Eastern writing in the West. FHe
wrote at Rome in the language of Greece. And
he published his work when the use of the Greck
Innguage was becoming less common in Western
Christendom. As the Church of Rome grew in

2

e Bpa)
opijypa Svaddxpuroy dv-
TRvopos amodod yepi-
Lov AéByras edbérov.
Aischyl. Agam. 430.
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importance, so the language of Rome became more
and more the language of the Western Church.
In the third ceutury, particularly by the influence
of Tertullian and Cyprian, the Woestern Chureh
began to possess a Literature of its own. Under
such circumstances as these, the demand for our
Author's work was not likely to be large. ITow
little should we now possess of his master Irenaus,
if his Work on Ilcresy had not been very early
translated into Latin. FHow very scanty are the
remains of any carly Greek ecclesiastical writings
that were first published in the West. Tertullian’s
Greek works arc lost. A few paragraphs are all
that remain of Caius. Ilermas survives ouly in
Latin. Clement of Rome probably owes the pre-
servation of his Epistle to its having been sent into
Greece.  Qur Author’s Treatise being published in
the West, but not in the language of the West,
would soon cease to be transcribed. It would be
superseded by other works oun Feresy, such as those
of Philastrius and Augustine, written in Latin, and
soon sink into oblivion.

21. Besides, let us now revert to the fact already
mentioned before, as cstablished by the testimony
of Photius®, that a smaller work, writlen also by
Hippolytus, as a Refutation of Ileresy, was ounce in
existence.

Now, let us observe, the newly-recovered Treatise
on Heresy appears to have been cither anonymous,

* See above, pp. 59—75.
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or at least not to have retained the name of
Hippolytus, and it is a much larger work than the
bibluridion seen by Photius, and deseribed by him
as a Treatise of Hippolytns on Heresy.

It is very probable that the smaller work did
much to throw the larger work into the shade.

Isaac Casaulbon has well shown, in his admirable
dedication prefixed to Polybius '}, that the making of
Epitomes has tended to the destruction of the works
cpitomized.  Justin has extinguished Trogus. The
Excerpta made from DPolybius have destroyed a
great part of Polybius. It is not too much to say,
that the learned IEmperor Constantinus Porphyrogeni-
tus innocently and unconsciously perpetrated a mas-
sacre of ancient Iistorians, by ordering their works
to be abridged. Henceforth no one would purchase,
no onc could transeribe them. The imperial Ab-
stracts superseded the voluminous and costly ori-
ginals; just as it is to be feared, the cheap compen-
diums of Butler and Paley and Locke would have
done, in days gouc by, in our own Universities, if
we had lived in an age of manuseripts, and not of
printed books®.

If a small Work and a /large Work, bearing the
name of the same Author and treating on the same

* Casaubon, Dedicatio ad PolyDb. p. 18, vol. iii. ed. Amst, 1670.
Accessit pestis alia, Compendiorum et Epitomarum confectio, quod
genus Scriptionis publicé noxium et magnis seriptoribus semper
fuit exitiosissimum,

* ¢ Lpitomes ” (says Lord Bacon) “are the moths of History,
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subjeet, were extant in ancient times, the chanees of
vitality were greatly in favour of the smaller. Tt
was more portable, and less costly. It was first
observed by Casaubon® that Llustathius, the Arch-
bishop of Thessalonica, in his vast Ilomeriec Con-
mentary, rarely quotes from the entire work of
Athenwmus, but generally uses the Lpitome of that
Author; and Bentley has shown that Iustathius ap-
pears never even to have seen the entire Athenseus, but
always to have used the Epitome’. Similarly it
may be remarked, that Epiphanius wrote two works
on IHeresy, his “ Panarium,” a very voluminous one,
and an Epitome of it, ealled “ Anacephalwxosis,” or
Recapitulation. St. Angustine has left us a work
on Heresies, and he refers to Ypiphanius; he copied
from the “Recapitulation,” but does not appear to
have known the “Panarium?®”

Our Author wrote two treatises on Ileresy. The
smaller, it is probable, superseded the larger, the more
so because the smaller bore his name prefixed; the
larger secms to have been without it.  Four MSS,
have been preserved of the First Boolk, whiel has heen

which have fretted and corroded the sound bodies of many cx-
cellent ITistories ;” and, we may add, of many excellent works on
Theology and Philosophy also.

® Casaubon in Athenzum, i. 1.

7 Bentley, Dissertation on Phalaris, p. 95, ed. Lond. 1777.

# ¢¢ Anacephalwosis sola sine Panario venit in manus Augus-
tini,” say the Benedictine Lditors, viii. p. 17, ed. Paris, 1837,
and sce Lardner, i. p. 583.

L 2
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published long ago®, and we have this newly-disco-
vered MS. of Six other Books. But not one of
these five MSS. bears the name of Ilippolytus.

ITence, it came to pass, that the narrative con-
tained in the Ninth Book concerning the Roman
Chureh, did not attract the attention that otherwise
it would have done.

22. Nor is this all. Not only did a smaller, and
separate, Treatise on Tleresy by Hippolytus exist,
which interfered with the circulation of the Larger
Work ; but the Larger Work itself was epilomized
in the Tenth Book : and this Tenth Book, being a
Recapitulation, had a tendeney to supplant the other
Nine.

There appears to be good reason for believing,
that, as St. Augustine used only the Sumnary of
Epiphanius, so likewise Theodoret, in his work on
Heresy, used only this Recapitulation by ITippolytus'.

And this Recapitulation, deseribing the Ieresy of
Callistus (p. 330), does not style him Lishop of RRome,
but merely refers to the narative of his doings
already given in the Ninth Book.

Ience this summary also conduced to the same
result as the “ Little Book ™ of ITippolytus. It shel-
tered Callistus, and helped him to escape from the
notice of History.

23. TFurther, may we not say, that such a book as

° In the Benedictine edition of Origen. See above, p. 18,
! See below, Appendix B.
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this, published in the West, and containing such a
narrative as that in the Ninth Book, concerning the
Roman Chureh, was not likely to be regarded with
favour in the region of Rome, where it was composed
and published ? It displays a picture, which no
member, and especially no presbyter or Bishop, of
that Church, could otherwise regard than with feel-
ings of sorrow and shame. They would not be eager
to transcribe it, or to purchase copies of it.

And all who are familiar with the Ilistory of ancient
MSS., know well how soon a book perished, which
was not often transcribed. And therefore the wonder
is, not that the other copies of this work were lost,
but that one copy was saved. Probably, under Pro-
vidence, it owed its preservation to its having been
transported by some friendly Greek from the West
to the East, and lodged in a cell of Mount Athos.
And now it has come forth from its place of refuge,
and has been brought back by a Greek from the
LEast to the West, and it speaks to the World at
large.

24. On the whole, it appears, that this Narrative
concerning the Roman Church in the early part of
the Third Century, was written by S1. HirroLytus,
a scholar of St. Ircneus, Bishop of Portus, near
Rome, an eminent Doctor and Martyr of the Church.
ITe was an eye-witness of what he relates,—his rela-
tion, therefore, is entitled to credit; it is to be re-
ceived as true.
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No valid objection can be raised against this con-
clusion from the silence of Iistory. Ilistory records
facts corroborating this narrative, which is itself a
most credible History, as coming from Hippolytus.
And many causes contributed to render this Narra-
tive less generally known.  The place of its original
publication, the fime of its appearance in the world,
the character of the Narrative itself, were unfavour-
able to its circulation. It was antecedent to Churel
Iistory, and Church Iistory was of Fastern growth,
and knew little of the 1West.  And Persccution soon
followed the publication of this Narrative, and di-
verted the mind of the Chureh in another direction,
and destroyed much of ler Literature. The Work
in which this Narrative is contaiued, and in which it
lies almost obscured, had other literary rivals to con-
tend with.  Other lIlistories of Heresy, written in
Latin, superseded it. Its own Author did much to
supplant it.  I'irst, his smaller work, described by
Plotius ; and, sccondly, his own Summary in the
Tenth Book, sufliced for the public demand: the rest
was rarely transcribed, and was soon forgotten. The
ITeresy of Callistus had vanished from the world,
aud was of little interest to it. Thus the memory of
lim and his doings died away. And, in the course
of a few centurics, Callistus, the promoter of heresy,
beeame even a Saiut and a Martyr in the Roman
Chureh.

Thercfore, the silence of Chureh Historians—such
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as Lusebius and others, writing in the East, in the
fourth century, and in later times—suggests to us
another cause of thankfulness for the remarkable
discovery of the Treatise in which this Narrative
concerning the Roman Chureh is contained. It
reminds us how much we have gained by this dis-
covery. Ifor this Narrative affords us new and most
cfleetive meauns for the successful resistanee and re-
futation of novel and dangerous errors, and for the
firmer establishment aud maintenance of Seriptural
and Catholic Truth.



CHAPTER X.

INFERENCES FROM THE FOREGOING ENQUIRY.—

WORKS ASCRIBED TO ST. HIPPOLYTUS.

In the year 171G-18, an edition of the works, or
fragments of works, ascribed to St. ITippolytus, and
then known to be extant, was published at ITam-
burgh, by Dr. John Albert Fanricius? of Leipsick,
in two thin folio volumes; a great part of which was
occupied with dissertations on the Paschal Chronicle,
and other subsidiary matter.

The works collected by IFabricius, and published
under the name of Ilippolytus, had been attributed
to him in ancient Manuseripts, and had been, for the
most part, reccived as genuine by some eminent

' 8. Hirroryri Episcopi et Martyris Opera non anted collecta et
partem nune primim e MSS. in lucem edita Gracé et Latine;
accedunt Virorum Doctorum Notx et Animadversiones.

The Sccond Volume, as far as it relates to St. Hippolytus,
derives its value prineipally from the Ilomily against Noetus, in
the Greek original, supplied by Montfaucon from a transeript of a
MS. in the Vatican. In the former Volume the Homily had
been given only in a Latin Translation by Francis Turrianus.
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critics and divines. DBut others had expressed a
doubt whether any of these writings, ascribed to St.
Hippolytus, are really his.

Dr. Mill, the learned Editor of tlhie Greek Testa-
ment, who had purposed to publish an edition of
them, has intimated * an opinion that nonc of them
are genuine, except perhaps the work upon Anti-
christ. II. Dodwell spoke with much hesitation.
Dr. Grabe was searcely more confident”.  The Bene-
dictine LEditors of St. Ambrose scem to have ima-
gined that all the writings of St. Ilippolytus were
lost *.

Such Deing the opinions of some distinguished
men concerning the writings ascribed to St. Iippo-
lytus on the authority of some ancient MSS,, and
inserted as such in the edition of IFabricius?® no
arguments have been founded upon them in our
enquiry concerning the Authorship of the newly-
discovered Treatise on ITeresy. We have abstained
from deductions of this kind, as being of a precarious
character, and liable to exception. And the question
of Authorship has been examined on independent
grounds.

But now at this stage of the investigation, when

* Proleg. in N. T., n. 655. See Lardner, Credibility, i. p. 499.

* Note on Bp. Bull, Def. TFid. Niczen. ¢, 8. These passages
were collected by Lardner. Cp. Bull, Def. T, N, iii. 8, 4, p.
596, and Waterland, iii. p. 102.

! Temporum iniquitate perierunt.

° See above, p. 48.
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we have been brought by other considerations to the
conclusion,—that the newlyv-discovered Treatise is
rightly aseribed to St Iippolytus,—it becomes a
reasonable and interesting subject of enquiry ;—

Whether the ofZer writings attributed to Hippo-
[vtus on a certain amount of presumptive evidence,
and inserted in the edition of his works, bear marks
of being from the same hand, as the Treatise on
Ieresy ?

1f this is found to be the case, then we shall
obtain a twofold result,

1. Weshall be confirmed in our previous convie-
tion that the newlv-diseovered Treatise is from Iip-
polytus. And

2. We shall also be disposed to give credence to
the opinion of those who have accepted the other
works—to whielh we have relerred,—as genuine.

Tlhe evidence here applicable is partly external,
and partly internal.

I. The Author of this Treatise aftirms, that he
wrote a Book on the SysTEM of the UNIVERSE®. St.
Hippolytus wrote a work bearing that title, as ap-
pears from various testimonics, and particularly from
the Catalogue on his Statue, where it is described ax
heing written *against the GENTILES ', and against
Prato, or on the UNIvErRse.” It was, in all pro-
hability, intended to be a Cliristian System of Cos-

¢ p. 334.
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mogony, contrasted with that propounded by Plato
in his dialogue bhearing a similar title—“ON T2
UniveRrse, or Timmus®,” which had been rendered
familiar to the Roman literary world through the
translation made by Cicero, of which some portions
remain.

(') One very interesting fragment, from a Work
having this title, “ On the Universe,” and beaving the
name of St. IHippolytus, was discovered in a MS. in
an Italian Library, and thenee first printed by David
Heeschel, in a note to Photius®, and subsequently by
Stephen Le Moyne, in his Varia Saera ', and by
Fabricius, in his edition? of Hippolytus *.

On examining this fragment, we find much re-
semblance, both of thought and language, hetween
it and the latter part of the recently-discovered T'rea-
tisc on Ileresy ' They mutually illustrate each
other. And thus the proof that the Treatise is from
Iippolytus, strengthens the helief that the Fragment
lias been rightly ascribed to him: and the aseription
of the Fragment by ancient Manuseripts to St. Ilip-

¢ Platonis Opera, vii. pp. 231—372, ed. Bekker, London, 1826.
The remains of Cicero’s translation are in his Works, vii. p. 930,
and are entitled “ Timeaus scu de Universo,” ed. Oxon. 1810.

* P. 923. ' P.1119. * L. p. 220.

* And also (in some rcspects more correctly) in the Sacra
Parallela bearing the name of John Damascene, ii. pp. 755, 788,
cd. Lequien, where a portion of the fragment is attributed to
Meletius, and a portion to Josephus (ldonamos).

* The subject of Loth is the condition of departed spirits in
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polytus, corroborates the proof that the Treatise is

also from him.

another world.

Some of the parallels are as follows concerning

the place and punishment of the wicked :—

Fragments from the work * On
the Universe,” p. 220,
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Other resemblances between the Treatise *“ on the Universe
and the * Philosoplumena,” indicating their common origin, and,
by cousequence, showing that the author of the * Philosophu-
mena"” is Hippolytus, may be secn in the notes accompanying the
translation inserted in the latter portion of this volume. An
argument might also be adduced in confirmation of the Hippoly-
tean origin of this fragment from its similarity to the language of
Iren®us on the same subject. See Iren. ii. 63, 64, on *the
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This IF'ragment is of great value. It describes the
place of departed Spirits, which it terms “ Ilades;”
and it pourtrays the condition of the Souls, both of
the wicked and the righteous, on their scparation
from the body Dby decath. The former, it is there
said, pass immediately into a state of misery, in
which they suffer great pain, and have gloomy fore-
bodings of the still greater and interminable woc
and shame to which they will he consigned in Ilell,
at the general Resurrcction and last Judgment, when
their bodies will be rcunited to them, and when
they will reccive their full and final sentence from
the lips of their Everlasting Judge.

The Author of this work teaches also tho follow-
ing doctrine concerning the spirits of the rightcous
on their deliverance from the burden of the flesh.

Bosom of Abraham:” *“ dignam habitationem unamquamque gen-
tem percipere, ctiam ante Judicium.”

This Fragment on the Universe (Hippol. Fabric. p. 221),
speaks of the constituent parts of the dead body, decomposed and
dissolved as in a crucible (ywvevrijpior), and all its elements,
though mouldered into dust or seattered to the winds, to be
gathered agaiu together at the Resurrection. This passage has
been printed among the fragments of St. Irenteus (p. 468, Grabe),
whence, in one place, it may be emended. The Auther is speak-
ing of the union of the body with the soul in this world, and their
reunion in the next: and he compares that union to the marriage
tie, in the mutual affcction which the body and soul ought to
have for each other: Yuxy cvyxepijoerar xaflaps xabepd wapa-
P.(L’l'u.(r(l., U:; (’l’ T(..l"; K(;(TI.L(L) l'f}l’ Slell"llg (Tl'l‘()ai'l"()l'(rﬂ, l\'(ll IL';' g?lﬁﬂl'l\(}]’
& waow éxovea. For viy Swalws the MS. of Ireneus supplies

vipdiw Sikaiw,
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They then pass, he says, into a place of rest and re-
freshment, which is called ¢ Abraham’s Bosom *”
they there join the society of other holy and blessed
spirits, and enjoy a forctaste of the still greater
Dliss of which they will have a full fruition after the
General Resurrection and Universal Judgment, in
the glories of heaven, and which will be for ever
theirs.

This Fragment is of a great doctrinal importance.
It contains—

1. A protest against the dangerous doctrine of
those who imagine a sleep of the soul, in the interval
between Death and Judgment.

2. A no less clear warning against the Romish
Doctrine of Purgatory.

3. A refutation of a popular crror, whick supposes
that the Souls of the righteous, inmmediately on the
departure from the Body, are admitted to the en-
joyment of full felicity in heaven, and which thus sets
at nought the transactions of the general Resurrec-
tion, and the Universal Judgment of quick and dead.

4. A proof that the notion of a Millennial reign of
Christ on earth beforc the Resurrection, had no place
in our Author’s system. This is the more observ-
able, because St. Ilippolytus belonged to a theolo-
gical sehool—that of Ireneus—in whieh Millenarian

* The doctrine and language of the Eighth Book of the Con-
stitutions, cap. 41 (p. 423, ed. Coteler.) bears much resemblance

to that of our Author ; thus another proof arises, that portions of
the Lighth Book are derived from Hippolytus.
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opinions had previously shown themselves ®; and it

may therefore be concluded, that careful examina-
tion of Secripture, and subsequent discussion and
closer serutiny of the subject, had deterred him from
adopting those opinions, or that he had secen cause to
renounce them. Perhaps it may even be inferred,
that his master, Irenseus, had seen reason to revise
his own opinions in this respect «jfer the publication
of his work on Ieresy, in which they are broached.
ITowever this may be, it appears that those opinions
gradually died away.

5. A testimony to the Doctrine of the Anglican
Chureli, concerning the state of departed souls, as
declared in her Liturgical IFormularies, particularly
in her Burial Office, and in the writings of her ablest
Divines’.

The Writer also speaks thus clearly * concerning

¢ See on Irenmus, v. 34. M. Bunsen observes, p. 256G, that
St. Hippolytus did not fall into another error of his master Ire-
ngeus, 4. e., concerning the duration of our Lord’s ministry, which
Irenzeus imagined to have extended beyond ITis forticth year
(Tren. ii. 39, ed. Grabe, p. 161). Lumper, who has noticed this,
well adds that St. Hippolytus did more than this. St. Ilippo-
lytus (in Daniel, num. iv.) says that our Lord suffered in His
thirty-third year. See Lumper, viii, 177.

T See, for instance, Bishop Bull’s two admirable Scrmons on
the State of the Soul after Dcath.  Sermouns 1I. and III., vol. ii.
pp. 23—382, ed. Burton, Oxf. 1827, Coumpare also Justin Mar(yr,
Dial. ¢. Tryp. § 5. Tertullian. de Resurr. § 43.

¢ Ap. Joh. Damascen. ii. p. 775. mdvres Sikator xai &dixot

’ I ’ -~
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the Divinity and Proper Personality of Christ, as the
Word of God, and Judge of Quick and Dead. “All
men, both just and unjust, will be brought before
the Divine Word: for to [Tim hath the Father given
all jndgment, and ITe Himself, executing the counsel
of the I'ather, is coming as Judge, whom we call
Christ, God Incarnate.”

In referring to this I'ragment, ¢ On the Universe,”
we feel no small satisfaction in the assurance, that
we there read the words of one of the greatest Doc-
tors of Antiquity, St. Iippolytus.

(*) Another important Fragment {rom the same
work, “ On the Universe,” is contained in a Manu-
seript in the Bodleian Library, but was not printed
by Fabricius. It will be found at the close of the
present Volume?; and the reader will sce that it re-
sembles the latter portion of the Treatise on Ileresy.

It also contains a valuable statement of the Doc-
trine of Repentance; aud corroborates the proofs
already adduced, that St. Ilippolytus was not a
Novatian.

IT. Let us now advert to another Iragment, not
ineluded in the edition of ITippolytus by Fabricius.

The Author of a Work, which was written in the
age of Zephyrinus, against the Ideresy which denied
the Divinity of Christ, and which was called the
kplow 6édmre, kal aftos fovdyr Iarpos érreliv Kporys mapa-

’ QO \ , N ’
yverar ov XPI.O'TOV TPOT LYOPEVOLEY @(OV evavﬁpwm;aavra.

* Below, Appendix A.
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“Lirtie Lanyrinrtin,” referred in that work, as we
have scen (p. 30), to the Treatise “On the Uni-
verse,” as written by himself.

An Extract from the ¢ Labyrinth” has been pre-
served by Euscbiug’, and, as we have also seen, it
refleets light on the Narrative concerning the Chureh
of Rome, contained in the newly-discovered T'reatise.
We find, also, some similavity of manner hetween
that fragment and the relation just mentioned.

The fragment is itsclf a narrative; it concerns the
state of Ecclesiastical affairs, during the Episcopate
of Zephyrinus; and it may be regarded as introduc-
tory to the history contained in the Ninth Book of
our Treatise. It bears a strong resemblance to our
Treatise in the general view that it takes of ITeresies.
It represents them as derived from ancient schools
of Tleathen Philosophy; and aflirms, that they owe
much more to the teaching of the Portico, the Liy-
ccum, and the Academy, than to that of the Serip-
tures and the Church.

There is also a resemblance between the dietion of
this fragment and the works of Irenwus®.

! Ruseb. v. 28, and in Routh’s Reliq. Saer. ii. 7—12, cd. 1814,
See there p. 19, where Dr. Routh well says, ‘ probabiliter con-
tendere quis possit opus, de quo agimus, Parvum Labyrinthum
aseribendum Iippolyto esse.”  Dr. Routh was the first to ascribe
the Tabyrinth to llippolytns; and time has shown the soundness
of his conjecture.

> E. g. ypapis Oclus pepadiovpyijxacte se. haerctici, Compare St.
Irenaeus, Preface, fadiovpyolvres 7d Adyia Tod Ocov.

Let mec take this opportunity of noticing a passage in the

M
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In a doctrinal point of view it is valuable, as af-
firming (in opposition to the assertions of the Theo-
dotian lereties), that the Divinity of Christ, the
Word of God, is taught in Iloly Seripture, and had
been continually and constantly maintained by the
Chureh from the first’.

Procmium or Preface of Si. Irenseus which appears to have
caused much perplexity. 1le is speaking of the strange tcnets
of the Valentinian Gnostics, which he promises to disclose to his
reader. dvaysalov spymodunqy poyvioal oov Td Teparidy xal Bubéa
pvomipta & ob wdvres ywpelow émel un wdvres Tov éykédpalov
'EEETITYKASIN. The latter words have not been explained.
The word éferrixaow is corrupt, and ought, probably, to be cor-
rected into EEEIITIKAZIN, and the sense would be, I have
thought it neccessary to expound to you these portentous and
prolound mysteries, which all men do not comprehend, becanse
(forsooth, to adopt their expression) men have not sifted their
brains.”  St. Irenzeus alludes to the Gnostic notion derived from
some medical theories (which may be scen in Sticren’s edition),
that the brain must Le cleansed by the discharge of phlegmatic
humours through the nasal membranes as through a sieve, that
the mind might be clarified, and be competent to understand their
subtle speculations.  This they ealled éxzricoew or Swumricoew
Tov éyxéparor. The same correetion is to be made in JElian. Iist.
Animal. xvii. 31. ékmrvocdpevov dépa, Perizon. p. 949, where
the Medicean MS. has very necarly preserved the true reading
ékmricadpevov. It has ékmrwodpevor.  The false reading &ia-
Trjourtes Aerra [or Swrrivurtes still remains in some cditions of
Theophrastus, Hist. Plant. ix, 17.

* L. g. i0ehpiv ot ypdppata mpeaf3iTepa 7ov Bikropos xpovey
& ols dmract Oeoloyeitar & xpoTés: Yalpoi 8¢ door kai ol
aBeddidy T’ dpxiis w6 woTOY ypudeivar Tov AOTON 7ob Ocod
7ov XPISTON duvotor Oeoloyoivres.
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This Fragment,—not inscrted in the edition pub-
lished by Iabricius—will doubtless find a place in
future collections of the works of St. Ilippolytus.

ITI. Let us now pass on to another work ascribed
to St. Hippolytus.

This is a CURONICLE; or, rather, a Chrouologieal
LEpitome, which exists (as far as is known) only in
Latin, and was first printed at Ingolstadt, in 1602,
from two Paris Manuscripts; whence it was trans-
ferred into the cdition of Fabricius® It does not
bear the name of IHippolytns. Dut since it is appa-
rent from internal evidenece, that it was composed
in the age of Alexaunder Severus (when ITippolytus
flourished), and is continued to A.D. 235, and since
the Catalogue on the Statue of Iippolytus attests
that he had composed sueh a work; therefore it
has been attributed to him Dby some learned pey-
sons .

! In Canisii Antiquarum Leetionum, tom. ii. p. 179. It was
also printed by Labbé, Bibl. nov. MS. p. 298, Paris, 1657, from
a third MS.

* i. pp. 49—59.

® Tt is entitled by Fabricius * Chronicon Anonymi quod ad
8. Hippolytum viri docti referunt; certé scriptum illd wtate,”
p- 49. Bp. Pearson, Dissert. Posthuma, i. cap. x. § 1, calls the
author *quidam anonymus.” Sce also Dodwell, Diss. c. xiv.
§ xix., doubts whether it is by 8. llippolytus. Bianchini argucs
that it cannot be a work of Ilippolytus from certuin diserepancies
between it and the Paschal Canon on the Statue, Dissert. cap.
i, § vii.

M2
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The discovery of the present Treatise appears to
remove all doubt on this subject.

Our Author informs us’ that he had written a
chronological work, and refers his readers to it. Ie
then introduces an abstract of his chronological sys-
tem, in regard to Jewish History. Suffice it to say,
that the details in the Treatise harmonize in lan-
guage and substance with those contained in the
Chronicle ®.  They seem to be from the same hand.

Thus, then, the Treatise strengthens the evidence
already existing, that the work in question is by
Hippolytus °.

IV. Another writing, attributed in Manuseript
copics to Hippolytus, and inserted in the edition of
Fabricius, comes next under consideration. It is

1 »

entitled, “ CoxcrrNING ANTICHRIST . Such a work
was written by St. Hippolytus, as we know from
the testimony of St. Jerome? and Photius?; An-

” P. 331, 81.

# Compare Philosoplhumena, pp. 331— 333, with the Chronicon
in Fabricius’ edition of Hippolyti Opera, i. pp. 50—53.

° Ilenry Dodwell supposes, with good reason, that the Chro-
nology of St. Iippolytus with regard to the succession of Roman
Bishops is embodied in the work of Syncellus, Dissertat. de Rom.
Pont. Suceess. c. xiv.

'i.p. 4. It was first published by Marquard Gudius, from
two French MSS., at Paris, 1661, and after bim by Combefisius,
in a Catena on Jeremia ii. p. 449.

? De Viris IHustr. 61.

* Phot. Bibl. Cod. 202,
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dreas, of Cwesarea, and Arethas, refer to it in their
comments on the Apocalypse *.

On comparing this work with the Treatise on
Ieresy, we see good reason to believe that they are
from the same hand?’; and, therefore, it being granted
that our Treatise is by Hippolytus, we are confirmed
in the persuasion, that the Work on Antichrist is
from him; and the ascription of ¢« Work on Anti-
christ to Hippolytus by Anecient Authors, Jerome
and Photius, and of this particular Work on Anti-
christ to him by ancient MSS., is a further proof
that the Treatisc on Heresy is by Hippolytns.

There is also considerable similarity in some pas-
sages of this Work to certain sections of the Work
on Heresy by St. Irenseus, the master of St. Ilippo-
Iytus, especially in those portions where our Author
treats on the Apocalyptic propheecies ®.  Upon these,
however, the reader may remark, that Iippolytus
appears studiously to have avoided any approximation

* On the Revelation, xii. 18; xiii. 1; xviii. 10.
* E.g. Work on Antichrist., T'reatise on Heresy.

p- 5, c. 2. py wAavd, used pa-  p. 836, 18. py whavd, used pa-
renthetically. renthetically.

p- 5, ¢. 2. Description of An- p. 387. 46. Description of An-
cient Prophecy; also p. 16, cient Prophecy.
cap. 31.

p. 5, ¢. 3. Adyos 6 700 @eol p. 336. 44. Adyos & Oeod, &
Ilats. wpurdyovos arpds Ilals.

p: 6, c. 3. €is 6 10D Ocob Ilals.
¢ Compare p. 25, ¢. 50, on the name of the Beast in the Apo-

calypse, with Irenceus v. 30,
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to Millenarian tenets, favoured in some degree by his
predecessor and teacher, St. Irenmus. Indeed, he
inculeates doctrines wholly at variance with Mille-
narian notions’.  What has been already said ® with
regard to the Author of the Treatise on the Universe,
in this respect is applicable here.

This Treatise was not a public address, but was
transmitted privately to a certain Theophilus, and
was accompanied with expressions of revercntial
fear %, and with a strict charge of secrecy, reserving
and limiting it to the use of holy and faithful men, and
prohibiting any communication of it to Unbelievers.

One reason for such caution appears to liave been
as follows. The Autlior identifies the Fourth Mo-
narchy of Danicl with the Roman Empire '; and he
also identifies the Babylon of the Apocalypse with
the City of Rome’. Aud, since the Prophecies of
Danicel and the Apocalypse, as he interprets them,
deseribe the utter destruction of the IFourth DMo-
narchy, and portend the total extinction of the mys-
tical Babylon, lis expositions would have been very

7 Sce particularly cap. 44 —416, on the Two Advents of Christ,
and cap. G4, on the Sccond Advent, represented as contempora-
ncous with the General Resurrection, and Judgment, and Confla-
gration of the Earth.

* Above, p. 157.
¢, 29, 1abrd got pera péfov peradBoper.

"'P. 14, ¢. 255 p. 16, c. 32. Oyplov téraprov—rives ofror AN
3 ‘Popaiot, Srep oriv & adypds, 1 viv éorhoa Bagihela;

P. 16, c. 34, 76y kparel adypds.

“P. 18, c 36.
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obnoxious to such Roman readers as did not look with
pious hope beyond the subversion of the Roman Em-
pire, and the fall of the Roman City, to the full and
final victory of Christ®,

Photius, in his Connnent? on this Treatise of
St. Hippolytus on Anticlrist, remarks that it re-

* Thus incidentally the author explains St. Paul’s reserve in
2 Thess. ii. 6.

! Photius, Cod. 203, prefers the exposition of Theodoret to
that of Hippolytus; from whom, however, Theodoret appears to
have derived benefit, Such persons as may be disposed to re-
nounce the exposition of Time for the exposition of the Fathers,
with regard to prophecies wnfulfilled in their age, and who would
thus clevate the Fathers into Prophets, may be invited to reflect
on the judicious observations of Photius, contained in his article
on this Treatisec of Hippolytus. And such persons as may be
tempted to imagine that they can form a harmonious systcm of
interpretation from the works of the Fathers with respect to such
Prophecies as had not been fulfilled in their age, may read with
benefit the article in Photius (Cod. 203), on tlie Exposition of
Daniel by Theodoret, as contrasted with that of St. Ilippolytus.
“ Many are the discrepancies between them,” says Photius. No
“ School of prophetic interpretation” can be formed from such
elements as these. And they who appeal to the TFathers for
guidance in such matters, do much to invalidate the authority of
the Tathers in regard to prophecies which kad been fulfilled in
their age, and also in matters of Christian doctrine, where their
authority is of great weight., They thus also forfeit the privilege
which Providence has given them of living in a later age, and of
reading prophecy by the light of history.

In order to be consistent, ought not such expositors of prophecy
to interpret the prophecics of the Old Testament concerning Christ,
not by the facts of the Gospel, but by the opinions of learned
Jews, who lived before Christ?
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sembled the Exposition by the same Author of the
Book of Daniel?, and that both writings evinced
somewlhat of a fervid and confident spirit, in the
speculative attempts there made to determine Zow
and when the wunfulfilled prophecies of Seripture
would be fulfilled. But as far as this Treatise re-
cords the judgment of the Church concerning the
true interpretation of prophecies which Zad Jeen
Julfilled in that age, it is of very great value, parti-
calarly if it be supposed, which appears to be most
probable, to have come from the pen of Hippolytus,

® Cod. 202. TFabricius appears to have been led in one in-
stance to mistake the onc for the other. Ile quotes St. Germanus,
Archbishop of Constantinople, asserting that IIippolytus supposed
that Antichrist would appear in the five hundredth year after
Christ *: and he imagines that St. Germanus is quoting from the
Treatise on Anticlirist. No such assertion, however, occurs in
that Treatise. But this assertion was contained in the Exposition
on Daniel by Ilippolytus, as appears {from Photius, Cod. 202,
who adds that Ilippolytus reckoned 5500 from the Creation to
Christ.

M. Bunsen infers that Hippolytus wrote the Treatise in a
time of peace, because he placed the appearance of Antichrist at
about 300 years after his own time.

But this reasoning is fallacious. 1lippolytus placed the ap-
pearance of Antichrist at a.p. 500, because he supposed with
many of the Fathers, that the world would last for six millenary
periods (cf. ad 8. Iren. v. 28), which, according to his chronolo-
gical caleulations, would have expired then.

¥ The MS. of St. Germanus has éfak:oxiAt007é mevrakosly #rer: but
the true reading, I conceive, is éx xpio 70D mevraxooly ére. The reason of
this will appear from what is said in the note above.
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the scholar of Ireneus, and a Bishop of the Roman
Church. If this is a work of Ilippolytus, then this
Treatise is also of importance to Sacred Philology.
For it cites a large portion of the Apocalypse. In
these citations we have perhaps® the readings of
the manuseript used by Ilippolytus, the third in
order from St. John’.

It is also an important witness of primitive doc-
trine.

It teaches, in the most explicit manner, the Di-
vinity and ITumanity of Christ, the Word of God*,
by Whom we, says the Author, have rcecived the
Regencration effected through the Holy Ghost®.
It represents the Church as a ship tossed on the
waves of this world, agitated Dy storms, but never
wrecked, having Curist as her Pilot, and the cross
of Christ as her mast, and the Word of God as ler
rudder, and the precepts of Christ as her anchor,
and the laver of regeneration with her, and above
her the Divine Author of these blessed privileges, the
IToly Spirit, breathing as the wind upon ler sails, and

¢ ¢ Perhaps,”—because the reading in Ilippolytus may have
been altered to suit a text of the Apocalypse.

" In Rev. xvii, 8 this MS. had xai 7mapéorrar, and Rev. xviii.
éxoA\yifnoav.  Both these readings have disappeared from most
recent MSS., and from many editions ; but they are preserved in
the Alexandrine MS., and appear to be the true readings, and
have been restored by Scholz and others as such.

d

c. 61. xporov, maida Ocob, Oeov xai dvlpwmor kardyye\s-

IJ.EVOV-
e 3.
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wafting the Vessel in its course to the harbour of
eternal peace'.

V. Another Work ascribed to St. Hippolytus is a
ITomily on “the * TiiEOPHANIA,” or Baptism of our
Blessed Lord. This is a Sermon addressed to Cate-
chumens, inviting them to Baptism. It represents to
them, in glowing language, the privileges to which they
would be introduced through that IHoly Sacrament,
and the blessings to which they would be led by the
Divine Love, if they lived a life corresponding to
their baptismal obligatious. This interesting and
beautiful ITomily has some points of resemblance
to the exhortation at the close of the newly-disco-
vered Treatise.  DBut there is, in one respeet, a wide
difference between them. The IMomily was ad-
dressed to those who had Deen previously trained
under Christian Instruetion. But the peroration of
the Treatise on IHeresy was addressed to those who
had had no such previous training.

The former is to Catechumens: the latter to
ITeathens. This diflerence of occasion has neces-
sarily produced a diflerence of treatment of the
subject in tlhese two compositions respectively; as
is sufficiently evident from the fact that in the two
last pages of the Ilomily there are twenty-five direct

* See the notes on this passage below, pt. ii. near the end.

* M. Bunsen translates this title ““a (baptismal) Sermon on
Lpiphany,” p. 276, which conveys an incorrect idea. On the
word feogdvea, see Casaubon, Exc. Baron. ii. sect, xi.
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quotations from Ioly Seripture, but in the pero-
ration to the Treatise on Ilercsy there is not one.
The reader, therefore, will not expeet to find in that
peroration an exposition of Christian Doctrine.

It has, however, been called by some “ the Confes-
sion of Faith” of St. Hippolytus.

But this is a very unhappy appellation. It might
rather be termed his “ Apology.” We should fall
into a great error, and do mueh injustice to St. Ilip-
polytus and bis causc, if we were to judge him and
his Creed from a specch made to Idolaters’.

This Homily on the Theophania was supplied to
Fabricius, for his edition, by Roger Gale, from =2
MS. in the valuable library of his father, Thomas
Gale, and is the only contribution of that kind which
was made by the libraries of this country *.

® It is to be regretted that M. Bunsen has not attended to
these considerations. M. Bunsen's IFourth Letter, from p. 139
to p. 195, treats of this peroration to the Ileathen, and bears the
following title : * Hippolytus' own Confession.”

It is also to be deplored that M. Bunscn, in framing a * Con-
fession of Faith” for St. Ilippolytus, has paid little or no regard
to the various heresies which Hippolytus refutes in his Treatise
on Heresy. From the many-sided opposition of Ilippolytus to
the different forms in which heterodoxy showed itself in the
Heresies before and in his own times (e. g. in the Heresies of
Cerinthus, Ebion, Theodotus, Apelles, Noctus, and Callistus),
his own orthodoxy comes forth in a very precise and definite
form.

* It is now among the Gale MSS. in the Library of Trin. Coll.,
Cambridge, where it is marked O. 5. 36. Cf, Fabric. Uippel.
i. p. 261.
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It is aseribed in that MS. to St. Hippolytus, and
this ascription appears to he confirmed Dby the in-
ternal evidenee, particularly by its similarity in
thought and diction to our Treatise >. Thus it may
be regarded as supplementary to that other address,
and may aid us in ascertaining from St. Hippolytus
what he himself would have recognized as his own
“ Confession of Ifaith.”

In corroboration of this assertion, let me ad-
duce some paragraphs from the conclusion of this
Homily.

Perhaps there is no doeument extant, among the
Patristic remains of the Antenicene age, which states
in a shorter compass and clearer terms the doctrine
of the primitive Church concerning the Sacrament
of Baptism.

The Author is speaking to the candidates for Bap-
tism, and thus expresses himself. ¢ Give me your
attention, I beseech you, with carnestness, for I desire
to recur to the fount of life, and to sec the well-spring
of healing flowing forth. The Father of Immortality
sent forth his Immortal Sox and Worbinto the World.
IIc came to wash man with Water and the Holy
Ghost, and having regenerated him to incorruption
of soul and body, breathed into us the breath of
life, having clothed us with the armour of immor-
tality. If then man has Dbecome immortal, he will

* Some evidences of this may be seen in the Notes to the Trans-
lation at the close of this Volume,
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also Dbe divinized®; and if he is divinized through
water and the Iloly Spirit after the Regeneration
of the baptismal font, he will also be fellow-heir
with Christ after thie Resurreetion from the dead. . ..

“ Come, thercfore, and be born again to the adop-
tion of God.”

IIc then warns his hearers not to delude them-
sclves by imagining that these baptismal privileges
can be cnjoyed otherwise than by a renuneciation of
sin, and Dby holiness of life. “Come to the adop-
tion of sonship to God....And how? you may ask.
... As follows—If you do not commit adultery, or
murder, or idolatry’. If you are not the slave of
pleasure, if pride is not master over you, if you wipe
off the stain of impurity, and cast oft' the hurden of
iniquity. If you put oft the armour of Satan and
put on the breastplate of Ifaitlr, as saith Isaiah ®,

éorau kal Oeds, el 8¢ Oeds 8¢ See Philosoph. p. 239. yéyo-
¥0aros xal mvevuaros dylov perd  vas yap @eds . . . oob wTwyeveL
mw s kohvufifpas dvayér- Ocds, kal ot Oeov movjoas els
wow ylyverat, kal ovykAnpévo-  Séav adroil.

pos xptaTod epiokerac.

7 A mnegative argument against Infant Baptism has been derived
by some from the silence of St. Hippolytus in respect to it.  But
it must be remembered, St. Hippolytus had to deal mainly with
adult idolaters. Nothing can be clearer than that he dates the
origin of spiritual life from Baptism ; and therefore, according to
his teaching, they who have the charge of infants and children
arc bound to bring them to Baptism, if they would not have the
blood of their souls required of themselves by TTim Who instituted
Baptism as the laver of the new Birth. * Is. i. 16.
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Wash ye and scek judgment, relicve the oppressed,
Judge the fatherless, plead for the widow. Come now, let
us reason together, saith the Lord : though yowr sins be
as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow ; though they
be ved as crimson, they shall be as wool ; if ye be will-
ing and obedicnt, ye shall cat the good of the land.

“ You see, beloved, how the Prophet foretold the
purifying efficacy of Baptism. Ifor he who descends
with faith into the laver of Regeneration renounces
the Devil, and dedicates himself to Christ, he rejects
the Enemy, and confesses that Curist is Gop. He
puts off slavery, and puts on sonship. Ile comes forth
from Baptism bright as the sun, and shedding forth
the rays of righteousness, and, what is most of all, he
comes forth a son of God, and fellow-heir with Curisr,
To IIim be Glory and Power, with His all holy and
good and life-giving SrirrT, now and ever. Amen.”

VI. Another very important document for ascer-
taining the Doctrine of its Author is found in the
ITomily against Noctianism, contained in the works
of St. Ilippolytus. This Homily is ascribed to him
in the ancient Vatican MS., from which it was
transeribed Dby Montfaucon, and first printed by
Fabricius ®. It has generally been reccived as his,
and the points of resemblance in thought and lan-
guage, between that ITomily and the Ninth Book of
our Treatise, are so numerous and so striking, that

* 8. Iippol. Opera, ii. 5—20.
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they greatly strengthen the proof, that they are from
the same person,—and that this person is Hippolytns'.

The whole of this IIomily is so valuable and in-
structive, as a witness of Christian teaching in the
beginning of the third century, that it would be
difficult to make extracts from it. DBut as it has
heen alleged that our Author has not spoken clearly
on the doctrine of the Blessed Trinity? and as it
has been thence inferred that this doctrine was not
taught in the Christian Church in his age, it may not
be amiss to indicate one or two passages relevant to
that subject.

ITaving stated that Christ is the Word by Whom
all things were made ? and having quoted the begin-
ning of St. John’s Gospel in proof of this assertion,
lie proceeds to say, that we “Dbchold the Word Incar-
nate in Him; we understand the Father by ITim;
we believe the Son; we worship the IToly Ghost.”
He then encounters the argument of the Noetians,
who charged the orthodox with belief in two Gods,
because they maintained that the Ifather is God, and
the Son God,—He replies, “I will not say two Gods”,

! Portions of this Homily have been adopted by Ipiphanius
in his article on Noctus, Haeres. lvii. pp. 479—489. 1t docs not
appear that Epiphanius had read the article on Noctus and Cal-
listus in our Treatise, or he could hardly have said (p. 479) that
Noetus arose about 130 years before his time; which would
bring Noetus down as low as a.Dp. 245.

* M. Bunsen, i. pp. 302—304.

* S. Hippol, in Noet. c. 12, ed. Fabric. ii. p. 14.

‘e 14,
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but one God, and two Pecrsons. TFor the Ifather is
one; but there are two Persons, because there is also
the Son, and the third Person is the Holy Ghost®.
The Father is over all things; the Son through all
things; the [Ioly Ghost in all things. e cannot
otherwise acknowledge onc God, except we believe
really in the Father, and in the Son, and in the Holy
Ghost.” And he adds that “the Word of God,
Christ, having risen from the dead, gave thevefore -
this charge to Ilis disciples®, Go and teach all
Nations, baptizing thew in the name of the Father, and
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, showing that
wlosoever omits one of these, does not fully glorify
God. For through this TriNiTY the IFather is
glorified. The Father willed, the Son wrought, the
Holy Ghost manifested. All the Scriptures proclaim
this.” And having deseribed the human aets and
suflerings, as well as the divine miraeles, of Christ,
he concludes with saying?, This is Ile “ Who
ascended on 2 cloud into heaven, and sits on the
right hand of the Father, and will come again to
judge the quick and dead. This is IIe Who is

® Compare also ibid. cap. 9: *‘ Whatsoever the Holy Serip-
tures declare, let us learn; and as the Father wills to be believed,
let us believe ; and as Ie wills the Son to be glorified, so let us
glorify Him ; and as Ilc wills to give the Iloly Spirit, so let us
receive.” Yet M. Bunsen (p. 297) quotes with approval the
following statement, which he has translated from the Germen
original: “ Ilippolytus decidedly ascribes no personality to the
Holy Spirit.”

® Matt. xxviii, 19, 7 e 18,
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God,and Who was made Man for our sakes, to
whom the Father subjected all things. To Him
be Glory and Power with the IFaTuer and the
Hovry SpiriT, in the Holy Chureh, now and for cver.
Amen.”

Sufficient has now been said to show the value of
the newly-discovercd Treatise, with regard to those
other Works ascribed to St. Hippolytus®.  The

° It has not been the design of this Chapter to notice all the
works assigned to [lippolytus; puarticularly the work ¢ De Con-
summatione Mundi,” printed by Iabricius in an Appendix to
the First Volume among * Dubia et Supposititia,” is not mentioned
here. It appears to have been attributed to Hippolytus, because
it is formed in a great measure from his work on Antichrist ;
but it contains many evidences of a diflerent hand and a later
age.  Sce the authoritics in Ceillier, ii. p. 368. Lumper, viii, 109.

St. Hippolytus is rccorded to have been among the earliest
expositors of Holy Scripture. On his Statuc are inseribed the
words ¢dai efs mdoas Tas ypagds: M. Bunsen, p. 281, conjectures
that ¢8ai, which he says *is absurd,” is an abbreviation of Sp\iac.
This is a bold conjecture. It is probable that ¢dat is correct ; and
that it is a title of an integral work, and that Hippolytus wrote
‘Q2AAlL such as lie himself deseribes, ap. Euseb. v. 28, Yaluot
8¢ Goor kat "QUAAT d8edpdv 4 dpyijs Bmd moTOY Ypadeloar Tov
Adyov 1Y Geob TOV XpioTov Yuvovor Oecodoyotvres. Then *“els
wdaas tas ypadas ' is another distinet title, . ¢, *“ In omues Scrip-

”

turas,” “ On all the Scriptures,” according to the common mode
of expression for designating expositions of Seripture by means of
the preposition eis. Sece instances in Niceplior. Callist. iv, 31, in
his account of Hippolytus, ¢.g. eis 70 "Awpu 16V dopdrov—eis
pépn o Telexen,

In his Exposition on the Psalms, published by Mai (Script.

N
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learned World has been hitherto divided and in
doubt coneerning the genuineness of those Works.
[Henceforth thiese doubts may he considered as at an
end.  TIf the newly-discovered Treatise is generally
received as the work of ITippolytus (as there is little
doubt it will be), then it will also be allowed that
those other works were rightly aseribed to him.
And the independent aseription of those other works
to bim strengthens the convietion that this Trea-
tise is his.

The recent discovery, therctore, is not only valuable
in itsclf, but it adds to our former possessions. 1t
is an accession of a new trcasure, and a recovery of
what was old. [t does, in a cousiderable degrec,
for ITippolytus, what was done for his fabulous name-
sake, who, after he had Deen torn in picees, was
again brought to light and life”. Lt restores him to
himself *°.

Thus, also, a gain has acerued to the cause of
Christianity. Ieunceforth we may appeal to these
works with confidenee, as authentie witnesses of the
Doctrine and Discipline of the Cliristian Churely, in
the earlier part ot the Third Century after Christ.

Vat. ii. 439—448), Hippolytus describes the difference between
Yyarpot and @dal. ? Virg. vil. 761.

' Ttis to be hoped that a new and complete Edition of the
remains of St. HirroLyTus may now be undertaken ; and that it
may be accompanied by an edition of the works of his fore-
runner and master, St. IRexxUs, with supplements and amend-
ments, by the aid of the Philosophumena.



CHAPTER XI.

ON THE TIIEORY OF DEVELOPMENT OF CIIRISTIAN
DOCTRINE, AS APPLIED TO THE WRITINGS OF ST.
HIPPOLYTUS.

In the preceding Chapter, we were led to notice in-
cidentally certain allegations that have been made
concerning the doctrine of St. ITippolytus.

1. It has becn argued by a distinguished writer',

! M. Bunsen, who says (i. p. 302): “I doubt not that some
people will think it their duty to prove that Ilippolytus had
the correct doctrine respecting the Athanasian definition of the
Threc Persons. It is true he says the contrary; but that does
not signify with the doctors of the old school. . . ..

“ The definitions of the ancient Church are good so far as they
are meant to exclude unchristian or illogical imaginations, whether
really or supposed* to Le against the historical aud philosophical
groundwork of the Christian Faith. DBut thoy—nre imperlect, and
have been foisted into Scripfure and into the early Fathers Ly
means of supposititious words and wverses in the New Testament,
by forgeries in Patristic Literature, and by dishunest or untenable
readings and inferpretations in both.,” See also p. 297 as cited
above, p. 176. Sec also M. Bunsen, i. p. 176, who says that
“ as he prefers St. John’s and St. Paul’s speculative doctrines to
those of the Fathers of the 2nd and 3rd centuries,” so he prefers
the doctrines of those Fathers to the Nicene Creed.

* Can “illogical imaginations” De otherwisc than inconsistent with the
groundwork of the Christian Yaith ¢

N 2
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that St. Hippolytus had no clear view of the doctrine
of the IIoly Trinity as now taught in the Church
Universal, and espeeially as defined in the Athanasian
Creed ; and that he aseribes no distinet Personality
to the Holy Spirit.

2. It has also hecn affirmed by another eminent
person ®, of a diflerent character, that St. Hippolytus
“ makes the gencration of Christ femporary ;” and
it is implied, that he did not believe in the exist-
ence of the Son, as the Son, from cternity; and he
is even charged with not teaching the doctrine of
His Divinity °

3. The inference which is derived from these alle-
gations, is, that the system of Christian Doctrine, now
taught in the Chureh, has Deen of gradual growth,
and that it did not exist in its present form in the
primitive ages of Christendom.

* Dr. Newman, in his * Essay on the Development of Christian
Doctrine,” p. 13. ¢ St. Hippolytus speaks as if he were ignorant
of our Lord’s Eternal Sonship."

® Dr. Newman says, ibid. p. 14, “ If we limit our views of the
teaching of the athers by what they expressly state, St. Hippolytus
is a Photinian.”” The doctrine of Photinus is thus described by
St. Augustine (Hewres. 44, 43): ** Christum non semper fuisse
dicunt sed Ejus initium ex quo de Marid natus est asseverant,
nec Eum aliquid amplius quam hominem putant ; ista heeresis ali-
quando cujusdain Artemonis fuit.” And therefore, in fact, Ilip-
polytus, whom Dr, Newman calls a Photinian, and who, in his
* Little Labyrinth,” had contended against the «frtemonites, had,
by anticipation, taken up arms «gainst the heresy of Photinus.
See above, p. 162.
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4. It would follow as a corollary from this proposi-
tion, that the body of Christian Doctrine has an elastic
quality, and is capable of indefinite expansion, and
that, whatever may now be leld to be true, may be
augmented by additional articles of faith, propounded
at a future time.

5. Ttisaffirmed by the former * of these two parties,
that this process of cvolution has been cflected by
what he terms “the Universal Conscience,” which,
when analyzed, appears to be only another name for
thie spirit of each individual claiming supremacy—if
not infallibility—for himself*.

6. The otlier party ¢ to whom we have referred does
not allow this, but maintains that the oflice of guid-
ing and regulating “ the Development of Cliristian
Doctrine,” is a prerogative appertaining to one per-

* M. Bunsen, p. 172. ‘ The Universal Conscicnee is God's
highest Interpreter.” See also p. 175.

 If this is not the true meaning of the term ¢ Universal Con-
science,” and if it be aflirmed that this * Universal Conscicnee ” is
a spirit pervading and animating a well-organized body, let us
be permitted to cnquire, Where are its corporate acts? Where
are its confessions ? Has it ever promulgated a symbol, or even a
single article, of I'aith 7 Tlas it ever reccived any ?  Till it has
performed these elementary functions, and has articulated the
language of a body, we must be permitted to doubt whether it is a
corporate prineiple, and must believe that it is only another name
for that seclf-sufficient individualism, which resolves men into
units, who can coalesce only in negations.

¢ Dr. Newman’s Essay, chap. ii. sect. ii,, “On a developing
Authority in Christianity.”
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son in the Church, who is regarded by this party as
lier supreme and infallible ITead on carth—the Bishop

of lome.

The first of these theories is that of M. Bunsen.
Tle second, that of Dr. Newman.

M. Bunsen’s high position entitles him to consi-
deration. IIis character, abilities, and influcnce,
commend his statemients to respectful attention,
which doubtless they will receive, and have already
received, from a large number of persons. lis as-
sertions refer to matters of paramount importance.
Therefore it is indispensable, for the sake of truth,
that they slould be carcfully examined, and that, if
they are not well grounded, their inaceuracies should
be made manifest, and the world be cautioned against
them. And M. Bunsen bimself, as a lover of Truth,
will be among the first to desire that this should be
the case.

Let me, therefore, observe, with feelings of deferen-
tial respeet to M. Dunsen’s station and office, that he
has not dealt fairly with St. IIippolytus. He has
imagined his address to ITeatheus to be “ a Confes-
sion of I"aith.” Ile asserts, that the Seriptures and
the Works of the Fathers have been interpolated with
“supposititious words and verses foisted into them,”
in order to make them speak the language of cecle-
siustical definitions.  Ile afirmg, that the Sacred Text
of the New Testament has heen adulterated with
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“ dishonest or untenable readings and interpretations.”
[Ie has allowed this charge to stand, in vague and
dark generality, to overawe the ignorant and alarm
the credulous. And, having brought these heavy
accusations against the text of IToly Writ “,—accusa-
tions the more formidable because they are indefinite,
and cannot thercfore be fairly met, and encountered
face to face,—he has procecded to treat St. Iippolvtus
as hie charges othiers with having treated MHoly Serip-
ture. Sometimes hie has corrupted the text of 1lip-
polytus with untenable readings. Somectimes he lLas
disfigured his sense by erroncous interpretations.  Ile
has charged others with the heinous sin of tamper-
ing with the Scriptures, in order to make them
square with preconcerted definitions.  Ifar be it {rom
us to impute any such motives to M. Bunsen, in his
dealings with Iippolytus. DBut the fact is, in some
cases he has made St. Hippolytus appear to be lie-
retical.

In the speech whicli he puts into the mouth of St.

7 By verses ‘ foisted in ' for a particular purpose, and on which
certain definitions of the ancient Church have been {founded, it is
probable that M. Bunsen means 1 John v. 7. Did M. Bunsen ever
read Bentley’s Letter on that subject ? (Correspondence, di. 529.)
His general insinuation of **supposititious verses” and * dis-
lLionest readings,” and consequently of uneertainty in the Sacred
Text, is a repetition of the charge made by Antony Collins, in
another form, against the integrity of the text of the Gospels as
altered, * tanquam ab Idiotis Evangelistis composita,” which was
refluted so triumphantly by the same writer, Dr. Bentley, * On
Free-thinking,” p. 112, Cambridge, 1743.
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ITippolytus, and which he supposes him to deliver at
the time of the “ Great Exhibition of the Industry
of all Nations,” in the character (it may be supposed)
of “Bishop of the Nations,” with which M. Bunsen
has invested him,—he makes St. Hippolytus say that
the Sceond Lpistle of St. Peter was not written by
that Apostle, and was not even known to the ancient
Church®. And, since the Author of that Epistle
claims to de St. Peter himself?, and since the Church
receives the Ipistle as his, M. Bunsen, in so doing,
has ventured on an act of irreverence and injustice.
He has suborned St. Hippolytus as an accuser of the
Christian Church, and charges lier through him with
reading, as Canonical Seripture, a work composed by
an Impostor'!

In the same imaginary harangue, M. Bunsen re-
presents St. ITippolytus as regarding with compla-
cency the theory of a recent German writer, affirm-
ing that the Book of Daniel was composed in the
times of Antiochus Epiphanes?, and that, therefore,
wlhile it professes to be a Prophecy, it was fabricated
after the events which it pretends to predict; and

® jv. 33. ® 2 Pet. i. 17 iii. 1.

' M. Bunsen says, iv. p. 34: * The ancient Churches did not
know such a letter.” 'This is not truc. Origen, a contemporary
of St. Hippolytus, says (in libr. Jesu Nave, Hom, 8), “ Petrus
duabus Epistolarum personat tubis.” Other ancient authorities,
to the same eftect, may be seen in the Appendix to the Writer's
Lectures on the Canon of Scripture,

* iv. pp. 38, 39.
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thus he has brought St. Iippolytus from his grave to
connive at a revival of the exploded notion of the
infidel Porphyry, which has been trcated as it de-
serves by St. Jerome®.

Other evidence of the manner in which St. Hippo-
Iytus has been treated by M. Bunsen has been already
adduced, and more will be found in the following
pages*®. The task of collecting it has been a painful
onc. But respeet for Hippolytus and the Truth re-
quired that it should not be declined.

Whether St. Hippolytus held the doctrine of the
Personality of the Holy Spirit, and acknowledged
the three Divine Persons of the Blessed Trinity, is a
question which has been alrecady examined °. Proofs
have already been brought to show his doctrine in
these respects ®.

¢ 8t. Jerome (Preefat. in Danicl.).  Contra Prophetam Daniclem
seripsit Porphyrius, nolens eum ab ipso cujus inscriptus est no-
mine csse compositum, sed a quodam qui temporibus Antiocki qui
appellatus est Lpiphanes fuerit in Judwea, et non tam Daniclem
ventura dixisse, quam narrdsse preeterita, See also in cap. 1V.
and cap. XI. Hewc ideo prolixius exposui ut Porphyrii ostendam
calumniam qni haec omnia ignoravit, aut nescire se finxit,

* Ispecially in the Notes in the latter portion of this Volume.

* Above, pp. 174—177.

¢ How different from M. Bunsen’s judgment concerning the
theology of St. Hippolytus is that of another German Theologian
who had cxamined his works with care. * Castigatissime loquitur
sanctus Hippolytus de mysterio Sanctissimae Trinitatis apertéque
declarat fidem circa unitatem Naturar ct distinctionem Persona-
rum. . . . Sané nemo posset hisce temporibus magis aceuraté
loqui de Mysterio Trinitatis. . . . Pari preeisione loguitur sauc-
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With regard to Dr. Newman’s allegation, that thc
Iiternal Generation of the Son is not taught by IIip-
polytus, this has been fully discussed in another place,
and it would be superfluous to say more on that sub-
jeet here’. To prove that Iippolytus was not a
Photinian is happily as needless °.

But for the sake of some readers it may Dbe
desirable to offer some remarks on the Theory of
M. Bunsen aud Dr. Newman as applied to St. Hip-
polytus, and to others of his age”.

1. First then, let it even be supposed, for argu-
ment’s sake, that St. Hippolytus and other ancicnt
Fathers of the Church /fad spoken ambiguously or
inadequately, or even erroncously, concerning certiin
Articles of the IFaith, now received by the Church,
and embodied in her Creeds.

tus ille Episcopus de Divinitale ac consubstantialitate Verbi.” P.
Gottf. Lumper, Histor. Theol. Critica, viii. 123—131. It may
here be observed also, that the venerable President of St, Mary
Magdalene College, Oxford, Dr. Routh, has made choice of the
ITomily of St. Ilippolytus against Noctus for 2 sound Exposition
of the Catholic doctrine concerning the Nature of Christ.  Seript.
Eecl. Opuscula, Pref. iii. Oxon. 1832,

7 Letters to M. Gondon, Letter viii. pp. 210—214, ed. 3. Sce
also below, Notes to Pt. I1. necar the end.

* Sece above, p. 180, note.

? Teall it the theory of both, for though the developing Autho-
vity is diflerent in the two systems, yet each asserts the principle
of Devclopment,
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It would not therefore follow that the Christian
Faith did not exist, or did not exist in perfeet sym-
metry and fulness, in their age; or that they imagined
this to be the case; or that they did not acknow-
ledge that Faith, and acknowledge it as complete ;
or that a single iota has been added to it since their
age.

For (2) let it be remembered that the SCRIPTURES
of the OLp and NEw TESTAMENT cxisted in their
time.

3. St. ITippolytus, and the other Catholic IFathers
acknowledged the IToly Scriprures to be Divinely
inspired, and to be the sole and all-sufficient Rule
of the Christian Iaith. They acknowledged and
affirmed, that the true Faith, whole and complete, is
contained in those Seriptures. Nothing ean be more
explicit than the testimony of St. ITippolytus, and of
his master St. Irenaeus, and of othier ancient Fathers
to this effect °.

1o See, for example, S. Hippol. c. Noct. § 9. ¢ls Qeds, dv oi«
dAdolev emyryvaoroper, 7 éx 7dv dylwv ypaddv ... doo
fcoaéBeaav doxely BovAdueba odk dAXobev doxjooper i) éx ThHV
Aoylwv 70V Ocol. "Oca Tolvv kypigoovow ai Belar ypadal,
o N o ’ ) rd N\ y 18 ’ ’
dwpey, kal doa 8iddokovow érlyvopey, . . . ui kat dlav wpoal-
peav pnde xat’ 18iov volv, uypdt Braldpevor 1a Vmo T0b Beod
Sildgpeva, AN Sy Tpdmov adros éBovhijlly Sud ThY dyiov ypadov
Setéat, ovrws WBuper.  Sce also S. Ilippol. ap. Luseb. v. 28, con-

. : . I , .
cerning heretics, ypapiss Gelus pepadiovpyrkaat . . . xaraMurdrres
A 13 ’ - -~ \ ’ * 4 bl k] ’
Tas dylus Tod Gcod ypagds, yeoperplay émrndetovew 7 o moTedor-
ow ‘Ayiw lveipare Nedéxfar Tas Oelus ypuadds, kal elow droTol 1)

. e A , Aca s , e, ]
éuvrols Yyolvrut vudurépovs Tob ‘Ayivv Ilvedparos trdpxew. The
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Next (4) let it not be forgotten that Articles of
Faith are confessedly mysterious; and that a careful
consideration, collation, and comparison of various
texts of Holy Seripture is requisite for the avoidance
of error, and for the declaration of truth in perfect
plenitude and harmonious proportion; and that such
consideration, collation, and comparison, is a work of
time.

statements of St. Irenweus on this subject are also very forcible
and clear. Sec S. Iren. ii. 46, where he describes the doctrines
received by the true Christian as doa pavepds xai dvapdeBolws év
tats Belats ypadals Aékexrar. See the whole of that eloquent
chapter, and particularly iii. 11, where he calls the written Gospel
ortlov kal omipiypa Tijs 'ExxkAyolas. Other testimonies to the
same effect are the following : —

Seriptor Anon, ap. Kuseb. v. 16, against the Montanist heresy,
Sedios py 7 86w Tioiv émovyypddpew i émbardrreabar TG Tis
700 edayyehlov kawrjs Sabhikns ANdyw, & mrTe wpoofelvar wir
dperelv Svvardv. S. Athanas. c. Gentes, i. 1, adrapreis ai
dylar kai Oedmvevator ypadal wpos s dAnfelas dmayyeAiav.
Festal, Epist. 39, é&v toitors BifSAiots pmdvov 16 s edoefeias
Sbuckakeiov etayyehilerar pumdels Tovrors émBarlérw undé rodruv
dgaipéobu. S. Basil. de Tide, c. 2, pavepd éxrroots TioTews
) d0erelv 7t 78v yeypappévav, 3 éraocdyew TOv puy yeypau-
pévov.  So that Hooker had good cause to say, Eccl, Pol. ii. v,
4, “ To urge any thing upon the Church, requiring thereunto that
religious assent of Christian belief wherewith the words of the
Iloly Prophets arc received,—to urge any thing as part of that
supernatural and celestially revealed truth which God hath taught,
and not {o show it in ScRIPTURE, this did the ancient Fathers ever-
more think unlawful, impious, cxecrable.” See also the authorities
quoted in the seasonable publication of the Christian Advoeate,
The Rev. J. A, Frere, Cambridge, 1852, pp. 110—1385.
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5. Let it be observed, that men are prone to
dwell on speeific truths, to the ncgleet of others
cqually important. In dealing with Iloly Seripture,
they are wont to forget the Apostolic preeept, to
compare Spiritual things with Spiritual ; and are apt
to fix their eyes on particular texts of Seripture
detached from the context; and arve often blind
to other passages of Seripture, which ought to be
viewed in juxtaposition with them; and thus they
disturh the balance and mar the proportion of faith.

G. The Catholic Fathers protest against this pasr-
tiality—and no one more foreibly than St. Ilippo-
lytus '.

7. The tendency of the human mind is to be
driven by an excess of reaction from one crror to
its opposite extreme. Thusin the primitive ages of
the Church, when Idolatry was yet dominant at
Rome, the fear of Polytheism tended to produce
Monarchianism, and so acted as an obstacle, in cer-
tain quarters, to the reception of the doctrine of the
Holy Trinity, misconceived to be Tritheism. This
fear of abandoning the doctrine of the Divine Unity
engendered Sabellianism on one side, and Photini-

! See, for example, c. Noctum, § 3, where he rebukes the
Noetians for quoting the Seriptures porioxeda, i. e. piccemeal,
—single texts, broken off from the context,—and refutes their
false reasoning deduced from isolated texts, by reference to Scvip-
ture as a whole, bhokMipus, § 4. dmdrav Oehrjowot muvorpyeterfue
mepicdmTovaL Tds ypudhds' dAorAijpes 8¢ dmirw.  So Tertullian
c. Praxean. c. 20: Tribus capitulis fofwme volunt Instrumentum
cedere. Proprium hoc est omnium heereticorum.
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anism on the other. So in later times, the dread of
Sabellianism drove some into Ariaunism, and Nestori-
anism begat Eutychianism.

8. Thus Heresies arose, and propagated onc an-
other.

But, under the all-wise and overruling Provi-
dence of Almighty God, Heresies were made sub-
servient to the advancement of Truth. They excited
the vigilance of orthodox Christian Teachers, and
stimulated them to examine with greater diligence
what was the teaching of HorLy ScrirTURE in those
particular matters, which “ FHeresy went about to
deprave.” Thus the True Faith was scen more
clearly, and was expressed more definitely; it was
embodied in Confessions, and stereotyped in the
Creeds of the Church %

? This has been admirably stated by the Iathers themsclves.
e. g. Origen, ITom. ix. in Num. ¢ 8i doctrina ecclesiastica nullis
intrinsecus haereticorum dogmatum assertionibus cingeretur, non
poterat tam clara et tam examinata videri fides nostra. Sed id-
circo doctrinam catholicam contradicentium obsidet oppugnatio
ut Fides nostra non otio torpescat sed cxercitiis elimetur.” “Il-
lorum error nobis profuit,” says St. Ambrose, in De Incamn. i. G.
So St. August. iii. 2056, * IIxretici abundant, et cceperunt
fluctuare corda fideliom ; jam tam necessitas facta est spirituali-
bus viris qui aliquid secundum Divinitatem Domini Nostri Jesu
Christi non solum legerant in Ewvangelio, sed intellexerant, ut
contra arma Diaboli Christi arma proferrent.,” Henece he says,
iv. p. 730, “ Ex hereticis asserta est Catholica.” See also, iii, 102.
2055 5 iv, 730. 9785 vii. 661; viii, 33, Hence, in the words
of the venerable Hooker, v. xlii., “though those contentions

(with hereticks) were cause of much evil, yet some good the
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But it must not be imagined, that the Truth was
made by being clucidated. No; not a single article
of it was so formed. It had ewisted, and had ex-
isted in its perfect plenitude, ecven from the beyin-
ning, in the pages of HoLy WriT.

The process heve described is similar to what
takes place in the World of Nature. The rays of
the Sun arc often veiled from our sight by Clonds.
But the Sun is shining behind them. And, when
the clouds break and are dissolved, not a single new
ray of the sun is created ; but it is seen by us more
clearly, and then “ Nube solet pulsa clarior ire dies.”

So, when the clouds of ITeresy were dispersed, no
new article of Iaith was made; no new beam of
Divine Revelation radiated forth ; but the winds of
Controversy had blown away the mists of Iercsy,—
the Storm had cleared the sky and purified the air,
and the Orb of Truth was scen more clearly by the
eye of the Church, as that Orb had shone from the
first, in the firmament of TToly Writ.

9. The question now is—

How was this process of elucidation performed ?

By “the Universal Conscieuce;” Or by a Pope?

By neither.

Doubtless St. Hippolytus and the other Catholic
Fathers admitted and aflirmed, that every one is
Church hath reaped by them, in that they occasioned the learned

and sound in faith to explain such things as Ileresy went about
to deprave.”
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bhound to exercise all the faculties which God has
given him. But they did not imagine that any one
might interpret Scripture as he pleased, or that what-
ever scems to be truth to any man, #s truth to him.
The “ Refutation of all Heresy” by St. Hippolytus
is a protest against such a notion as that.

Again, St. Hippoiytus did not acknowledge the
existence of any “ devcioping authority ” inherent in
the Bishop of Rome, and as an apanage of that See.
If there had been sueh a power and privilege in that
Churell in the third century, the Church of Clirist
would have become Noetiti.  She wonld have de-
nied the proper personality of her Divine Head.
The struggle of St. ITippolytus against Zephyrinus
and Callistus, proves that in his view the Bishops
of Rome might hecome heretics, and must not be
followed when they fall into heresy. And the
Church Universal, by professing his doctrine as true,
and proseribing theirs as heretical, has pronounced
him to have been right.

How, then, was it to be determined, what the #rue
doctrine of Seripture is?

By the aid of sound Reason, disciplined and in-
formed by Learning, and exereised with caution, in-
dustry, and humility, and enlightened by Divine
Grace given to earnest prayer, and controlled and
regulated by the judgment and guidance of the
Church Universal, to whom Christ bas promised His
Presence, and the Lighi of the 1Ioly Spirit to guide
her into all truth.
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This was the doctrine of St. Ilippolytus®, and the
other Catholiec Fathers.

10. Whatever, therefore, has been reeeived by the
Church Universal as the truc LExposition of Serip-
ture, that s the true sense of Seripture.  And the
that, and that alone, 7s

frue sense of Scripture,
Seripture.  And, sinee the Creeds have been so re-
ccived, we believe them to coutain the True Ifaith
as propounded in Secripture. Aud since the Per-
sonality of the Holy Spirit and the Divine Trinity
in Unity are taught in the Creeds, we Dbelicve that
those doctrines arc contained in Holy Seripture,—
and that they have been in Scripture from the begin-
ning.

11. Therefore, even if it could he shown that St.
ITippolytus, or any other among the ancient Fathers
of the Cliureh, had exaggerated a trath through fear
of its opposite crror; or if, not being gifted with pre-
science, they did not guard their language against
possible misconstruction, in regard to some heresics
which did not arise in the Chureh till many years after
they were laid in their graves; or did not fully put
forth such transcendental truths as the cternal gene-
ration of the Son of God, before those truths had
heen impugned,—What is all this to us? What is it
to the question before us? They rececived the IMoly
Seriptures.  They reecived them as the Rule of 1ith.
They reccived therefore «ff that is in the Seriptures.

? Sec above, pp. 88—91.



194 T'heory of Development, &e.

They reeceived all that the Church Universal, the
Body and Spouse of Clirist—to whom Ile has com-
mitted the Scrviptures, and whom e has commis-
sioned (o guard and interpret them—could show to
be in those Seriptures.  They received, therefore, by
implication, and by anticipation, the Three Creeds,
promulgated lawfully, and generally received by the
Church.

We have the IToly Seriptures; we have the bless-
ing of Catholic teaching, and enjoy the Dhenefits
which Almighty God in Tlis merey has elicited from
Heresies, for the vietorious vindication and ecleaver
manifestation of ITis Truth. We have the Creeds.
We do not see any new sun, or any single new ray
of the sun, in them. DBut by their means we sce
the Orb of divine light shining more brightly. DBy
means of the Creeds, the Church Universal,—acting
under the governance of lier Divine Head, and under
the guidance of the Iloly Spirit—has rendered a
greater service to the whole World than that which,
in that celebrated speech, the noblest orator of Anti-
quity * said had been cficcted by one of his decreces
for his own State. The Chureh, by means of the
Creeds, has made the dangers of ITeresy, which from
time to time have hung over her, to pass away,—
like a cloud.

! Demosth. de Corona, c. 56. § 4, Totro 70 Yijdiopa Tov Tdre
) woher wepordvra k{(vlvvov mapeNbetv éroipoey, domep véos.

Longinus, de Sublim. c. 39.



CHAPTER XII

ATPEAL TO ST. HIPTOLYTUS ON TIHE PRESENT CLAIMS
OF TIIE ROMAN CHURCH TO SUPREMACY.

TiE main question on which thic controversy between
the Church of Rome and the other Churchies of
Clristendom hinges, is that of Papal Supremacy.
“ What is the point at issuc,” says Cardinal Bellar-
mine, “ when we argue concerning the Primacy of
the Roman Pontiff?” Tt is,” he replies, “the sum
of Christianity '.”

1. Among the arguments adduced by our Romanist
brethren, in behalf of the Papal claim to Supremacy,
unonc appears to be urged with greater frequency
or more confidence than that which they derive from
a well-known passage of St. Irenxeus?,

That great Bishiop and Doctor of the Churel, who
was the disciple of St. Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna,
cmploys, they say, the following words in his Treatice
on Heresy ;

! Bellarmin. de Pontifice, vol. i, p. 189, ed. 1615. De qui
re agitur cum de primatu Pontificis agitur? - Brevissime dica,
De summd rei Christianilatis. Z 8. Iren. iii. 3,

o2
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Ie is deseribing “ the Church of Rome, as founded
by the two most glorions Apostles, St. Peter and St.
Paul,” and he then says, “ Ad hanc Ecclesiam, propter
potentiorem principalitatem, necesse est omnem con-
renire Jieclesiem—Noc cst, cos qui sunt wndique
filcles,—in qud semper ab his, qui sunt undique,
conservata est ca qua est ab Apostolis traditio *.”

Here, it is affirmed by Romanist Theologians, is a
declaration from St. Irenwcus, one of the most emi-
nent Bishops of the Chureh in the sccond century
after Christ, that cvery Church “ muwst conform to
the Church of Rome, on account of its more power-
ful principality.”

Thercfore liere is an acknowledgment, they say,
of her Supremacy; and an assertion that it is the
duty of all Christians and of all Churches, to submit
to the Cliureh of Rome. And, since the Bishop of
Rome is the head of that Church, thercfore all, they
aftirm, arc bound to pay dutiful homage and filial
obedience to him.

2. This passage, it will shortly be scen, may form
an introduction to an Appeal on this important ques-
tion to the authority of St. Hippolytus.

But more on this shortly. In the mean time, let
us examine the context and scope of the words of
St. Irenzeus.

[e is arguing against Ilereties. Ilaving first re-
futed them by reference to Iloly Seripture %, he next?,

8. Tren. iii. 3. ‘i, 2.

® As was usnal with the primitive Catholic writers in his age.
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proceeds to cncounter them Dby the testimony of
the Catholic Church.

3. Ilow was this testimony to he obtained ¢ « It
would be very tedious®,” he tells them, to cite, as it
were, «// the Churches of Christendom as witnesses.
ITe will therefore be content with one Church.  Ilis
argument is—ab und discc omnes.  Ile will, we say,
be satisfied with one.  And sinee he is writing in
the West, the Clhurch, which he will seleet, shall be
a Western Churelr; it shall be the Chureh generally
acknowledged to have been planted by Apostolic
Lands in the West—it shall be a Chureh founded
by the two most glorious Apostles, Peter and Paul—
one whosc succession of Dishops was well authenti-
cated and gencrally known—the Cuurcll of Rome’.

St. Irenzeus then introduced the passage to which

Bp. Pearson, Dissert. i. cap. 3, says, “ab Ipiscoporum succes-
sione argumentari solebant scecundi tertiique scculi Patres ad-
versus sui temporis Heereticos.”

 Valde longum esset omnium Ecclesiarum enumerare succes-
siones.

7 The reader may compare the very similar argument of a
contemporary of St. Ircnaus, Tertullian, De Preescr. 1laereticor.
c. 21.  Constat omnem doctrinam quae cum illis Ecclesiis Apos-
tolicis matricibus et originalibus fidei conspirat veritati deputan-
dam. C. 36: Percurre Lcclesins Apostolicas apud quas ipsxe
adhuc cathedrae Apostolorum suis locis praesident, apud quas
authenticee literawe corum recitantur, sonantes voeem et repriesen-
tantes faciem uniuscujusque.

It is obscrvable that Tertullian dwells on nearness of time to
the Apostles, as well as identity of place, as a ground for this
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we have already adverted.  Unhappily that passage
is known to s only through the medium of an old
Latin Translation. The original Greek words of
Irenweus are lost. The Latin version of them is as
follows :—

“Ad lhanc Ecclesiam (sc. Romanam), propter
potentiorem principalitatem, necesse est omnem con-
renire Ecelesiam, hoc est, cos qui sunt undique
fideles, in qui semper ab his, qui sunt undique, con-
servata est ea quae est ab Apostolis traditio.”

4. The divines of the Church of Rome interpret
these words to mean, that it “is necessary for cvery
Churel to conform to this Chiareh, 7. ¢. to the Churel
of Rome;” and thus thiey deduce a moral obligation

on all men to submit to her.
Are these inferences justified by the words of

Irenzcus ?
It does not appear that they are.

For (1) they are at variance with the drift of the

appeal, so that the appeal would lose its foree in course of time,
and would ultimately be inapplicable, as now.

% Proxima est tibi Achaia? Habes Corinthum; Si potes in
Asiam tendere, habes Ephesum.”

What, we may ask, would the Roman Church say to such
an appeal now to the Churches of Lphesus and Corinth, whom
she charges with heresy and schism ?  But if the appeal to Rome
is valid, so is that to Ephesus and Corinth,

“5iautem Naliae adjaces, habes Romamn, unde nobis quoque

auctoritas priesto est.”
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argnment.  St. Irenwus is refuting llereties, by an
appeal to the witness of the Churchi Universal.  Ile
has seleeted one Clhurely as an exponent of that testi-
mony. The Church so scleeted is the Church of
Rome. Ilis argument leads him to add that the
selection is a fair onc; and that, in appealing to one
Churely, the Churelr of Rome, he has virtualiy col-
lected the witness of all.

And how does he show this? Dy reminding
them, that the Church of Rome had Leen founded
by the two most glorious Apostles, Peter and Paul,
whom they knew to have suilered at RRome only
about a century before, and from whom they could
trace the succession of Bishops, whose names were
well known to them, and which he himsecltf enume-
rates from the first Bishop of Rome, Linus, to whose
charge (he says) those two Dblessed Apostles com-
mitted the Roman Church, down to the then pre-
siding Bishop of Rome, the twelfth in order,
Eleutherus.

2. What thien would he next say? What does he
say in the words “ad hanc Ecclesiam necesse est
omnem convenire Iicclesiam hoc est omues qui sunt
undique fideles?”

Not, that cvery one, then and for ever «fter, must
submit to the Church of Rome. No. [/ that had
been true, then he would never have said, that, < de-
cause it would be ledious to appeal to a/l Churches,”
he would therefore appeal to one Churchi—the
Chureh of Tome.  Such a ctatement would liove
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Leen absurd, ¢ Rome had been supreme over all
Cliurches, and if @/ Churches were bound to conform
to Ler.

No one would say, It would be a tedious process to
ascertain the opinions of a/ the Pcers of the Realm—
we will therefore appeal to the Crown. What, then,
do his words mean? They signify this: That, on
account of the greater antiquity of Rome—for such is
the meaning of the words “potentior principalitas®”
—it may be taken for granted, that cvery Church
coincides with Rome, and is represented by her;
that is, all believers, who exist in all places’, agree
with her:

in which the tradition from the Apostles has been

or, in other words, every Chureh (he says)

preserved by those who cexist every where, 7. ¢. by
true Catholies, as opposcd to heretics, who existed
only in particular places.  1lence, then, he means to

¢ Principalitas, in the old Latin version of Irenzus (as Stieren
has shown), is used in the same sense as in Tertullian, for priority
of time (sec S. Iren. v. 14. v. 21), and is opposed to posterioritas.
The argument may be illustrated by Tertullian’s reference (sce
above, p. 197, note) to Leclesice originales et matrices. The original
words used by Irenwuns were probably ikavwrépav dpyatdryra. In
this same chapter the Latin Translator has rendered ikavwrdry
by poteatissima.  The Church of Rome was the only Chureh in
the West that was known to Lave been founded by Apostles. Tt
had therefore a potentior principalitas, ““a more august primitive-
ness.”

' The word undique, as is well observed by Thierseh on this

passage, is used in this old Latin Version of Irenaus for
ubique.
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say, his reference to Rome is a just one; and by
appealing to that Church he has appealed to all
Churches, whose testimony may be supposed to be
embodied and involved in hers.

3. Let it be observed, further, that St. Irenacus, so
far from countenancing in this passage the doetrine
of Papal Supremacy, as taught by Romish Divines,
does in fact, by implication, overthrow the founda-
tion on which they make it rest.

They base that doctrine on the words of our
Blessed Lord to St. Peter®; whom they affirm to be
the Rock on which the Church is built. And they
then proceed to say, that the Bishop of Rome is the
Rock of the Chureh, by virtuc of his succession to
St. Peter.

This is their assertion.

But what is the language of St. Irenzcus?

IHe refers to the Church of Rome, as founded
by the fwo most glorious Apostles, St. Peter and St.
Paul. Ile appeals to the Bishop of Rome as suc-
ceeding Linus, who, he says, was placed in that scc
by the same #wo Apostles. And thus he shows, in
a striking maunner, that he knew nothing of the
Romish theory which claims infallibility and supre-
macy for St. Peter alone, as Ilead of the Churcl,
and also claims the same prerogatives for the Bishops
of Rome, as successors of St. Peter.

? Matth. xvi, 18, *“ On this Rock I will build My Church.”
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Such then appears to be the truc meaning of the
words of St. Irencus.

4. In confirmation of this interpretation, let us
revert to the fact, that the words quoted by our
Romanist brethren as from St. Trenacus are uof his
own words, but are only a Latin Version of them.

This is necessary to be borne in mind.

Since this Old Latin Version is a literal one (as
is evident by comparison of it with the Greek in
thosc passages where the Greek has been preserved),
it is probable, and almost certain, that where we now
read in the Latin “ necesse est,” St. Irentcus wrote
avdykn.

The word avayen, it is well known, often implies
a reasonable inference,—not a moral obligation.
Such an use is common to all Greek VWriters in
prose and versc; mwol\yj & avdyky—mds éoT av-
ayen—in the Greek dramatic writers, and in the
Dialogues of Plato, signify simply, < Dy «ll means,”
or, “at follows, of course, that it is so, or will be so0.”
The same is the case in Ecclesiastical Writers. Thus
when Theodoret savs’®, @wbpamovs dviyey wposmralew
évras, he certainly does not intend to assert that it
is a moral duty for a man to err—no; but that
“humanum est errare,” and that 11o oue is free from
error.  VWhen St. Chrysostom says’, avdayen Tov -

* Ecel, IIist. iv. 5.
* These words are quoted from St. Chrysostom in ¢ HEeLE"s
Sclect Ofiices of PrivaTe DrevoTion,” published by the ¢ Soclety
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Nobvra Oeip kpeirTore yevéolar Qavirov, xal waans dtagpBopis.
he does not mean to afiivm that it is « worel dely for
a man who converses with God to conquer Death
and Destruction. This would he a verv precamp-
tuous speech. But he mceans, that a man who holds
habitual intercourse with God by prayer and niedi-
tation, docs by natural conscquence become superior
to Dissolution. So again, when st. [Llippolytus says’,
in his description of the lower world, ¢oTos Tolvvw év
TOUTE TG YOl WY KATANCUTOVTOS, AV d KT TrOTOS Sunve-
k& Tvyydavew, he certainly eannot mcan to assert any
moral necessity for darkmness, but, that, light not
being admitted, darkness is the natural result °.

Such then is the signification of the word dwdyin,
which Irenseus appears to bave used, and which is
represented by necesse esté in the passage before us.
And we may observe, in confirmation of what has
now been said on that point, that the word dwdyxy is
used in this sense by Plato in his Timaous, and is
translated ““necesse est” by Cicero’.

for Promoting Christian Knowledge,” and form the appropriate
motto of that admirable Manual.

* De Universo, p. 220, ed. Fabr.

® Several examples of a similar use of drdyxy may be seen in
the fragment of Maximus, who appears to have been contempo-
rary with St. Irenaeus, in Routh’s Reliquee, i. p. 432.

" The words of Plato arc®, 7ov vod kal émariuns épacmiy
dvdy K1 Tis Ti)s éuippoves Proems alrius TpoTus peraduskew, which
Cicero renders, ““ Illum qui intelligentice sapientiieque se amato-

* Plato Timueus, 46. 1, vol. vii. p. 32. Stallbaum, Leips, 1824, ep. Cicero,
vil, p. 942, ed. Ernesti, Oxoun. 1810.
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This, then, appears to be evident, that St. Irenacus
did not mecan to affirm any moral obligation con-
straining all men to submit to the Chureh of Rome.

IIe knew the Church of Rome well. He knew
her to have been founded in the preceding century
by St. Peter and St. Paul; he kunew that her first
Bishop was placed there by them. IIe knew lher to
be an orthodox Church. Dut he does not state it to
be the duly of any other Church to submit to lher,
even as she then was.  DMuch less, not knowing, as
he could not know, what she would decome in future
ages, does hie lay upon all Churches in coming geue-
rations the responsibility of accommodating them-
sclves to her opinions, whatever they might be.  And
yet this is the doctrine which the Divines of Rome
now impute to the great Bishop of Liyons, and which
they derive from this passage, and which they would
malke to pass current in the world under his venerable
name !

5. Let us now advance a step further.

We (as was before observed) do not posscss the
original Goreck of St. Irenceus, in this passage. It is
lost. 'We have only the old Latin Version of it.

But the original Greek wes extant in the third
century ; it was in the hands of St. HirroLyTus. Ile
was a Scholar of St. Irenteus, and has made frequent

rem profitetur necesse cst intelligentis sapientisque naturae primas
causas conquirere,”
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use of that Original in the Treatise on Ilercsy be-
fore us.

St. Hippolytus had this passage before him in
the original Greek. Ile had the advantage of per-
sonal intercourse with St. Irencus; he was lis
pupil, had heard his lectures, and gave an abstract
of them to the world. IIe was formed in his school.

How then did St. Hippolytus understand this
passage of St. Irenceus? Ifow did he show that he
understood it, by kis own practice ?

This becomes an interesting topic, not merely as
bearing on the passage itself, but as of far more ex-
tensive import. Ior it aids us in deciding aright
a question on which the whole controversy turns
between the Church of Rome and the other Churches
of Cliristendom ; viz.—

1. Whether the claim put forth by the Bishop
of Rome to Spiritual Supremacy is an equitable
claim? Was it acknowledged as such by the pri-
mitive Church ?

2. Whether the Papal claim to Infallibility is a
just claim or not? Was it admitted—was it cven
known—in primitive times?

An answer to these enquiries is contained in the
newly-discovered Volume before us.

1. It exhibits the condition of the Clrel of
Rome, and displays the couduet and teaching of
two Bishiops of Rome in succession, Zephyrinus and
Callistus, in the writer’s own age, the beginning of
the third century, that is, just efter the decense of
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St Irenzeus, not more than a hundred years after
the death of the last surviving Apostle.

The person who wrote this history, was a scholar
of St. Irenceus; he was a Suftragan Bishop of the
Roman Churelr; one who passed his life at or near
Rome; one who was honoured in his day, and has
ever sinee been honoured, as among the most emi-
nent Teachers of the Church; one, whom the Church
of Rowme lierself now venerates as a Martyr, and com-
memorates as a Saint, in her Breviary; one, whose
Statue she has reecived with honourable wmarks of
distinction within the doors of the Vatiean, and
has placed in the Pontifical Library, where it now is
—ST. IlirPoLYTUS.

2. What then, let us enquire, is Zis testimony
with respeet to the Bishop of Rome? Did he regard
him as Supreme ITead of the Chureh Universal ?
Did he think it the duty of all men, did he think
it his own duty, to submit to him as such? Did
lie venerate him as infallible?  Does lie give any
intimation that the DBishops of Rome were looked
upon as Suprcme or Infallible Ly others, or even
by themsclves? Ilad the Bishops of Rome put
forth any claims to Supremacy or Infallibility in that
age?

3. In replying to thesc questions, let us make all
such allowances as Charity suggests. Let us take
into consideration the eircumstances in whieh the
two successive Bishops of Rome, Zephyrinus and
Callistus, were placed.  They lived in a leathen
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city. The clergy and laity of the Roman Chureh do
not appear to have been gifted with endowments
of Learning 5. The Latin Church had few cminent
Teachers at that time. In controverted questions
of Thceology, they had not the henefit of clear dog-
matic decisions, such as we possess in the Creeds.,
From their crrors we may learn to appreciate our
own Dblessings. They were liable to be swayed by
the eager partisanship of lieretieal teachers, resort-
ing to Rome from Asia?, and bringing with them
the restless spirit and dialectic shrewdness of the
Fast!, and bearing down upon them with an array
of Seriptural texts torn from their eontext, and not
interpreted by reference to the general scope of
Scripture, but by subtle syllogistic processes, de-
rived from the schools of hwman Philosophy, and
inapplicable to the mysteries of Ifaith. The Bishops

® Bp. Pearson, Diss. 1. c. 13, contrasts the Roman Christians
of that age with the Lasterns in that respeet, *“ ipsi alumni in ei
urbe nati et educati Christiani (i. e. Romani) qui eo tempore
propter fidem celebres, propter doctrinam aut literarum scientiom
non aded praeclarum testimonium nacti sunt.”

? Simon Magus, Valentinus, Marcion, Praxcas, and Sabellius,
all came in person to Rome.

! What Juvenal says of Greck and Asjatic Vices, Philosophical
Systems and Superstitions finding their way to Rome and flowing
into it as a common reservoir,

% Jam pridem Syrus in Tiberim defluxit Orontes”—iii. 62, &c.

is remarkably true of all heresies discharging their streams from
the same countries into the same basin. Indeed, his picture of
Rome in thuse respeets is very deseriptive of her religious condi-
tion,
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of Rome, in that age, were not a matech for such
disputants. They had also a dread—a reasonable
one—of Polythcism. The City in which they dwelt
was crowded with false deities. Wherever they
turned their eyes, they witnessed the vicious and
debasing cffeets of Idolatry. They heard the ter-
rible denunciations sounding in Seripture against
it. The Unity of the True God must be maintained
at any rate against the manifold pretensions of the
Roman Pantheon. Hence there naturally existed at
Rome a predisposition to what is commonly called
the Monarchian System of Theology.

And here let us remark, that, if the Trinitarian
doctrine is not frue, its existence in the primitive
Church is unaccountable.  All antecedent probability
was against it. The doctrine of Three Persons, cach
of them Divine, could never have risen spontaneously
in a Church whose prevailing spirit was a dread of
Polytheism?.  There was much in the Church at
that time to stifle the doctrine of the Trinity. No-
thing to produce it. The predisposition to Monarchi-
anism showed itself in two opposite forms. One
was the lieresy of Theodotus and Artemon ?, which

? The common question with which the Sabellians accosted the
orthodox, especially of the simpler sort, when they met them
was, & otrot, éva Oeov Exoper 3) Tpets Beol's ; Well, my fricuds, have
we one God or three? Epiphan. Hares. 62, a question which
supplies evidence of what the faith of the Church was, and gives
an answer to M. Bunsen’s allegation that the doctrine of the
Divine Personality of the floly Spirit was not developed because
St. Hippolytus was only accused of being a Ditheist. (p. 297.)

* On the doctrine of Theodotus, see Philosopliumena, p. 257.
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denied the Divinity of Clirist; the other, the heresy
of Noetus, which did not acknowledge the Son of
God to be the Word?, and denicd the distinet
proper Personality of the Son, and affirmed that
the Son is the same as the Father, under a dillerent
name°.

4. Between this Seylla and Charybdis of two
Ieresies the Church steered her course. To adopt
another illustration, of a Seriptural character, sup-
plied by an ancient writer, who combated Dboth
these lieresies, the Blessed Son of God was erucified
afresh between two Malefactors®. Tlhe one acknow-
ledged Him to be Man, but would not worship ITim as

Epiphan. c¢. Hares. xxxiv,, sive liv. p. 462, ed. Petavii, Colon.
1682.

! The Noctian argument was, that it was a new thing to call
the Son the Word, £évov pot dépers, Ajyor Adywy vidw, S. Ilippol.
¢. Noct. xv. According to the Noctian and Sabellian theology,
the man Jesus decame the Son of God by communication of the
Word, which it did not regard as a Person, but as a property of
the Divine Nature. Sce Marcellus ap. Euseb. de Eccl. Th. ii.
c. 8. To which St. Hippolytus veplies from the Apocalypse,
xix. 11, **that the Word of God is Hle Who was from the begin-
ning, and has now been senf into the World."—ec. Noet. xv, 7ov
Adyov 70D @cod Tobrov dvra d’ dpxijs kal viv dreaTaluévov.

* On the Heresy of Noetus, see Epiphanius, xxxvii. sive lvii.
p. 479. The Article of Epiphanius on Noetus is derived in a
great measure {rom the 1Tomily of St. Ilippolytus (ed. Fabr. ii.
5—20), but without any mention of his name. Iipiphanius, p.
481, contrasts the heresy of Noctus with that of Theodotus, and
shows that they owed their origin to similar causes.

® Novatian de Trin. § 30.

r
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God ; the other confessed ITim to be God and Man,
but would not acknowledge ITis Divine Personality.

5. Each of theseHeresies was coupled with a Truth;
cach struggled against the other, by means of the
Truth it possessed. The Artemonite rightly main-
tained against the Noetian, that the Son is not the
Father; the Noctian rightly affirmed against the
Artemonite, that the Son is God. Detween the
Artemonite and the Noctian, the Chureh held her
place. She retained the truth, and rejected the
error, of cach. She aflirmed that the Son is God, as
well as Man; and that the Son, Who is God, is a
distinct Person from God the Father.

This was the position of the Churel; this was
the doctrine of St. HirpoLYTUS.

G. Now, it docs not appear that any Roman Bishop
was betrayed into the opinion, which taught hereti-
cally, that Christ is a mere man, in whom the God-
lead dwelt in an eminent degree.

7. But it is too clear from the recital contained in
the Ninth Book of the recently-discovered Treatisc
on Ieresy, that two Bisliops of Rome in succession,
Zephyrinus and Callistus, fell into the opposite heresy
—that of Noetus.

It is not necessary to dwell on the motives of this
apostasy, or on the practices with which it was ac-
companicd, or on the results by which it was fol-
lowed. But it is requisite to state the fact. These
two Bishops of Rome lapsed into heresy, in a primary
article of the Christian Iaith, and in opposition to
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the exhortations of Orthodox Teachers. They stre-
nuously maintained that heresy, and propagated it
by their official authority, as Bishops of Rome’.

They tenaciously maintained, and they promul-
gated publicly, a doctrine, which the Chureh of Rome
herself, with all otlier Churches of Christendom, now
declares to be heretical.

They also denounced those who held the true
faith.  Zephyrinus and Callistus charged St. ITippo-
lytus with Heresy.

8. Ilence it is apparent, that the Bishops of Rome
may err, and have erred,—they may crr and have
erred, as Bishops of Rome—in matters of IFaith.

7 And yet, as has been shown above, Z.phyrinus and Callistus
are canonized as Martyrs in the Breviarium Romanum (see
p- 114).  How painful must it be to a religious mind to discover
that those whom it has been taught to venerate and invoke as
Saints, werein fact Heretics, and that it has been deceived by fables
inserted in the public Liturgy of the Church, What a shock
must such a discovery give to its faith! How can it place any
confidence in other records of the Breviary, or join with hearti-
ness in the prayers tendered there for its use 7 Thus Superstition
leads to Scepticism, and pious [rauds (as they are sometimes
called) prepare the way for Infidelity. And yet onec of the so-
called Reforms for which the Church of Rome is now contending
is to make all Churches (even those of Irance) surrender their
own Liturgies, and conform to the Roman DBreviary! How
much reason for thankfulness have the members of the Church
of Iingland, not only for what the Anglican Liturgy supplics,
but also for what (as compared with some other Liturgies) it
does not contain !

v 2
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Therefore the Bishop of Rome is not Infallible.

9. Next with regard to Supremacy.

When Zephyrinus and Callistus fell into heresy,
in the beginning of the third century, and when they
endeavoured to disseminate their false doctrine, they
were resisted by St. Hippolytus.

I1c does not appear to have imagined that he was
hound to conform to them in their doctrine. On
the contrary, he stood forth boldly and rebuked
them. ITe las thus given a practical reply to the
question, which has been raised concerning the sense
of St. Irenweus, his master, in the passage recited
above. Ilippolytus certainly had never learnt that
every Chureh, and every Christian, must submit to
the Bishop of Rome.

Let it not be said, that e merely resisted Zephy-
rinus and Callistus from a transient impulse of passion,
and swayed by the feelings of a moment. His resist-
ance was deliberate; it was a resistance of years.
Not only when Zephyrinus and Callistus were alive,
did he think it his duty to contend against them and
their Leresy; but when they were in their graves, he
sate down and commiitted to writing the History of
their Heresy, and of his own opposition to it. And
he published that ITistory to the World, in order that
none might be deluded by the false doctrine which
those Roman Bishops had propagated, and which
was disseminated after their death by some who had
been deceived by them.
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He published that Ilistory after the death of
Callistus, and probably in the time of his sucecessor
Urbanus. He affirms that he wrote his Treatise in
the discharge of his duty as a Bishop of the Chureh ®.
He therefore remained a Bishop—a Roman Suifra-
gan,—although he had resisted two Bishops of Rome.
As we know from Prudentius and others, he was
Bishop of Portus even to his death. Nothing occurs
in the whole course of the Ten Books to suggest
any surmise that he had encountered any Ecclesias-
tical censure, on the ground of his having opposed
Zephyrinus and Callistus; or that, by this publica-
tion, he contravened the just authority of the Bishop
of Rome at the time when he published his work.
Nothing exists in it to excite any suspicion, that,
however the Church of Rome might regret the facts
which his treatise related, she made any remonstrance
against the publication, or regarded it as a breach of
order and discipline. Ou the contrary, he prowmises
himself the gratitude of the world for it’. And he
seems to have not been disappointed. The venera-
tion in which his memory was held at Rome indi-
cates this.

Sucli was the econduet of St. ITippolytus. Such is
his ecommentary—the commentary of his life—on
the teaching of his master, Irenicus, concerning the
Church of Rome.

® Sce above, p. 21; Lib, i. p. 3.
’ Sce Lib. i, p. 3, and Lib. ix. p. 309.
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10. It may be hoped that our Romanist brethren
will no longer urge against us the authority of St.
Irenwus.  We may rather trust that they will ex-
amine the teaching of St. Irenweus, as illustrated by
the acts of St. Hippolytus.

It does not appcar from the narrative before us,
that the Bishops of Rome themselves, in the third een-
tury, entertained any idea that they were Supreme
1Icads of the Churely, or that Christians and Churches
were bound to submit to them as such.

St. Iippolytus was indeed charged by Zephyrinus
and Callistus with being a Ditheist, hecause he would
not say with them that the I'ather and the Son are
one Divine Being under two different names. But
we can discover no intimation that they put forth
any claim to Supremacy, and much less to Infalli-
bility ', or that he was aceused of heresy as onc who
resisted the Divine Head of tlie Churely, and rebelled
against the Vicegerent of Christ on earth, becausc
lie opposed the Bishop of Rome.

Let not therefore the Divines of Rome censure
us as innovators, because we do not acknowledge
the Bishop of Rome as Supreme Ilcad of the
Churel.

We tread in the ancient paths, which we should
be deserting for new and devious ways, if we ad-

' Indeed, as we have seen above (p. 121) from the ** Liber
Diurnus 7 of the Popes themselves, they had no notion that they
were infallible, in the eighth century.
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mitted elaims—eclaims urged as of Divine Right and
in the name of Christ—but unknown to the primi-
tive Church.

11. But, on the other hand, the Bishops of Rome,
by putting forth such claims in Christ’s name, and
by endcavouring to enforce those claims on all men
and on all Churches, as terms of Chureh-connmnnion,
are chargeable with innovation,—and with such an
innovation as is contrary to Christian Charity, and
has rent the Chnreh asunder, and is therefore of
such a nature, that no gifts or graces can compensate
for it 2.

12. If the claims which are put forth by the Di-
shops of Rome to Infallibility and Universal Supre-
macy are »ot just, then there is no alternative, they
are nothing short of Blasphemy. For they are claims
to participation in the attributes of God Ilimself.
And if He does not authorize these claims, they are
usurpations of [lis Divine prerogatives. They there-
fore who abet those claims arc fighting against ITim.
They arve defying Him, Who “is a jealous God, and
will not give His honour to another,” and Who is “a
cousuming fire®.” May they thercefore take heed in
time, lest they incur Ilis malediction! And sinee
they affirm that their system of Christianity rests on
the basis of Papal Supremacy, may they be led to
consider whether, instead of being founded on a Rocek,

71 Cor. xiii, 1—3, * Exod, xx, 5. leb. xii. 29.
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they are not building on the Sand? Are they not
tempting others to do so? Are they not heguiling
them to place their hopes on a false foundation, and
so leading them on to everlasting destruetion? If
this is so, then their house will fall, and “ great will
be the fall thereof *.”

13. St. Hippolytus, Bishop of Portus, resisted the
crrors of the Bishops of Rome. Ilis resistance to
error, and maintenance of the truth, appear to have
been signally Dblessed by the Divine IIead of the
Church.

In duc time, the Ileresy, patronized by Zephyri-
nus and Callistus, was suppressed. In duc time, the
Truth, maintained by St. Ilippolytus, prevailed at
Rome. His memory was blessed,—and so mueh the
more, we may bhelieve, Dbecause he, a Suftragan
of Rome, had rescued the Roman Chureh from a
deadly Heresy, patronized by two Roman Bishops;
and Dbecause, in defiance of their threats, he held
firmly the true faith, though reviled by them as a
heretic.

A marble Statuc was erected in his honour?;

* Matth. vii. 27.

® Cardinal Mai thus speaks of St. ITippolytus and his Statue
(Scriptorum Veternm Nova Collectio Vatican. Rom. 1825), Pro-
leg. p. xxxv. “Hippolyti commentariorum in Danielis Vatici-
nium, in Vaticanis codicibus pars adhue mediocris crat incdita
quam libenter propter tanti Docloris et Mariyris reverentiam

luce impertivi, Statuam ejus cum paschali cyclo operumque
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having Dbeen buried for many centuries, it was
brought to light three hundred yecars ago, and was
restored by the reverent care of a Cardinal and a
Pope. And the opponent of two Bishops of Rome,
the Historian of their Heresy, the deliverer of the
Church of Rome from the crror of her own two
Chief Pastors, Zeplhyrinus and Callistus, is now re-
vercd by Prelates, Cardinals, and Pontifls, and sits
enshrined in the Vatican.

14. In this newly-discovered Volume, a solemn cau-
tion has been given to the Chureh, and to the world,
at this eritical juncture, fraught with great results.
We need not hesitate to say, that the warning is
from Heaven. The hand of God IHimself is visible
in it. Three centurics ago the Statue, to which we
have referred, was dug up near Rome; it bore no
name ; but it had a Greek inscription engraven upon
it, containing the titles of an Author’s Works. DBy
a comparison of these titles with notices in ancient
Writers, this Statue was recognized to be a Statuc
of ST. HirroLyTus, and as such, it was received into
the Papal Library at Rome. It was restored to its
pristine form under the auspices of that Pope, Pius
the Fourth, who promulgated the Trent Creed, in
which the Doctrine of Papal Supremacy is sect forth

Catalogo inscripto prope Urbem in agro Verano Marcelli Card,
Cervini auspiciis eflossam, deinde a Pio IV, in Bibliotheed Vati-
cand, ubi adhuc asservatur, positam, in fronte libri mei incidendam
curavi.”
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as an Article of Faith. Three hundred years passed
away. And now in our own age,—another Discovery
has been made—in a very different quarter. An
auncient Manuseript has been brought to light, from a
mouastic cloister of Mount Athos. On examnination,
it is found to statc that its Author wrote a Work
bearing one of the titles mentioned on the Statue —
a Work “ On the Universe.” Thus the disinterred
Statue, now in the Papal Library of the Vatican,
furnished the first clue for the discovery of the
Author of the MS. found three centuries afterwards
in the cloistral Library of Mount Athos. Other
cvidences have accrucd; and it appears to be now
cstablished, that the Author of the Treatise is ST.
ITirroLyTus.

The Treatise was printed before this evidence was
produced. The book bore the name of Origen.
May it not be said, that it owed its preservation in
some degree to these circumstances? We know too
well, that many passages of the ancient IFathers have
been placed in the Roman Index, and proseribed by
the Roman Chureh, as coutravening the tenets of
Rome. Isit not therefore probable, that this Treatise
of St. Hippolytus might have been stifled, if it had
been known to those who direct the affairs of the
Roman Censorship®? Iippolytus was concealed under

® The argument of the Jesuit writer, James Gretser, in lis
ingenious treatisc ** on the Right of prohibiting Books,” Ingold-

stadt, 1603, aflords a remarkable illustration of these stalements.
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the name of Origen. The Roman Narrative cscaped
notice from its position in the Ninth Book. And
who would expect to find a Iistory of the Roman
Churceh, in a work on Heatlien Philosophy ?

Wlhen, also, we consider the eight long yeurs,
during which, after its discovery, this Manuscript
reposed quietly, in onc of the greatest Citics of the
World, before it was printed, are we presumptuous
in saying that it had a sccond providential deliver-
ance, and that it was again restored, almost by a
miracle, from the dead, when it first saw the light in
England ?

15. Great reason have all persons, of whatever
nation, for gratitude to Almighty God, that He has

He pleads that the Pope in prohibiting or expurgating any
works whatcver, does an act of mercy, ** opus miscricordie,” to
the writer ; and that all Catholic Writcers, and conscquently the
Ancient Fathers, as dutiful children of the Cliurch, owe filial
reverence to the Dishop of Rome, and that, by anticipation, they
submitted all their writings to his judgment, and that they would
feel greatly obliged to him for undertaking the labour of correct-
ing their works. His words are as follows: * Adjeci, hune in
Ecclesia Catholici esse morem ut omnes Seriptores Catholici pro
animi sui modestii et submissione, ac in Ecclesiam summumque
Pontificem reverentid, scripta sua omnia subjiciant Ecclesize vel
summo Pontifici vel expressé vel tacite, ita ut veling corrigi, sive
vivant adhue, sive post mortem. Quo posito, quis tam stupidus
est, qui non videat Leclesiam aut summum Pontificem dum filio-
rum suorum lucubrationes revidet, et ubi opus est, corrigit, gratum
ipsis auctoribus preestarc obsequium, et utilem operam posteritati,
atque adeo tunc exhibere filiis suis opus misericordiae ?”
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thus watched over the work of Ilis faithful soldier
and servant, the blessed Martyr, Hippolytus.

We of the Church of England may recognize in
this Treatise a Catholic and Apostolic, yes, and a
Roman, Vindication, of our own Reformation. Ilere
a Roman Bishop, Saint and Martyr, supplies us with
a defence of our own religious position with respect
to Rome. In his “ Refutation of all Heresies,” we
see a practical Refutation of that great Heresy of
our own day—the Ilcresy, which ecither directly or
indirectly, is at the root of many prevalent Ieresies
—a Refutation of the Heresy of Papal Supremacy,
and of Papal Infallibility.

Whenever then we are charged by Romish Divines
with Ileresy, and Schism, for not acknowledging the
Bishop of Rome as Supreme Iead of the Churel, and
Infallible Axbiter of the Faith, we may henceforth
refer them to the marble Statue in the Vatican, aud
bid them consult St. HirpoLyTUS.

16. Thankful, however, as e ought to be for
this recent discovery, perhaps they who have cause
to be most grateful, arc the Clergy and Laity of
Rome. Truth is to be prized above all things, espe-
cially in matters of Iaith. Arguments from adver-
saries, real or supposcd, and especially from contem-
porancous adversaries, arc often regarded with suspi-
cion, and rejected with scorn. Dut here the mem-
bers of the Church of Rome may read a Treatise.
written by one whose name they love and venerate,
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onc who has no interests to scrve, no passions to
gratify ; a Bishop, Doctor, Saint, and Martyr, of
their own Church.

“ He being dead yet speaketh ”.”

He speaks to them from the grave, he speaks to
them from primitive times—from the third century.
ITe sits on his marble chair in the Pontifical Library
at Rome, and teaches them there.

May it not be supposed, that Roman Prelates and
Cardinals, passing along those ancicut galleries, may
pause for a while, and contemplate his venerable
form, and hearken to the words of Truth which pro-
ceed from his lips? May it not be belicved, that
Divines of Rome, procecding to or from that rich
Library, may muse on the preeepts of wisdom
delivered to them by St. Hippolytus? May we not
cherish the hope, that Clergy and Laity of the Ro-
man Church, whether residing at Rome, or coming
thither from afar, may not quit the courts of the
Vatican, without listening to the solemn warnings and
exhortations on Church Polity and Christian Doc-
trine, which are suggested by that Statue, and are
inculecated in the History of him whom it represeuts,
and whom they venerate as a Saint ?

May it please the same mereiful Providence, which
has awakened the voice of Hippolytus from its

silenee of sixteen centuries, to bless its accents to

7 [ceb, xi. 4.
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their souls’ health! May it be so blessed from on
high, that it may promote the peace of Nations, and
the cause of Truth, and the Unity of the Chureb,
and the Glory of Almighty God, now and for cver-
more !
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of the REFUTATION of ALL FIERESIES.

What was the impious infatuation of Noketus,
and that he clave to the doctrines of Ileraclitus the
Obscure, and not to those of Christ. 5

How Carristus blended the Ileresy of Clcomencs,
the disciple of Noetus, with that of Theodotus, and
constituted another stranger Ileresy; and what was
his manner of life.

What was the strange sojourn at Rome of the 10
portentous spirit of Elchasai ; and how a semblanee
of revercuce for the Law (of Moses) was made by
him a cloke for his errors; whereas, in faet, he ad-
lieres to Gnostic or even to Astrological Theories,
and to Magic.

S. Hippol. e. Noit. § 3.

Magnopere a verd lapsi ratione videntur. 7.

IIERACLITUS init quorumn dux preelia
primus,

Clarus ob obscuram linguam magis
inter inancs,

Quamde graveis inter Graios qui vera
requirunt.

Omnia enim stolidi magis admirantur
amantque,

Inversis qna sub verbis latitantia cer-
nunt,

Veraque constituunt, qua belle tangere
possunt

Aureis, et lepido quax
sonore.”
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What are the customs of the Jews, and how mauy 15
their differences.

We have performed a laborious work with regard
to all (former) heresies, and have left noue unrefuted;
but there remains now the hardest toil of all; to 20
give a complete deseription and refutation of thosc P.279
Heresies which have arisen in our own age, by means
of which some unlearned and bold men have under-
taken to distract the Church, and have produced
very great confusion throughout the world among all 5
the faithful.
the dogma which was the primary source of the evil,
and to expose its origin, so that its offshoots may be
manifest to all, and may be contemned.

There was a certain NoETUs, of Smyrna.
troduced a heresy from the tencts of Heraclitus. Oue
Epigonus was his agent and scholar, who, coming to
Rome, disseminated his impious doctrine. Cleomenes
his disciple, an alien from the Church in life and
disposition, fortified that doctrine. At that time

<

For it appears requisitc to revert to

ITe in- 10

—
«

Spupvaios ob mpd woAXob xpévov  hausisse videtur Theodoretus, iii.

yevduevos. Ephesium vocat Epi- 8. Noprds dvevedoare Tiv alpe-
phanius, Heres. lvii. Vide et  ow, jw Ewiyovos dmwexinoe mparos,

Joann, Damascen, de Hares. c.
57. Ceterum in tono vocis flue-
tuant Codices, aliis Nontés, aliis
Nénros exhibentibus.

13. Vide Nostrum, lib. x. p.
329, 34,
dvde aipeaw é€ "Entydvov Twos els
Kheopévmy ywpijoacay, unde sua

s,
Nontos etanynoato Toi-

Kheopérns 8¢ mapahaBov éPefai-
wouoe, Hine, opinor, suspicari licet
Theodoretuin libro Decimo, com-
pendiario illo, usum esse, non
autem Nostri opus integrum prae
manibus habuisse, idque ei in hoc
loco fraudi fuisse. Vide supra
p. 148, infra Append., ii.
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avexvlovro.
18. Addidit &s Millerus.

seripto. 21. Cod. ovpBdlov.
29. Cod. SieAheyfavrov.

19. Cod. KXeopévy, cum iota sub-
28. Cod. drrikaleorérov.

16. Vide apud Euscb. v. 28; et Strigatum consules. Hic fecit

vi.21. De Zephyrino hac habet
liber Pontificalis Damaso aserip-
tus ap. Labbé, Concil. i. p. 602.
“ Zephyrinus  natione Romanus
ex patre Abundantio sedit annos
viii (xviii?), menses vii, dies x.
Fuit autem temporibus Antonini
et Scveri a consulatu Saturnini
ct Gallicani, usque ad Prasentem

ordinationes iv per mens. De-
cemb. Presbyteros 13, Diaconos
7, Episcopos per loca 13. Qui
sepultus est in cceemeterio suo,
non longé¢ a cceemeterio Callisti,
vid Appid.” Dissonantia inter se
tradunt auctores de annis Zephy-
rini, aliis ab a.p. 198, alits ab
A.D. 201 Pontificatum ejus ordi-
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ZEePHYRINUS imagined that he governed the Churel,
an illiterate and covetous man. Ie being allured
by offers of lucre, conceded to those who resorted to
Cleomenes to become his scholars; and at length,
being inveigled himself, he ran into the same errors,
having, as his adviser and coadjutor in evil, CaLLISTUS,
whose life and whose heresy, invented by him, [ will
soon relate.

During their suceession this school subsisted, being
strengthened and aggrandized, because Zephyrinus
and Callistus co-operated with them, although we
never gave place, but very often resisted them, and
confuted them, and compelled them rcluctantly to
own the truth; which they did through shame for a
time, and being constrained by the foree of truth;
but soon afterwards they returned to wallow in the
same 1mire.

entibus ; quidam in A.p. 214 cxi-
tum figunt, nonnulli ad A.p. 219
continuant. Vide Clintoni Fas-
tos ad a.p. 210. ADb a.p. 202
ad A.p. 218 sedisse statuit Jaff¢,
Regest. Pontif. p. 5, ed. 1851.

ib. Zegupivov vouilovros di-
émew Ty ékxAnoiav, de hic lo-
quendi formula vide, si lubet, qua
suprd monuimus, pp. 83—90.

20. dppnro sic MS. Sed le-
gendum videtur dpuaro.

26. gvvatpeiofae ita ex Codice
Millerus. Sed reposucris ouvai-
peobae ; vide Philosophumena, inf.
288, 89. ovvapduevoy, et p. 143,

77, Aéyovat Mwaéa abrév qvval-
peabar ) Adyp.

27, Hae et quae sequuntur co-
lorem orationis traxisse videntur
ex Apostoli historid suam ipsius
cum 1. Petro concertationem
cnarrantis, ad Galat. ii. 5—13.

3L, émi Tov adrov BopPopov dv-
exvAiovro ex B. Petr. 2. ii. 22, &s
Aovaapévn els kvhiopov Bopd-
pov: qux quidem Saneti Apos-
toli verba ex Graeco Senario Pro-
verbiali videntur cffeta, quen sic
sc¢ olim habuisse conjecerim,
els IOwov é€épap’ émarpéras kbwv,
Aedovpévn 8 Os els kiAtapa BopBo-

pov.
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11. Cod. ¢pedo-
12, Cod. #pos dvmapaybijvar.
20. Cod. éorw év.

11. Pro xdv oite mabgovrat le-
gendum videtur mavoawro 71, vide
Preef. p. 2. Gres aloyvvbévres
ravcwrral T Ths dAoyioTov yrde
ps.

13. Lib. i. p. 10.

2]. Aoyos dik oboias Tov wav-
765 dujxwv. Heraclitus vocat ov-
giav elpappéims, vide Stob. Ecl.
Phys. i. vi. 15. Galen. Hist.
Phil.x. Plutarch. Placit. Phil, 28.

ib. mavra Yuxov xai dapdver
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But since we have indicated the suceession of I.280
their lineage, it scems requisite now to exhibit the
pravity of their doctrines. (This we will do) first by
setting down the opinions of IIEracriTts the OD-
scurc, next Dby displaying those portions of their s

~

system that arc derived from him, which they who
now promote this heresy have espoused, being not
aware that those tenets are borrowed from IHeracli-
If,

however, they met with them (thus displayed), per-

tus; but they imagine them to be from Christ.

[

0
haps even by this means they miglit be shamed out
of their impious language. And although the tenects
of IIeraclitus have been alrcady set forth in our “Phi-
losophumena,” yet we will now also revert to them,
in order that Dby this closer examination, those per- 15
sons may be instructed, who imagine that these
men are disciples ot Christ, whereas they are scholars
not of Him, but of Heraclitus.

Heraclitus then asserts that all things are divisible,
indivisible; created, unereated ; mortal, immortal ; o9
Reason, Eternity; IFather, Sou; but that Deity is
by clhance. “It is wise,” lie says, “ to listen, not to
me, but to the doetrine, and to coufess that all things

elvar whéa statucbat Heraclitus:
vide Diog. Laert. 1x.

21. fedv Sikawov. Sic Codex,
etiam Bernaysio tacente, et ut
videtur, probante apud DBunsen,
(iv. pp.xl. xlii.) vix 2 me impetrare
possum, ut A{« ator sanum credam.
Ne te morer, pro AIKAION legen-
dum conjecerim A’ EIKAION ; ei-

katov . . est fortuitum: elcaloy cum
Sikawoy confundi alibi monui (ad
Theoer.p. 115). Quod ad sensum
attinet, rem explicare videtur nos-
ter inf, 281. 77, 7ols pév Beovs
#detfe Tods O¢ avfpamous,sed utrum
horum, cssc incertum. Quippe
Providentiam abnegabat Heracli-
tus et omnia casui permittebat.
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“ Correctum ex Clem. Al. Strom. V. p. 716.” Miller. 28. Cod.
dkovoavras et ywduevov. 1. Cod. émota. 2. Cod.
Stpyevpar, diepéwv. 3. Cod. éres.

23. dpohoyéeww.  Dlillerus le-  mep Aipns kai téfov. His ad-
gendum censet Jpoloyéer, sed  scribi meretur nobile Heracliti
jungenda videntur fvviasw opo-  fragmentumquod conservavit Sto-
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Mpnelegendum puto Siapepopévov,  €§ évds mdvra' olTws THY TEY SAwy

ut sensus sit, harmonia inestinver-  gdoraow 8 Tis TOY €vavriwTd-
sainre quilibetsibioppositd,quem-  Twvkpdoews dpxdv piadiexoounaey
admodum arcus inversus, sive in  dppovia, piu Std wdvrov Sujkovaa di-
dorsumrejectus, fitlyra, Cmterum  vaues, éx 7év dpikTov Kai éTepoiwv
monente Millero hzec citat Plu-  rov odpmarra xéopov Snuiovpyi-
tarchus de Iside ct Osirid., p. 369, caca. Vide etiam qua de Hera-
A, makivrovos appovin kdopov a-  clito narrat Plato Sophist. § 868,
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are Onc.” And he complains that all do not know
and own this, as follows. “They have not under-
standing to confess how in that which is opposite to
itself there is an inversc harmony as in a bow and a
lyre.” And that Reason is always cvery thing and
pervades all things, he thus declares, “ Men do not
comprehend this Reason which is ever existent ; either
before they hear of it, or when they first hear of it.
For although every thing is produced according to
this Reason, yct they resemble men who are un-
acquainted with it, although they have hiad experience
of such words and works as I expound, distinguishing
them according to their nature, and declaring their

mode of existence.”
And that a child (a

p. 368, Heindorf. Siacpepduevor
dei ovpéperar.  Euscb. Praepar.
Evang. xiv. 4, ct Schleiermacher
de Heraclito in Mus. Antiq. Stud.
I, p. 408.

26. Aristot. Rhet. iii.
‘Hpaxheitov daorifa €pyov, Pnat

5. ta

yap “Tov Ndyou ToUd €ovros alel
dfvverat dvfpomor ylyvorrar” adn-
Nov yap 70 alel wpds émorepov det
dwgrifar. Citat v. 26 usque ad
dkos €xer Scxtus Empiricus adv.
Mathem. Lib. vii. p. 162, ed.
Aurel. 1621.

28. Comparari possunt verba
Heracliti ap. Clem. Alex. p. 156.
14, Potter. od ¢povéovow Toraira
mohhol 8rogor éyxupéouar, obdé
pabévres yryvooxovat.

1. dmepol elaw doixaae wetpa-

Sic MS. Delet

LEVOL KAl €méwv.

son) is every thing, and

eioe Millerus, adstipulante, ut ait
Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 718, sed
ibi kwepots doixact Clemens, unde
pro AIIEIPOI EISIN éoixaow, le-
gere mallem ATIEIPOISIN éoikaat,
i. ¢. inexpertis similes sunt, ct sic
reddidi.

5. Lucian. in Vitarum Auc-
tione, i. p. 554, ed. Hemsterh,
ATOP. 7i yip 6 Aldv éare; HPA-
KAEITOS. rats railwv, meocaelov,
Stacpepopevos, ubi res humanas plo-
rat Heraclitus, ore éumedov obdeév,
aANd kos els kvkedva mdvra quvet-
Néeraw kal 8te ToUTO Tép s, drep-
Yin, yvéots, dyveaiy, péya, pi-
Kkpby, dvw, kdTw, TEPLYOpevOYTa Kal
dpeBipeva
wadin.

év T Tob aldvos

ib. mwais.  Sic enim viam sibi
munit Hippolytus qui ab Hera-
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cternal king of all things througlh cternity, he thus
declares.  “ A boy at his games, playing with his
dice, is cternity; the kingdom is his;” And let us
hear how he teaches that unercated ereature ereating
is the parent of all ereated things. “ Antagonism
is the parent of all things, and the ruler of all: and
some it generated to be gods, and some men; some
it produced slaves, and some free.” And that there
is a harmony, as in a bow and lyre.

And that invisible harmony is better, unseen and
unknown to men, he thus says: “Harmony invisible
is better than visible.” Ile thus praises and prefers
that whiell is unknown and invisible of its power,
before that which is visible.

But that harmony visible to men and not un-
discoverable is preferable, he says thus: “As many
things as are subject to the sense of sight, hearing,
intelligence, these I prefer,” he says: that is, he
prefers the visible to the invisible.

From such words as thesc it is easy to compre-
hend him. ¢ Men,” says he, “are deceived with re-
gard to the knowledge of what is evident, as Homer
was, who was wiser than all the Grecks.”

LEclog. I. iii. 28. nip aibiov ék Tis
€vavrio8popias dnuiovpydr Tov
Shev.

20. Post 6r: &¢ vocem verme
exesam notat Millerus qui sup-
plevit éoriv. Supplendum videtur

kpeirtov. Tum post dpavys de-
lendum ‘0.

25. xaravoety pddiov, ironicé
dictum.

28, Ceetera quae in hoe com-
mate leguntur prudens praterco.

—

o
“
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Thus Ileraclitus esteems and honours alike what 30
is visible and invisible, as if the visible and the in-
visible were confessedly one. “For what invisible P.282
harmony,” says he, “is better than visible?  And as
many thiugs as are subject to vision, hearing, intel-
ligence, that is, the organs, these I prefer "—lhe, who
before had preferred the invisible! 5

Therefore, Ieraclitus denies that Darkness and
Light, Good and Evil, are different, and affirms that
they are one and the same. Truly, at least, lie re-
bukes Ilesiod for recognizing Day aud Night. Tor
Day and Night, he says, are onc; speaking as follows. 10
“Iesiod taught many things; and men imagine that
he knew many things, although he did not know
(the nature) of Day and Night. Ifor Good and Evil
is one. Certainly, at least,” says Ileraclitus, «DPhy-
sicians, when they amputate, cauterize, and cruelly 15
torture their patients in cvery way, complain that
they do not reccive from them any adequate remu-
neration for their pains, although they do them these
good deeds as to their diseases.”

And straight and crooked, he says, are the same. 20
The path, says he, of the lines of the machine ealled

legitur interrogativé, vitio carere  mendosé. Reponendum videtur
videtur, nisi quod deleta s, lonicee  undéy’ déwov paliv, vel pndév

forme dppovin avepiis restitu-  dbwv plobwpa.
endzx sint. 19, radra épyaldpevor Ta dyafa
4. Pro OY legere mallem ‘0. kat rias véoouvs. Sic vitios¢ MS.,

17, ppdév iifwov pobovita Cod.  —Pro KAI TAZ végous legendum
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Heraclitus.

the screw is botl straight and crooked ; and the revo-
lution in the graving-tool is both straight and crooked.
For it goes upwards at the same time, and revolves
in a circle. And ascent and descent is one.

And a road upward and downward is one and the
same. And, he says, that what is impure and pure
is one and the same, and what is potable and not
potable is one and the same. The sca, says he, is
very purc water and very impure, being potable and
preservative to fish, but not potable and destructive
to men.  Similarly he says, that what is immortal is
mortal, and what is mortal is immortal, in such lan-
guage as follows: Immortals are mortal, mortals
are immortal, the one living the death, but having
died the life of the other.

He affirms also the Resurrection of this visible
flesh in which we were born; aud recognizes God as
the cause of this Resurrection, saying thus: That
they arise again there [through God’s aid], and be-
come the guardians vigilantly of quick and dead.

Ilec asserts also a Judgment of the world and all

things therein by Fire. Thunder, says he, steers all

p- 434. obxi xai ‘Hpdxhetros Od-
vatov Ty yéveair xahel; vide ad
Plat. Gorg. p. 495. A.

26. Vide Heeren ad Stob. Ecl.
Phys. lii. Cum omnia mutatione

Bunsenium, iv. p. xliii. év8a 8wt
Oedv Te éravioTagfar kai Pidaxas
yiveaBar éyepri {brrov kat vexpov.
Color potticus esse videtur, ita
ut fortasse versuurn hujusmodi re-

fieri statueret Heraclitus, hanc ip-

sam perafBolny 680v (v kai kdrw

vocavit teste Diog. Lacr. ix. 8.
4. &vba &

kai ilaxas yivealar éyepriliv-

. - .
Twv kai vekpov. Sic Cod. Locum
ita constituit Bernaysius, apud

iy .
évre émaviaracfac

liquias deliteseere censeam,

&la & éovras
elmev dvigragbfar guvdaxds Te ye-
véoOu éyepri
tdvrov kal vexpiv.
7. Deigne omnium exploratore
Heraclitus ap. Clem. Al. p. 235.
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things, that is, directs: meaning by Thunder ever-

lasting Fire.

And he asserts that this Fire is intel-

ligent, and a cause of the administration of the Uni-

verse, and le calls it Appetitc and Saticty.

The

(systematic) adornment (of the Universe), accord-
ing to him, is Appetite, and the conflagration is
Satiety. For, says he, the Fire will come and judge

and consume all things.

propounded his own mind as all things collectively.

At the same time I have shown that the follower of

the heresy of Noetus is not the disciple of Christ,

but of Heraclitus.

For

Heraclitus thus affirms

—

0

And in this summary he 15

that the first world was itself the artificer and 20
creator of itself; God is Day, Night; Winter,
Summer; War, Peace; Satiety, Hunger. Opposites

are every thing; this is the true sense.
undergo changes, as perfumes do, when, whatever

But they

is thought agreeable to auny individual, is mingled 25

with them.

It is cvident to all, that the knowing suecessors
of Noctus, and the chief patrons of his heresy,
although they may assert that they have never
been disciples of IIeraclitus, yet by adopting the 30

ka doviy éxdorov. Ita ex co-
dice Millerus. Pro guppeyy re-
scripserim ovppcyy miscealur, et
pro vitioso 'ONOMA'ZETAI lege-
rim ‘O NOMI'ZETAI, i. e. cum
misceatur odoramentis quodcumque
existimetur ad genium esse cujus-
cunque, et gustui cjus gratificatu-
rim.

27. Nonrovs Nonrav diaddyovs,
idem hic lusus mapovopagrikds
in voce Noélo, qui apud S. Hip-
pol. c. Noét. § 3. ai ypapai op-
Ods Néyouaw dM\a i} kai Nénros
voet, oUk #8n 8¢ el Ndnros ui) voel
wapa Tovto €kBAnroi ai ypadal.
Vide ctiam ibid. § 8. =i wpos Tai-
Ta voioet Ndnros pi) vodv Ty (A7-

R
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dogmas of Noctus, avow the samc tenets with
Ileraclitus. For they say thus, that one and the
same God is the Maker and Father of all things,

and that when it pleased ITim, ITe revealed himscelf

to the righteous from the beginning, being invisible. 35
For when He is not scen Ile was invisible, and in-
comprchensible when Ile is not willing to be com- 1281
prehended ; but comprchensible when Ile is compre-
liended. Thus, according to the same argument,
ITe is incomprehensible and comprehensible; uuborn
and Dborn; immortal and mortal. How will nots
these persons be proved to be Scholars of ITeraelitus ?
Has not the Obscure Metaphysician anticipated them
by philosophizing in their very words? Ior every
one knows that he, Noctus, calls the same both Son
and Father. TFor he speaks thus; When the Father 10
had not been born, II¢ was rightly called IFather.
But when it pleased IIim to undergo birth, then by
birth e Dlecame the Son of ITimself, and not of
another. Thus he professes to establish the principle
of Monarchianism, saying, that onc and the same 15
Essence is called by the two names, Father and Son,
not one born from the other, but Himself born from

8. Cod. dkpdryros, drpdrnros,
dyévpros, dfdvares. Ex tenore
sententiarum patet esse legen-
dum dkpdrpros kparnrods, dyévn-
TOS, YEVnTos.

11.
mpooyyopelero.

15. Tertullian. ¢. Praxcam, 3.

mwpoonyépevro.  Mallem

“ Duos et tres Deos jam jactlifant
a nobis praedicari quasi non et
Unitas irrationaliter collecta hwe-
resim faciat, et 'Trinitas ralion-
aliter expensa veritatem consti-
tuat. Monarchiam (inquiunt) tle-
nemus.”

16. marépa xai viby, xkakovpevoy

R 2
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Himself, and called by the name of Father or Son,
according to the change of times, but that Ile is
one, IIe who was manifested to the world, and
who deigned to undergo birth of a Virgin, and
conversed as man with man, and who to those that
beheld Him confessed Ilimself to be a Son, on
account of His birth, but who also did not conceal
that He was a Father from those Who received
Him. That He suffered, having been nailed to the
Cross, and that having commended Ilis Spirit to
Himself, and having died and not died, and having
on the third day raised Himself, Who lad Dbeen
buried in the tomDb, and wounded with the lance,
and pierced with nails, that Ile is the God of the
Universe and Father—so says Clcomenes and his
school, who thus envelop many with the darkness of
Heraclitus.

CaLListus strengthened this heresy; a man crafty
in evil, and versatile in deceit, aspiring to the chair
of the Episcopate. He influenced ZEPHYRINUS, who
was an unlearned and illiterate person, and unskilled
in Kcclesiastical Science, and whom, being a re-
ceiver of Dbribes and covetous, Callistus led as lic
pleased, persuading him Dby dogmas aud unlawful
demands; him, Callistus was ever instigating to

mayévra. Ita Codex., Legere de Noéto, et de Callisto, dicturus

mallem robror waleiv, £vle  est Hippolytus in compendio sive

mpoomayévra. dvakeparatdoer, lib. x. pp. 329,
35. Comparanda suot quax infrd 330,
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introduce strife among the brethren; and then p.2:5
Callistus himself swayed both sides by wily words
to incline to his own interest ; and at oue time speak-
ing true doctrine to the one party, who held like
sentiments (to the truth), he, under pretence of
agreeing with them, deluded them; and at another

[%]

time speaking with similar language (of duplicity) to
those who held the docetrine of Sabellius, whom also
himself he made to fall, when he was able to keep
For when Sabellius was exhorted by me

—_—

him right. "
he was not oblstinate, but when he was alone with
Callistus, hic was instigated by him (professing to be
of his opinion) to incline to the doctrine of Cleo-
menes. Sabellius did not then perceive his subtlety,
but afterwards he discovered it, as I will shortly tell.

Callistus putting Zephyrinus himself forward pub-

—
o

licly induced him to say, “ I know one God, Christ
Jesus, and beside ITim [ know none, who was born
and suffered.” But he (Callistus) sometimes saying
“Not the Father suflered, but the Son,” thus kept 20
alive the strife without respite among our people. But
we perceiving his devices did not give place to him,
confuting him and resisting him for the Trutl’s sake.

corum prestigias tangit Irenwus,
ili, 17. «Similia loquentes fide-
libus non solum dissimilia sapiunt
sed et contraria, ct per omnia
plena blasphemiis per quax inter-
ficiunt cos qui per similitudinem
verborum dissimile affectionis eo-
rum in se attrahunt vencnum.”

P’ro adrois recte Bunsenius (i. .
132) a? rots.

8. Novalian. de Trin. 12,
* Quid dubitant cum Sabellii Le-
meritate misceri qui  Christum
Patrem dicit?” Pro Suvdpevor
recte Millerus dvvdpevos.
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23. Cod. mapafBiav.
émikexetpnuévat.

24. Cod. évdopoiyoivra. 29. Cod.

29, émws elemiyrooTos kai Tu-
x€ia Tois vovy €yovew 'EYOH 2
yémrar. Ita MS, Millerus e280s,
et aliud adjectivum in rayeta la-
tere arbitratur. Heereticorum
commenta ab Hippolyto nostro
exagitantur non tantum ut odio
et execratione digna, sed ut ridi-
cule et aniles fabule ideoque
ludibrio habeud®. Vide sup.

279, 7. 6mws karappovnbécw: et
aipégets karayeddorovs, inf. 334,
85. Mihi igitur in mentem venit
kat TA'XA Tois vouy éxovow EY'H-
OH'Z yevnray, i.e. ut facilis cog-
nitu sit, et fortasse fatua pruden-
tioribus, i. e. eorum sententia.

4. émayyehduevos xépbos mpoo-
Legendum potius vide-
tur eémayyelhapévo. CF  supra,
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Then being driven to infatuation, because all others

went along with him in his hypoerisy but I did not, 25

he used to call me a ditheist, disgorging violently
the venom which was harboured within him.

This man’s life it seems to me fit to narrate, since
he was contemporary with me; in order, that, by the

manifestation of his conversation, the Ileresy which 30

was broached by him may become easy of cognizance
to those who have sense, and haply may be regarded

as childish by them.

He was a martyr, when Fuscianus was Prefect of
And the manner of his martyrdom was as 35

Rome.
follows ;

He was servant of a certain Carpophorus, a P.2s6
Christian of Cesar’s houschold.

Carpophorus en-

trusted him, as a Christian, with a considerable sum
of money, professing that lic would bring him gain

from the occupation of a banker.

in the piscina publica, and in course of time many
deposits were entrusted to him by widows and
brethren, through the influence of the name of Car-

Philosoph. 261. 19. épav émay-
yéX\ovrar TvpAdrrovres profiten-
tur se videre, etsi cecutiant.

6. Nondum, ut videtur, leges
ille ab Ecclesia fuerant late, qua
rem feenerariam Christianis in-
terdicebant, ct pecuniam ¢x usu-
ris conquisitam abominari jube-
bant. Tertullianus quidem lib. iv.
c. Marcionem. * Percurre ait
sequentia Ezekiclis de viro justo.
Pecuniam suam fanori non dedit,
et quod abundaverit non sumet,

feenoris scilicet redundantiam, que
est usura.,” Hiae, temporis pro-
cessu, primum in Clericos feene-
ratores, deinde etiam in laicos,
peenas irrogavit Leclesia; Can.
Nican. 17. Arelat. i. ¢. 12. Are-
lat. ii. ¢. 14. Eliberit, ¢. 20. Tu-
ron. i. ¢. 13. Vide quee de hic
re fusé et exquisitd disseruit, sa-
culi nostri genio non admodum
placitura, Priesul eruditissimus L.
Andrewes. Lond. 1629.

He set up a bank 5

<



10

ot

20

25

250 Philvsophumena.

-~ 7 [ =\ ) / \
pare 7ov Kapmopdoov, O (€ eEapavicas ra
4 ) /7 T ~ / b »
mavra qeinet. OV ravra wpakavros, ove ENtwey
- ] ’ ~ 7 .t v N v, )
ns arayyeily o Kapmooow' o le ey amw-
- ’ b b -~ ~ Q\ €
v Aiyovs wao  avrov.  Talra svvicov o
Y \ \ - - ’ 7 =
KaA\isros kat Tov wavd tov cesmirov klvcvvoy
4 7 2 7= \ A \ /
VYOHGuVos, amicon Thv Quyiy kara Qdlaceav
’ . oA t - 3 - ’ %
motoipevost 6§ cvpnv whotov €v T Lopre eror-
Al ) \ ¢ > ’ /’
Jlov TGS AVAYOY§Y, WOV ETVYYAVE TAEWV,
b I &5 ~\ e’ -~
avéPy mhevebpevos. AN odle odras Aalety
SN/ - ) \ bIAN a 3 Vi -
cchvprac ov yan €\iwey 08 amayyely T (L:
N4 Al /’ t =\ )
Kapmopbon 16 yeyampévov. 'O e émisrds
AY \ I4 b - ) A \ —~ |3 -
KUTU TOV AYLeévd, Cmeloaro ¢ml To TNV Oppay
\ 7’ - N5 [} \ 2 4
cara preppvvpéva. Tovro Ce qu eatos v péne
- ’ ~ &N . 7 Y yn
T )\L/l.(m, TOV C(C T.'(;,u()/tco)s‘ ﬁpacUVOVTOS‘, cwy
’ t ’ \ - ’_. noo -
woppollc o Ka\hwrros mov Ceamdriyy, ov €v 74
’ \ N . \ - )
Aol kai yrovs cavrov cuvyheipla, pdpeidnae
- ~ A ” - / »
Tob Lv kal foyara rabta Noyurdpcvos cppubey
t \ ) \ ’ (BN -
cavrov s v Ndhaceav. Of {c vavrar cara-
7 b \ I 4 »” L b 7’
TNCNFavTCS (s Td GRAPYy dkovTa aUTov avel-
-~ "N b) \ ~ ~ /
Aovro. Tov éc awmo 7is yus‘ peyala oovrow,
LY G ~ ’ (
kal ovTos T ccamiry mapaculds c‘mm;xf)u s
9. Cod. ¢tapavioas. 10. Corl. @eumev, sed éumev bis inlra lin.
18, ct 21, p. 287, 21. “In pepnrupuéva, syllabe pny cxesie tenuia
vestigia supersunt.”  Miller. 23. Cod. wéppolev.
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pophorus. DBut Callistus embezzled them all, and
became bankrupt. And when he was in this plight,
tidings did not fail to rcach Carpophorus, who said
that he would call him to account. When Callistus
pereeived this, and apprchended the danger which
threatened him from his master, he ran away, taking
flight toward the sea; and having found a ship at
Porrus ready to sail, he embarked with a purpose to
But
not even thus could he escape: for the news did not
fail to reach the cars of Carpoplhorus. And he,
standing on the shore, endcavourcd, according to the

sail withersocver the vessel might be bound.

information he had reccived, to make for the ship,
which was in the middle of the harbour. But when
the boatman (who was to ferry Carpophorus) was
lingering, Callistus, being in the ship, saw his master

from a distanee, and pereciving himsclf to be caught,

hazarded his life, and, thinking that all was now over
But the
sailors having leapt into the Loats drew him out,

with him, he threw himsclf into the sca.
against his will. And while those who were on the
shore raised a great shout, he was delivered to his

semper persequerctur.  Cate- 19. Loeunm sic interpunge:

rum ex hie et similibus loquendi
formulis quee in hiic narratione pas-
sim obvim sunt rectd siatuitur,
Auctoris nostri stylum etsi Grazeid
vel Asid oriundi Latinum dicendi
colorem imbibisse, eumque ipsum
lingud, ut par est credere, aliquan-
tulum  BeBapBupoolar,
dvr' év Bupfidpors.

Xpévioy

émetparo €mt 7O wAoioy Sppiy Kari
T( pepnyupéva, Tovto 8¢ Ny atds
v péoy 1o Apéve Tob 8¢ mopd-
péws Bpadivorros k.7.A.

25. Pro vitiosi lectione Co-
dicis  ovryAeihfar  restituendum
guvedihOut, confusio orta cx syl-
labarum dpodharig, uberrimo fonte

mendarum, quibus libri scatent
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master and brought back to Rome: where his master
confined him in the pistrinum. In course of time,
as is wont to bo the case, certain brethren came to
Carpophorus and besought him to release his run-
away slave from punishment, saying that he declared 35
that he had moncy vested in the hands of certain
persons.  Carpoplorus, like a pious man, said that p ogy
lie did not care for his own money, but that he was
anxious for the deposits; for many bewailed them-
selves to him, saying that it was by rcason of his
name that they confided to Callistus what they had 5
entrusted to him. Being thus persuaded, he ordered
him to be released. DBut having nothing to pay, and
not being able to run away again, on account of being
watched, he devised a plan for his own destruction.
On a Saturday, under pretence of going to hisio
debtors, he went to the Synagogue of the Jews, who
were assembled in it; and lie stood there and made an
uproar against them. And they being thus disturbed
abused him and beat him, and dragged him before
Fuscianus, prefect of the city. 15
And thus they said. “ The Romans have given
us leave to read the Law of our Fathers in public.
But this man here came in and interrupted us, say-

xix, 10, quze vim obtinuisse vi-
dentur usque ad Severum Sep-
timium, qui ¢ Judmwos fieri sub
gravi pend vetent,” teste Spar-
tiano, c¢. 17. Non tamen ille Ju-
dmis ipsis jam hereditarid vel
patrid successione religioni suzm

publicum exercitivm interdicens.
Post Severi dominationem Ju-
dexis favebat Elagabalus. Lam.
prid. c. 3, et Scverus Alexander
Judwis privilegia  reservavit.
Lamprid. c. 22.
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19. Cod. ¢pogkiavot.

24. Cod. py éavrd.

34. Cod. makaxq.

32. Todinis ferri celebrem fu-
isse Sardiniam satis notum ex
Rutilii Itinerario, lib. 1. “ Quw
de Sardoo cespitc massa fluit.”
Hine hodie * Ferraria” urbs Sar-
dinie de qué Cluverius ii. c. xi.
Sardiniam pestifero aére infamem
fuisse tradit Claudianus, B. Gild.
v. 514, monente Cluverio. Hue
martyras fuisse deportatos, ip-
smnque in his (uti creditur) sane-
tum Hippolytum, ex Chronicis et
Martyrologiis constat. Catalog.
Felician. § 6. “ Eodem tempore
Pontianus Episcopus (Romaz) et

Ilippolytus presbyter exilio sunt
deputati (deportati) ab Alexandro
in Saerdiniam, insulam DBucinam
(nocivam).” 1d quod Anastasius
de vilis Pontif. in v. Pontiani
factum fuisse tradit Severo et
Quintiano Coss. h. e. A.D. 235,
Maximino Thrace jam annum
primum imperante, quo anno Pon-
tianus in Sardinid mortem obiisse
dieitur iv. Kal. Octobres.

34. De Marcia Dio Cassius,
Ixxii. 4 Mapkia 7is, KovSpdrov
TOV TdTe C(hovevfévray évds mak-
Aaxy, xai "ExAexros mpdxotros, 6
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ing that he is a Christian.” Ifuscianus being seated
on the bench, and being cxasperated by what the
Jews said against Callistus, tidings did not fail to
come to the ears of Carpophorus. Hec hastened to
the tribunal of the DPrefeet, and exclaimed, “ I
entreat thee, my Lord Fuscianus, do not belicve
him, for he is not a Christian, but secks an oceasion
of death, having embezzled much money of mine, as
But the Jews thought this was a sub-
terfuge, as if Carpophorus desired to extricate him

T will show.”

by this plea, and clamoured more vehemently in
the ears of the Prefect. And he, being urged by
them, scourged Callistus, and sentenced him to the
mines in Sardinia.

But after a time, there being other Martyrs there,
Marcia the Concubine of (the Emperor) Commodus,
being a religious woman and desirous of doing a

peév kai tob Koppddov mpirotros
8¢ (Mapkia) makhaks) éyévero kai
100 "ExAéxTov perd Taita yvvi), Kai
émeide xat ékelvovs Puaiws dmobyn-
okovras® {oTopeirar 8¢ alrn moAAd
Te Umép 1OV XpLaTiardy omov-
ddoat kat woAA& abrols edepyern)-
kévar dre xal mapa Koppode mav
Svvapévn.  Marciam, Commodi
Imperatoris concubinam, deinde
interfectricem, ab Hippolyto vo-
cari ¢hofeoy fortasse mireris :
sed hoe, ut opinor, et uti jam
docuit censor Arnoldianus, (p.
591) elpwrikds seripsit noster.
Quo, queris, animo 7 codem for-

tasse quo Carpophorum pium
hominem sed tamen feneratorem,
ct Hyacinthum presbyterum sed
tamen spadonem, dixisse videtur,
ut Ecclesia disciplinam tum tem-
poris nutantem tacité notaret.
35. Ceeterum hic lector memi-
nerit quid in tali re statucrit Ec-
clesia, Hippolyto nostro coswta-
nea; nisi interpolatricem manum
passa sit in illo capite mapddoois
*AmooTolks) Sid IrmodvTov, p.254,
cd. Tabr. TIaAXakq Twos amiocTov
dolAy éxeivo pove oyoldlovoa
mpoodexerdm, el 8¢ kal wpds d\Novs
doekyaivet, amofaidécbo. . .
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5. Cod 7 ToApnpéva. 22, «“Fort. 'Avria. Certe Antium dicere
videtur.,” DMiller.
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good work, having sent for Victor, of blessed memory, P’. 258
who was then Bishop of the Chureh, enquired of

him what martyrs were in Sardinia. IIe presented
all their names, but did not tender the name of
Callistus, knowing the crimes that had been per-5
petrated by him. DMarcia having obtained her suit
from Commodus, gives the letter of release to a cer-
tain IHyacinthus, an cunuch, a presbyter, who having
received it, sailed to Sardinia, and having delivered

it to the then Governor of the Island, released tlie 10
martyrs,—except Callistus.

But he fell down before hiim, and wept and prayced
that he might be released. IIyacinthius then being
moved, desires the Governor to set him free, saying
that he himself had brought up Marcia, and pro- 15
mising him indemnity.
ated Callistus also.

Victor was much distressed by what lad taken

IIe, being persuaded, liber-
But when he reached Rome,

place, but, being a kind-hearted mian, he held his
peace; but guarding against the obloquy from many, 20
(for the crimes of Callistus were recent,) and because
Carpophorus still urged his charge (against Callistus),
he sent him to abide at Antium, settling on him

bpéas eivar Mapkias, vitiosam
censeni  Millerus et Bunsenius
(i. p. 130), hic legendum conjec-
tans ¢pdokor éavrg pév TolTo €mi-
Tpéyrar Mapkiav 16 Tacoopevey,
abrg 8¢ elvar drivduvoy. Sed hoc
tuum tentamen, vir doctissimne,
est librum refingentis, non cor-
ruptelam samantis.  Praterca

Codicis lectio est prorsus sanis-
sima. Darticipium 6péyras Map-
kias dicitur pro nomine sub-
slantivo tpoets Mapkias, ut
bpéras adrdv in cippo sepul-
chrali apud Schaeler ad Greg.
Corinth. p. 614. Vide ctiam Lo-
becek. ad Soph. Ajac. 358, p. 277,
qui exemplorum affatim dabit.

S
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ib. Cod. xipnow.
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. . apdpevoy, * duabus literis
Miller.

24, pnwaiov. Auctor Parvi La-
byrinthi idem qui noster Hippoly-
tus apud Euseb. v. 28. dvereicy
6 Nardhtos U adTdv émt gakapie
émioromos KA\npwbivar Tavmys Tis
alpéoews Hore hapfdvew wap® ab-
1@y pyviata Snuipta ékardy mev-
THKOVTA.

25. koipnow,—contri infra, v.
32, Zepupivov Ttehevrsy, unde
satis liquet Zephyrinum non mar-
tyrio animam efllasse, quod con-
trd recentiores Martyrologiorum
consarcinatores monere fas sit.

26. abrdv ad Carpophorum re-
fert vir eruditus in Censuri Ar-
noldiani, p. 592, Sed ad Cal-
listum potius retulerim, ut adrév
et abrg duobus supra versibus de
Callisto indubi¢ dietum. Quod

TovTov perayayor de Callisto quo-
que addiderit id non sine ludibrio
factum—~Zunc hominem !

27. mpos iy KATA'STASIN
ro0  KAH'POY. An legendum
KATAZXEZIN? Elementa a et
¢, 7 et ¥ sepe confunduntur.
Dixit Irenmus (ili. 8) 7ov 77s
émakomns KATE'XEI KAH PON
"EXetvfepost vide ecundem i. 28;
fortasse Noster hoe vult, Ze-
phyrinum Callisti opera esse usum
ad sedem suam obtinendam.

29, De ccemeteriis Christia-
norum non tantum inhumationis
causd usitatis, sed ad divina officia
peragenda, et sacros caetus cele-
brandos, ideoque ad scholas ha-
bendas, vide Baronium ad a.p.
996, 258. 260.-262. De Callisti
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a monthly allowance for his maintenance.
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After

Victor had fallen asleep in death, Zephyrinus having 25
had him (Callistus) as a coadjutor for the control of
lhis Clergy, honoured him to his own damage, and,
laving transferred him from Antium, set him over

the Cemetery.

And Callistus, being always with
him, and, as I said before, courting him with hypo- 30

crisy, eclipsed him being incapable of forming any
judgment on the arguments used, and not perceiv-
ing the stratagem of Callistus, who accommodated

all his language to his taste.
that after the death of Zephyrinus, Callistus imagin- 35
ing he lad gained that to which he aspired, cast P.289

Thus it came to pass,

off Sabellius as heterodox, through fear of me, and
supposing that he might thus be able to wipe off the

. Cemeterio in Via Appid videri
potest Aringhi Roma Subterr.
jii. c. xi. § 1. Ruggieri, p. 397.

31. Cod. éfepdmoe, leg. é€n-
¢pdvice.

1. De Callisto, Zephyrini Epis-
copi Romani successore, hee le-
guntur in libro Damasi, p. 608,
Labbé, ¢ Callistus natione Ro-
manus ex patre Domitio de re-
gione urbis Ravennatum sedit
annos v, mens. ii, dies x. Fuit
temporibus Macrini ot Helioga-
bali a consulatu Antonini et Alex-
andri. Hic martyrio coronatur.
.. . Fecit ceemeterium Via Appid
ubi multi sacerdotes et mariyres
requiescunt, quod appellatur us-
que in hodiernum diem camele-
rium Callisti.”

2. dréwoey non éféwoev, qui
voce utitur Hippol. ¢. Noit. § 1.
Tdére ToUTOY éNéyfavres ol mpeo-
Bitepot ébéwaav Tijs ékkhnoias, quo
quidem ex loco satis patet, ut id
obiter notemus, jus exeommuni-
cationis, Hippolyti wmtate pencs
fuisse Presbyterorum Collegium,
—Episcopo, (dubitari nequit,)
pracsidente et omnia modcrante.
Noétum enim a Papd Victore
damnatum ait auctor libelli Syn-
odici a Pappo editi c. 20. a
Tranquillo Episcopo Chalcedo-
nensi, seribit Auctor Priedestinati,
¢. 36. Theodolum majorem 7év
okvréa ab Episcopo Victore dpw-
piaba narrat Hippolytus. Routh,
ii. 9—23,

s 2
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9. Vir doctus Robertus Scott
in Censurd Arnoldiand, ii. p. 538,
legit undév ebéos.

13. mapaBdrros Codex: mal-
lem wapaBdyra.

16. dvdpare pév  kahovuevow
Cod. Ante xahoduevor excidisse
videtur dXo.

16. évra: sic Bunsenius recté
pro Codicis lectione dv 74.

25. Vide has Noétianorum ex-
ceptiones recitantem Hippolytum
c. No¢tum, § 7, locum huic nosiro
plan¢ gemellum. od maTevers
8re éyd év 76 Tarpi k.7.\. kai
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reproach to which he was cxposed in the eyes of
the Churches, as if he were not of unsound belief. 5
In good truth he was a dececiver and impostor, and
And

harbouring the venom in his bosom, and having no

in course of time drew many along with hin.

rectitude of mind, and at the same time being

ashamed to profess sound doctrine because he had 1
before calumniated me in public and said “ You are
a Ditheist,” and because also he was often charged
by Sabellius with having swerved from his first faith,
He said that
the Word is the Son and is also the Father, being
called by different names, but being one indivisible

lie invented such a heresy as follows.

—

Spirit; and that the I'ather is not one and the Son
another (person), but that they both are one and
the same, and that all things are full of a Divine
Spirit, both things above and things beneath, and 2
that the Spirit which was Incarnate in the Virgin
was not diflerent from the IFather, but onc and the
same, and that this was the meaning of our Lord’s
words, ¢ Believest thou not that I am in the IFather,

and the IFather in me ¢ (John xiv. 10.) For that

- ’ A ’ 1~ k] -3 . ? AR 4 ’ 3
Totto kparvveabas 76 8dypa alrdv.  dpx) fv 6 Adyos xai 6 Adyos Ay

0

<

Vide etiam qua his regerit ipse
Hippolytus e. Noét. c. xiv. ed.
Fabr. ii. 15, ubi 7év Adyor Deum
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noscere diserté negat. talmmy Ty
olkovopiay wupadidwaw Juty kai 6
pakdptos lodvwns év Ebayyelio
papripwy, kai ToiToy Tov AO'TON
OEO'N Gpohoyel otrws Néyoy' 'Ev

wpods ToV Ocdy, kai Ocds v & Ad-
yos. Ei 8¢ odv & Adyos mpis Tov
BO¢cov Oeos by, Ti olv Proeer v
tis 800 Néyew Ocovs; 8Uo pév
olk €pd Ocods, dAX’ 7} éva, mpog-
wma 0é dlo, olkovopiav 8¢ TpiTyy,
\ . N eay ,
Ty xdpw tob ‘Ayiov Mvedparos.
. T
Iarjp pév yap eis, mpéowma dé 8o
. NP ooy g \
oTe kai & vids, 10 O Tpitov TH



25

30

P.290

331

262 Narrative

% ~ 5 \ e\ N8\ I . o~ g
avfpwmos, TovTO elvar Tov viov, TO 0€ €V TP VIQ
N —~ ~ 5 A\ /4 -
yopnOev Ilvetpa tovro eivar tov marépa’ ov
AY \ ) -~ oy 9 \ / \ e\ b b
yap, Pnoiv, epm 6vo Oeovs, marépa kal viov, aAX
{2 € \ b b - ’ A
eva. O ydp ev avry yevopevos warip, wpooc-
\ ) [3 -~
Nafdpevos miy edpra eOecomolnoer evdoas €avry,
\ 2 / [\Y € -~ / \ [ 3\
kal €molnoer €v, ws kakeloOar warépa rai viov,
o \ \ ~ AN \ I4 \ /
éva Oeov, kal Tovro €v ov wpbowrov py dtvacha
o) I4 \ [ \ /4 4
eivat Cho, kal oVrws Tov warépa cvpmemovOeva
~ ey \ 0 /\ \ / _A 7 —_—
70 vip ov yap OéNet Néyew Tov warépu wemov
7’ \ N\ <» b4 -~ \
Oévar kal €v €lvar wpbowmov exPuyely Ty eis
\ ’ /7 [ 4 A I'4
Tov warépu PBNacPnuiav o avinros kal woikiNos,
€ b / N 7 Vd /2 Y d
0 avew rdrw oyedtalwv BNacnuias, tva povov
\ -~ ] /7 7’ -~ \ \ b}
cara 7ijs a\nBelas Néyew Ookj), wote |ev €l
- ’ e \
70 ZafeN\lov Jdoypa epmimrwv, wore O€ els o
~ ~ €
Ocodérov otk aldeirar. Towavtra o ybys Tolpd-

29. Cod. cvrrerovfévar.

"AyiovIveipa. Undesatisrefellitur
Bunsenii suspicio, ne dicam cavil-
latio, ex his Noétianorum argu-
tiis colligentis vel Meiero colli-
genti adstipulantis, diorum Deo-
rum dogma respucntium, de tertid
sacrosancte ‘[rinitatis Personi
nihil adhuc innotuisse, ideoque
Hippolyti wetate de Sancti Spiri-
tis Deitate nibil fuisse definitum,
Reclamat hie ipse Hippolytus,
reclamat, inquam, in sermone c.
Nogétum, § 8. dvdyxy Guoloyetv
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de locum c. Nogt. § 9. et doxo-
logiam in fine, p. 20, ed. Fabr.
Cxtcrum cum his conferas que
seripsit "Tertullian. ¢. Praxz. 13.
“ Duos tamen Deos et duos Do-
minos nunquam c¢x ore nostro
proferimus,” ubi illorum insa-
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which was seen, that is man, was thc Son; but the
Spirit which was contained in the Son, was the

Father.

TFor, said Callistus, “ I will never acknow-

ledge two Gods, the Father and the Son, but One

God.

luman flesh, divinized it by uniting it to ITimsclf,
and made it one, so that One God is called Father
and Son ; and this being One Person eannot be two.”
And so he said that the TFather had suffered with

the Son ; for he does not like to say that the Father 35

suffered and was One Person, because lhie shrinks
from blasphemy against the Father, he (forsooth)
who is so infatuated and versatile, and cxtempo-
rizes blasphemy hither and thither, in order only
that he may appear to speak against the truth,
and is not ashamed of falling at one time into the

dogma of Sabellius, and at another into that of

Theodotus.

This deceiver having ventured to do such things,

nie quos * vanissimos Monarchi-
anos (c. 18)” appellat, respondet.
Idem argumentum tangit Novati-
anus, de Trin. ¢. 28. Vide et c.
29, qui quidem loci his Hippolyti
nostri sententiis locem affundunt.

35. Haece sunt referentis ipsa
Callisti verba vocesque in vulgus
sparsas, ad se suamque ipsius he-
resim tuendam.

306. ékguyetv. Sic Cod. “ Ante
éxpuyetv quaedam omissa essc ap-
paret” ait Miller. . .. Legendum
fortasse EK TOY EK&YTEIN.

De re ipsi vide Tertullian. c.
Prax. 29. ¢ Directam blasphe-
miam in DPatrem veriti diminui
cam hoc modo sperant si Filius
quidem patitur, Pater vero com-
patitur. .. Times Patrem dicere
passibilem quem dicis (Lilio)
compassibilem.”

5. De Theodoto Byzantio, qui
Vhév dvBpemor  xpiordy  dixit,
supri 257, infrd 328. 1—13. Con-
fer item quaz de Theodoto serip-
sit noster, c. Noét. § 3, et que
sceripturus est infra, lib, x. p. 830,

For the Father born in IIim, having taken 30

P.290
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16. Cod.

Id I4 ? 4
rplyapor kabicracOar ets £Njpovs.

8. Cod. cuyxapeiv. 11. “Leg. 8 7 édv.” Miller.

Ekexnrot.

58. de Callisto, qui dicitur 7ore pév
7§ Nonprot Séypare mepeppryvipe-
vos, moré 8¢ 7@ OeodiTov, pndév
dachakés kpativ.

11. Vide locum Tertulliani in-
fri citandum, et que adnotavit
doctissimus et desideratissimus
Antistes, Joannes Kaye, in Ter-
tullian. p. 239. 257.

13. Videtur esse quedam an-
tithesis inter Xpioros et KdAhi-
oros et inter XpioTiavos et Kaihe-
oriavés. Christiani, inquit, quant-

opere peccatores, peccatorum suo-
rum reatu scilicet sunt soluti, si
modo fiunt Callistiani!

22. ’Erni tovtov, i e. illo Epis-
copatum obtinente. Vide p. 279.
39. rovrwr kard Sadoyny de Ze-
phyrino cjusque successore Cal-
listo ; et 279. 30, Zegupivov &t~
émew vopifovros Ty *ExxAnaiav ct
284. 78. KdA\ioros Gnpdpevos Tov
Ti)s émoxomis Opovoy, et 288. 96.
pera THv 7oV Zeupivov Te-
Aevriy vopilwv TeTvxnKévar ol €fn-
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set up for himself a school against the Chureh, teach-
ing these doctrines; and he was the first to devise
also to gratify men in their lusts, saying that all men’s
sins were forgiven by himself. Ifor if any onc com-
mits any sin who is a member of another man’s con-
gregation and is called a Christian, his sin (they say)
is not imputed to him if he runs ofl’ to the School of
Callistus. And many persons being delighted with
this deeree who were wounded in their consciences,
and who had also been thrown off from many Here-
sics, and some cast out of the Church by me after ju-
dicial sentence, flocking to them, swelled his School.

This man promulgated as a dogma, that if a Bishop
should commit any sin, even if it were a sin unto
death, he ought not to be deposed. In his time
Bishops, Priests and Decacons, digamists and tri-

gamists, began to be enrolled in the Clergy.

paro qux quidem idcirca duxi  jam supra dictum cst. Vide Dis-

notanda, quia nonnulli videntur
existimasse de alio Callisto hic
agi, quam quem in Episcopatu
Ecclesize Romana Zephyrino suc-
cessisse accepimus.  Certé Cal-
listum aliqguem Zephyrini fuisse
successorem nescire non poterat
noster, et hee quae de Callisto
seribit, nunquam fuisset seripturus,
si hic, de quo scribit Callistus, alins
a Callisto Zephyrini successore
fuisset. Imo scduld operam de-
disset, ne quis hec legens, Cal-
listum hunc Noétianum cum Cal-
listo Episcopo Romano confun-
dere poluisset. Sed de his satis

sertationis praeviae cap. vii. p. 82.

24. Tertullian. ad Uxor. c. 7,
“disciplina Ecclesizx et pracseriptio
Apostoli digamos non sinit pree-
sidere.” De Exhort. Cast. e. 7,
“ Quosdam memini Digamos loco
dejectos, . . . de suis Montanistis
testatur de Pudicit.e. 1. ¢ Diga-
mos’ (i e. ctiam laicos) *foris
sistimus, eundem limitem liminis
meechis quoque et fornicariis figi-
mus.” De iis autem quos ipse
Psychicos pro suo arbitrio vocat,
audi exclamantem de Monogam.
c. 12. * Quot enim ct digami
prasident apud vos!” Digamnorum

—
o



266 Narrative

’ 7 A ’ ’ \ ~ )
TIS €V ICA’I]P(E) wvY Yapoii}, REVELY TOV TOLOUTOV €v

- xl L3 \ ot /4 e 2 N\ 4 4
TQ KANPQ oS 1) NUAPTNKOTA" €TL TOUTY ¢aax¢uv

> ~ \ ot \ ~ ’ \
25 eipiiclat 7o vwo ToV amoorédov pnlev, “ 2D ris

> ¢t

4
€l 0 kpivwv aX\érpuov oicérny y” *ANAa kal wa-
\ -~ [4 \ 14
paBolny Tév Gillaviwy mpos Todry EPn Néyeslar
'3 \ -~
“YAdere ra lLildvia cvvabEew 1 olry,’ Tovr-

éorw év v Exxhnolg rods apaprdavovras. ’AN-

\ \ \ \ - ~ bR
30 Aa kai Ty kBwrov Tov Nde els opolwpa ’ Exehy-

P 291

V4 b4 4 ? T A 2 A / A
olas €Qn yeyovévai, €v g kat kdves kal \dkot kal
7 \ s \ NNy .
kopackes,kat wavra ra kabapd kal akabapra® ovrw
’ ~ B s ) , ¢ 7 . \ v
Paccwv dctv elvar év ExkAnoiq opolws® kat ooa

\ -~ A 5
7pos Tovro Juvaros MY ocvvdyew oUTws fNppivev-
< ¢ D vt / ~ V4 4
cev, 0V ol akpoaral fobévres Tols doypast iapé-
t - A - T
vovow Eumailovres €avrois Te xai molhois, wv
7@ Owlackakely avppéovow Sylot. Aw kal
/7 I N\ b4 A\ \
wAnOvvovrar yavpibpevor emi bdylots Oia ras
3 \ [AY 3 4 4 \ <
ndovas, ds ov cvveywpnoer o Xpioros, ov kara-
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Ecclesiis ad Episcopale fastigium  Ecclesid esse zizania, non tamen
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ham. iv. v. § 4. ritas nostra, ut, quoniam zizania in

25. Super bac re consulenda  Ecclesid cernimus, ipsi de Ec-
egregia doctissimi Whartoni dia-  clesid recedamus. Nobis tantum-
tribe, De Cleri Coelibaty, Lond. , modo laborandum est, ut frumen-
1688. " tum esse possimus.” Fulgent. de

85. Sic, uti norunt omnes, post fide, ad Petrum, c. 42, et S. Aug.
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And if any one being in the clerical body should 25
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marry (he determined) that such a person should re-
main in the Clergy as not having sinned, saying that

the words of the Apostle were spoken with a view
to him: “ Who art thou that judgest another man’s

servant ?” (Rom. xiv. 4) ; and lie said that the parable 30

of the tares was spoken with reference to him:
“ Let the tares grow together with the wheat” (Matt.
xiii. 30.), that is, let sinners remain in the Church.
Besides, he said that the Ark of Noah was made for

a figure of the Church, and that in it were dogs and 35

wolves and ravens, and all clean things and unclean ;
affirming that it must be so in the Church.

As many passages for this purpose as he was able P.291

to collect he expounded in this manner; and his dis-
ciples being pleased with his doctrines remain, de-
luding themselves and others, and crowds flock to

their School.

Hence they are thronged, vaunting their mul-

titudes, on account of pleasures which Christ did not

S. Aug. c. Faust. lib. xii. 15.
“ Cuncta animalium genera in
Arca clauduntur. Sicut in Ec-
clesiz sacramentis et boni et mali
versantur.” Sed venia detur Hip-
polyto alia rigidius statuenti. Illi
enim non contigit videre qua
postea deliraverunt Novatiani et
‘pars Donati” Sed * oportebat
hareses esse, ut probati essent mani-
Jesti.,” Oportebat schismata ori-
ri, ut discipline Christianze leges
melius dispungerentur, et ut ve-

ritas “de permixtd Ecclesia” a
Catharis in dubium vindicata, piis
Sanctorum Episcoporum, Cypri-
ani, Optati, Augustini laboribus
feliciter vindicaretur, et in perpe-
tuum solid.retur et stabiliretur.
Interea fas sit monuisse, hec et
plurima similia, quée lector paullo
attentior ipse per se animadvertet,
luculenta afferre testimonia qui-
bus hujusce libri edfevria et yrp-
giwrns corroborentur, Ceaterum
de his jam fus¢ egimus, p. 102,

(5]
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aTaatiy,

8. Cod. air$. Legendum vide-
tur alroi, vide supra p. 290. 32.

10. Sic Cod. Legit Bunsenius,
i. p. 134, kai yap kai ywvaifw
év dfiq émérpefrev €l dvavBpor
elev xat nAwia ye éxxaiowro, Tr-
pety éavrav déiav iy iy Bothowro
xafaiperv. Audaciusculé. Sed in
loco salebroso dandum  aliquid
licenti. Age, nos quoque symbo-
lam afleramus. Locum integrum

sic reprasentandum conjecerim,
kai yip kai yuvaibiv émérperey, €l
dvavpot elev, kai NhixiaTy Kai-
owro dvafip, # éavrév dfiav py
BotAowro xabaipew, Sia TovTe vo-
plpos yapnljvar éxeive by v
aipjoeyrat atykorov. De yapnbi-
vas, nubere, vide Lobeck. Phryn. p.
742. Iren. v. 9. 7 vipdn yapnoae
ol divarar, yapnbijvar 8¢ Svvaras.
16. wépw yeyapnpérpp. Con-



concerning the Church of Rome. 269

permit, and in despite of ITim they restrain from no
sin, professing that they themselves forgive sins to
those who acquiesce in them.

For he also permitted women, if they had no
liusband, and were enamoured of a comrade unworthy
of themselves, or did not wish to degrade their own
dignity, therefore they might lawfully marry any
one whom they chose as a consort, whether a slave
or free, and that she who was not married to him
lawfully might regard him in place of a husband.

Thence it was that women, called believers, began
to venture to bandage themselves with ligaments to
produce abortion, and to deal with drugs in order to
destroy what was conceived, because they did not
like to have a child from a slave or a mean person,
on account of their kindred, and haughtiness of
wealth.

Behold to what impiety this lawless person pro-
ceeded, teaching adultery and murder at the same
time! And yet after all thesc enormities these men
are lost to all sense of shame, and presume to call

feras quee in Traditione Aposto-
lica 8:a ‘InmoliTov statuuntur, p.
254, moris éav Exy makhaxny, éav
pév Sodhny, mavedobo, xai vépe
yapeitw, el 8¢ éhevfépay, yapei-
Te abriy ¥épw.

19. Pro droxig legendun vide-
tur drdxua, et ante ¢apudxots sup-
plendum éneyerpeiv.

25. De Episcopo quodam, Ro-

mang, ut videtur, Ecclesiz (no-
men non liquet) similia narrat
Tertullianus, jam Montanista, de
Pudicitia e. 1. ** Audio Edictum
csse propositum et quidem per-
emptorium; Pontifex scilicet Max-
imus, Episcopus Episcoporum, di-
cit, Egco et machie et fornica-
tionis delicta peenitentia funclis
dimitto.”

—

0
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themselves a Catholic Church! And some persons
imagining to fare well resort to them.

In his time, first they darcd to administer a seccond 3¢
baptism.

These things this most admirable Callistus con-
trived, and his school still survives preserving its prac-
tices and its tradition, not making any distinction as
with whom it is fit to communicate, but offering :
communion indiscriminately to all, from whom his

-
(3]

scholars derived their appellation, so as to be called, r.292
on account of him who took the lead in these matters,
—namely, Callistus,—Callistians.

When his teaching had been noised through the
whole world, a person full of subtlety and madness, 5
called Alcibiades, dwelling in Apamea in Syria,
deeming himself a morc august person, and more
adroit in jugglery, than Callistus, came to Rome,
bringing a Book, which he said that a certain just
man, called Elchasai, had received from the Secres 10
of Parthia, which he gave to a certain Sobiai, being
delivered by an Angel.

tam, nosird @tate recoctam vidi-  Libro quodam portentoso, divi-
nius ab iis qui se Mormonitas ap-  nitus dato, hausisse se profiten-
pellant, et suam disciplinam a  tur.
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These artifices he ventured to contrive, having
taken occasion from the dogma aforesaid, which Cal-
listus adopted. For having percecived that many p.293
were pleased with such promises (of indulgence), he
imagined that he made the attempt at a favourable
opportunity. And I resisting him did not sutter the
heresy to spread wide, convincing many that thiss
was the working of a spurious spirit, and the imagi-

5. émmohv mhavpfpvae.  Sic  HAATYNOHNALi.e, laté diffundi.
MS. ProIAANHOHNAImallem

T
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nation of a proud heart, and that he had risen up
like a wolf to ravage the numecrous sheep whom
Callistus had led astray and scattered.

The dogmas of the Grecks and Barbarians ap- p.309
pear to have been now sufficiently expounded, and
we scem to have left nothing undeclared, cither
of Philosopliical systems, or of the assertions of
Heretics, the Refutation of whom has been made
clear from what has been propounded; since they

5]

have either plagiarized their systems, or have ga-
thered them (like banqucts made Dby contributions)
from different quarters, and have served up what
have been preparcd by Heathens, as if they were

—

0
divine. Having run through all thesc, and having

with much labour displayed in Nine Books all their
theories, and having bequeathed no small viaticum
of life to men, and having afforded to our contem-
poraries a desirc of lcarning of no slight pleasure

—
(5]

and intellectual gratification, we deem it reasonable
to add, as the sum of the whole, a discourse con-
cerning the Truth, and to include this in one book
the Tenth, so that the reader, not only recognizing
a Refutation of those who have presumed to fabri- o

D
<

PBonbeiav 76 Tov dvbpimev Bie mioas Tas aipeoers Brwhele-
xaralelYyopev. Anne huc re- orarov?
spexcrit Nicephorus Callisti, iv. 15. SXiyos. Anlegendum ohi-

31, de Hippolyto scribens, quem  yms?
reliquisse memorat ovrraypa mpos
T 92

-
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5. Fort. xopmoAdyws.”

1. Titulus rubricatus in codice :

1. ToVTov Tol Adyov xparioav-
res palnrat "EXApres. Legen-
dum pd@ere, ut recté Harius apud
Bunsenium. Confer Hippolyti lo-
cum simillimum in Libro mepi Tov
mavros, Fabr. . p. 221. @ Aehvpeéva
Spévres, amareite,” EAAnves, pd-
BeTe pn amaTe.

5. 7 TovTov e¥TaxTos dnuiovp-
yia. Vide infra, p. 338. Sic Hip-
polytus,in ejusdem libri fragmento
Barocciano, quod ad calcem hu-

jusce voluminis inveriet lector,
et quod cum hoc Epilogo libenter
comparabit, 3:a 17 ol edTdkToV
vopobeaias.

1. In haec Hippolyted veri
enarratione perlustrand4 memine-
rit lector cam non pro concione
ad clerum, imo neque ad popu-
lum Christianum fuisse enuntia-
tam, sed Sancti Preesulis et Mar-
tyris orationem nunc ad Etknicos
converti ; eam igitur éfwrepeois
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cate IMeresies may contemn their vanities, but re-
cognizing also the power of truth, may he saved by
worthy faith in God.

Making yourselves masters of this argument, lcarn P.333
O ye Greeks, Egyptians, Chaldzcans, and all the race of
men, what the Deity is and what is Ilis well-ordered
creation, from us the friends of God, not discussing 5
this matter in sounding specches, but uttering our
words in the knowledge of truth, and in the cxercise
of sobriety, for the demonstration of Ilim.

God, One, the First and only One, and Maker P.334
and Lord of all, had nothing coeval with ITimself,
not infinite Chaos, nor immeasurable Water, nor
solid Earth, nor thick Air, nor hot Fire, nor subtle

Breath, nor the azure vault of the vast Sky.

polius quam éowrepikois Adyots
venerandi Doctoris esse annume-
randam. Quare si qua hic deside-
raveris ad Christianz religionis
mysteria, et ad fidei capita di-
sertius declaranda, ea a reliquis
S. Hippolyti scriptis jam super-
stitibus colligas, que quamvis la-
ciniosa, et tanquam divitum stra-
gulorum fimbrie, tamen ad omnes
istiusmodi defectus supplendos
abundé sunt suffectura.

2. Gemellus locus, quem vide
apud Hippol. ¢. Noétum, § 10,
Beds pivos brdpywv kai pndeév Exwy
éaurd aiyxpovov, éBovAndy kéopoy
xrigat.

But

5. olpavol rxvavéayv MOPPHN.
Ita MS. Mallem OPO®HN, /a-
quear, *“the azurc vault,” usu
loguendi Hippolyteo, qui poeticas
notiones et poeticas locutiones
sectari solet, ut Irenei discipulum
facile agnoscas. Sic ceelum dixit
obpdviov Sioxov Hippolytus in
Theophan. p. 261, et Theophilus
Antiochenus (cujusad Autolycum
libros legisse videtur Hippolytus),
THY wolpaw TOU oUpavoil Tpdmov
éméxovrra OPOPHE. Sed hanc con-
jecturam jam occupavit vir erudi-
tissimus R. Scott in Censura Ar-
noldiand, p. 541, cujus lucubra-
tiones post hac exarata vidi.

(&)
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14. Cod. ubique Adois. 24. Cod. yvavres.
9. Act. xv. 18. qualemcunque interpretatione et
10. Millerus post éoopévovplené¢  notis explicare, quim in textum
interpungit : quod incuria factum  intrudere.
videtur. Sed rationum, quas mihi 21. {xavév obv viv rois €U Ppo-
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satius ducens sententiam meam  recté. Vel post drokexpiofar ad-
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He was alone with Ilimsclf. Ile by ITis Will
created the things that exist, which did not cxist
before, but when Ie willed to create them, as having
forcknowledge of what would be.  For Prescience is
present with ITim. Ile also first created divers Ele-
ments for the things that were to be, namely, Fire
and Air, Water and Ilarth, from which divers prin-
ciples He formed His own Creation ; and some things
He made of one clement, some Ile compounded
of two, some of three, some of four. And those
things which are of one element are immortal: for
they are not soluble, because what is one will never
be dissolved. DBut those which are of two clements,
or three or four, are soluble, and arc therefore
called mortal. Ior this is Death, namely, the solu-
tion of what is bound. Let then this answer now
be given, which will suffice for the intclligent, who,
if they are desirous of furtlier information, and would
investigate the cssence of these things and the causes
of the Universal Creation, may learn them Dby re-
ferring to my Work, containing an essay “ On the
Essence of the Universe.” For the present it scems
enough to expound the causes, which the CGentiles
not knowing, with all their artificial disquisitions,
glorified the parts of Creation, being ignorant of the
Creator. From whom the Ileresiarehs derived ocea-

jiciendum Sokei: vel pro dmoxexpi-  tea, 1. p. 220, et aroopdror quod
ofac legendum videtur amokexpi- Fabricio nondum compertum ad
dlo. finem hujus libri adjicietur.

27. De quo vide quee dedimus 28. Supplendum Soxet vel vo-

supra, p. 154, et Fabricii Hippoly-  pife.

—

[}

—

5

20

[
(5]



280 Address

3 ’ ’ N e Yy ,
opolots Noyots Ta v exelvwv wpoepnpéva pera-
’
oxnraricavres, alpécels karayeNdoTovs cuvesTi)-
eavro.
Gl 5 / A \ ’ \ ’
so Ouvros 0lv povos kat kara wavrwv Oeos, Niyov
-~ ’ \ b -~ b V4 13 \
mporov evvonbeis amoyevvd ol Noyov ws Paviy,
bl ’ ’ -~ —~
ai\’ éviidBerov rov mavros Noywopov. Tovrov
4 4 9 y 7 . \ N R 3\ ¢ \
P.335 jtovov €€ bvTwv eyévva’ To yap ov, avTos 0 warip
5 » Il \ - ' -~
N, €€ od 10 yevvnBijvar dirwov Tols ywopévors.
’ Ol 3 3 - ’ \ I4 -~
Adbyos 9w €v adrp Pépwv 10 Bélew Tob yeyev-
’ - ~ »
vnkdTos, ovk a’m’etpog Tiis 70U marpos evvolas’
-~ ’ -~ -
5 apa 'y(lp TQ €k ToU yevviiocavros mpoeXDely mpw-
\ 14 b -~
rérokos TodTov yevipevos, Quvny Eyel v éavr(t:
\ ’ -~ -~ ) V4 b} 14 144 7
ras ev @ warpiep evvondeloas 10€as, 00ev reked-
5. Cod. 76 éx.

27. Cod. 4 iméxewa. 8. Cod. yeyenrdros.

6. Cod. €xew év.

a Deo virtutis agnoscitur. Hic
cum sit genitus a Patre semper
est in Patre.”

32. Eidem locutione utitur nos-
ter supra, p. 94. 27, unde forsan
hic legendum d¢’ &v. Deinde
Pro ouoiots mallem dvopoiocs. 1. Toiroy pdvov éf Bvrwv éyév-

37. Theophil. Antioch. p. 129. va. Quz quidem verba vertit

mpd Tov Tt yiyveabar Mar)p Adyov  Bunsenius, “ Him alone of all

elxe aipBoviov éavros Noiw dvra,
omwére 8¢ T6éNnoe & Oeds motnjoat
doa éBovhedaaro TovTov ToV Adyoy
éyévimaoe mpothopikdy mpwToTOKOY
mwdams krigews. Novatian. de Trin.
31. “ Est Deus Pater omnium
Institutor et Creator, solus ori-
ginem nesciens, unus Deus. Ex
quo quando lpse voluit, Sermo
Filius npatus est, qui non in
sono percussi aéris aut tomo co-
actee de visceribus wocis acci-
pitur, sed in substantid prolate

things He begat,” adeoque evi-
dentissimum nostri de Filii épo-
ovoip testimonium obscuravit,
Quod autem dicit Hippolytus hoc
est : Pater ex nihilo caetera lecit,
VERBUM autem ex substantia jam
existente generavit,—hoc est ex
SE1pso; velut in alio Joco c.
Noét. § 11. mdvra 8t Adyov, ad-
Tds 8¢ pdvos éx Marpos, unde cla-
rum lucramur testimonium contra
Arianos creaturam ex nihilo fac-
tam Dei Filium somniantes. Mi-
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sions for their Ileresics, and having travestied their
systems in similar words, have formed Ileresies which
are ridiculous.

This One and Supreme (God generates the Word 35
first in His own mind; Ile generates the Word,
not as a Voice, but as the Indwelling Ratiocination
of the Universe.
exists. For the essence of things is the
Himself, from whom is the cause of generation to
what is generated. The Word was in the Father:
The Word, bearing the will of ITim Who begat the
Word, and not unconscious of Ilis IFather’s cogita-

Iim alone Ile generates of what p 335
“ather

(4]

tion. For simultancously with Ilis procession from
Him Who begat ITim, being Ilis First-born, Ile had
as a voice in Himself the ideas conccived in Ilis

ror doleoque Bunsenium, cujus
ingenii dotes suspicio, non sine
amarulentid quadam irrisione dix-
isse se minimé dubitare, quin
orituri sint nonnulli, qui Sanctum
Hippolytum de Verbo Dei uni-
genito dpfoddéfws sensisse conten-
dant, quorum quidem conatum
temerarium atque aded frusira-
neum fore non obscuré innuerit.
Sed pace viri egregii, ipse sanc-
tum Antistitem perverse intelli-
gendo, ipse Sanctum Hippolytum
aliquoties perperaminterpretando,
pené fecit hereticum. Sed salva
res est. Non eget Hippolytus
defensoribus qui ejus oJpfodofiav
propugnent. Absint tantum pra-
vee interpretationes: ipse pro se
loquatur : ipse se tuebitur.

7. Hippol. e. Noit. § 10,
TV ywopévwy dpxryov kai ovpSou-
Aov kai épydmmy éyévva Adyov, dv
Adyov éxwv év éavrd, diépardy Te
dvra, 1§ kifopéve kéope oSparov
woiet, ubi Adyov appellat rot Beotd
Tov (Biov vouy, alTg pdve wpsTepoy
opardv vrdpyovra.

9. ¢wvjry EXEIN év éavrg Tas
év 19 mwarpikg evvonbeiaas idéas,
60ev xehevovros Ilarpos yiveaOa
kdopov 7o kard év Adyos ATIETE-
AEITO APESKQN ©¢w. Sic Co-
dex, manifesta corruptela, Legit
Bunsenius ¢ovy pro oy et
sic interpretatur, “ For when He
(the Word) came forth from Him,
being His First-begotten Specch,
He bad in Himself the ideas con-
ceived by the Father.” Sed jam
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A /’ 4 A \ QA ’
ovros marpos yiveabar xbopov 70 kara v Adyos
b -~ ’ -~
amereheiro apéokwy Ocp. Kal ra pev émi
yevéoer m\yBovvovra, dpoeva kal Ojkea elpydlero’
o \ b € 4 \ ! A Y
doa 0e mpos vmnpesiav Kat Netrovpyiav, i) apoeva

N\ -~ A A
i) Onhewdv piy mposdedpeva, i) odre dpseva, odre

0N \ea.

12. *“ Medium 7 delendum videtur.”

ipsc negaverat Hippolytus AO-
TON esse ¢ovqp. Liquet, opi-
nor, ¢evpy sanum esse, deinde
pro EXEIN legendum duabus
literulis transpositis elyev, et pro
ATIETEAEITO ’APEZKON 96(:;)
reponendum ’ANETEAEI TO
’APEZKON ©¢g. Non enim in
his dicebant Patres dmorekeiofac
Testis ipse Hip-
polytus in simillimo loeo, indicio
catholicze doctrinz evidentissimo,

sed dmoTelewv.

c. Noét. § 14. Harip peév els, mpdo-
wma 8¢ dvo, 61 kat 6 vids” To O
Tpiroy 76 dyov wyevpa. Ilamip
évréX\erar, Adyos 'AIMOTEAEL
Hinc S. Iren®i vetus interpres,
ii. 47, * hic mundus factus est apo-
telestos a Deo.”

Fortasse hic dixerit quis, Hip-
polytum nostrum VERBI genera-
tionem facere, quod aiunt, ypo-
vy sive lemporarianm, non autem
sempiternam. Quare adolescentes
monitos velim, quorum pracipué
causd hac commentatus sum,
duas Patrum Ante-niceenorum
fuisse quasi familias, de hoc fidei
capite specie diversa loquentes,
re tamen idem sentientes; quo-

A \ ¢ I ~
Kai yap ai rodrev mporar odelar éE

Miller.

rom alii quidem Generationem
Filii manifesté praedicabant eter-
nam ; alil vero ut Justinus, Athena-
goras, Theophilus, Tatianus, Ter-
tullianus, inter quos etiam emine-.
bat noster Hippolytus, quitm Dei-
tatem 7o Adyov declarassent,
eumque ab aterno extitisse in
Mente Palris, évdidferor Harpos
Adyor docuissent, tum vero per-
gebant dicere Eum iz lempore
factum fuisse wpocpopixdy, et ex-
inde xa7’ évépyeiav et per ovyka-
rdBaocw mwporndnoas sive proces-
sisse ad Patrem Seseque mani-
Jestandum, et ad creanda universa.
Hanc Ejus wpoéevowr sive pro-
cessionem ad opus Creationis
exequendum, aliquoties appella-
bant Generationem, memores illius
Yids Mov €l 20, Snuepov TETEN-
NHKA 2¢ (Heb.i. 5; Ps.ii. 7).
Haece Ejus Generatio indubie fuit
temporaria. Qui vero, ut Hippo-
lytus noster, 76y Adyor ab @terno
ertitisse statuerant, Eum ab 2terno
fuisse genitum agnoverant, ideo-
que temporariam ejus genera-
tionem ad creanda universa de-
clarantes, Generationem Ejus
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Father’s essence, whence, when the Father bade that 19
the world should be ereated in its single species, the
Word cxecuted what was pleasing to the LMather.
And some things which were to multiply by suc-
cessive gencration Ie made male and female; but
whatsoever were for ministry and service, Ilc created
either male, or not needing any female, or ncither

1)

male nor female.

Zternam minimé abnuebant, im-
mo vero validissime adstruebant.
Qui enim ex Patre yemmris et
Patri gvvaidios, dei ovpmapov al-
74 xai oupBovios, Eum ab =mter-
no genitum fuisse satis constabat.
Rem optimé cxpressit nostri fere
eequalis Novatianus de Trin. 31.
“ Hic (Adyos) cum sit genitus a
Patre semper est in Patre, semper
autem sic dico, ut non innatum
sed natum probem. Sed qui ante
omne tempus est, semper in Patre
fuisse dicendus est. Nec enim
tempus illi @quari potest qui
ante tempus est. Semper enim
in Patre, ne Pater semper non sit
Pater. Hic ergo quando Pater
voluit, processit ex Patre; sub-
stantia scilicet illa Divina cujus
Nomen est VErBUM per quod
facta sunt omnia. Omnia post
Ipsum sunt, quia per Ipsum sunt,
et merito Ipse est ante omnia
quando per Illum facta sunt om-
nia, qui processit ex Eo Cujus
voluntate facta sunt omnia.”

10, kelevovros Harpds, Subor-
dinatur enim Filius Patri tanquam
sui Auctori et omnium Principio.

For their first elements being

Ut Fabricii verbis utar (Hippol.
il. p. 158) “ mendandi et precipiendi
vocabulo de Patre, et obediendi de
Fitio sine ulld offensione usos esse
consiat non modo anfe Concilium
Nicznum 8. Irenzum, Hippoly-
tum nostrum, Origenem, et alios;
sed et post illud Concilium adver-
sarios et hostes Arian® hxrescos
acerrimos, Athanasium, Basilium.
Vide Petav. de Trin. ii. vii. § 7.
Georgii Bull. defensionem Fidei
Nicene,” p. 133, 165. 170 ; iv. 2,
et in Epilogo Operis, vol. v. pt. ii.
p. 291. Waterland. iii. p. 819,
320. Meminerit lector hic item
uti protestatione Nostrum de
Filio omnia Patris jussu formante
contra hereticorum illorum som-
nia, qui ab Angelis vel /Eonibus
omnia facta fuisse impi¢ comminis-
cerentur, de quibus Irenmus, ii.
55 ; iv. 87.

14. émi yevéoer. Mallem upd
voce émiyeveoes, 1. e, confinud serie
procreationis.

16. i.e. mascula tantum sinc fer-
mind ; quod propter Milleruin
monuerim delentem §, et propter
Bunscnium ejicientem § dpoeva.
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apoeva rkal Oilea’ oVTws yap evedéyero 1 TOV
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yeyovérwy @dots. "Oca yap 10exnoev, emole
t , ~ / b 4 L4 /4
0 Oebs. Tavra Noyyp ednuodpyet, érépos yevé-
\ A\ [ 4 bd ’ o \ A
060wt p1 Jvvdpeva, i) ws €yévero. “Ore Je (7))
Yy vy y 7 ’ y 4
ws 110c\noe kat emoineev, ovopart kakéeas €oil-
Aut, si malis,
tmdpyovew otre.” Miller. 17. Cod. imovpyel, mutatum in -j. Miller.

29. “ Ex precedeutibus male repetitum # quod post dre 8¢ legitur.”
Miller.

15, 16, “ Fort. imdpxer éxdomns TobTov Slvarat

19. obre dpoeva oPire Ophéa
imdpyew ékdaTy tovTwy Sivra
mpoeAetv dpaeva. Sic MS. men-
dose.

, , .
TovTov dvvarar. Bunsenius vmdp-

2y g o , ,
xe. olr’ €€ éxdomys TovTey dvva-
Mallem vn” dpx7 &¢

e , , -
éxdary Tolrwy dbvarar mpoeAleiv
& . 0.

Millerus Umdpyxes éxdorns

Tar K.T.A.

21. Junge el Boiloiro va Ad-
yos Umovpyy. Novatian. de Trip.
31. “ Filius nihil ex arbitrio suo
gerit, nec ex consilio suo fucit,
nec a se venit, sed imperiis pater-
nis omnibus obedit, ut quamvis
probet illum nativitas Filium, ta-
men morigera obedientia asserat
illum paternz voluntatis ex quo
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produced of nothing, such as Fire and Air, Water
and Earth, are neither male nor female, but under

cach principle of these may arise either male or 20
female, provided God, Who bids, so will that the

Word should minister in making it. I profess that
the Angels are of Fire, and say that to them there
I believe that the Sun and Moon

and Stars are likewise of Fire and Breath, and are:

are not females.

[
(5

neither male nor female; belicving that swimming
and flying animals are of water, male and female, for
so God commanded, Who willed that the moist
clement should be generative.  In like manner from
the earth are creeping things and beasts, and male 3¢
and female of all kinds of creatures, for so the nature
of what was born allowed. For whatsocver Ile¢
willed, He made. Ile created by the Word these
things, not having a capacity to be otherwise than

as they were. But when Ile made them as Ile;

&

willed, calling them by name IIe marked them by
signs.

est Ministrum, ila quamvis sit et
Deus unum tamen Deum Pairem
dc obedientii sud ostendit.” In-
ter recentiores qui hoc argumen-
tum tractaverunt satis erit nomi-
nasse Bull. Def. Fid. Niczn.
§ iii. 5. 1, et iii. 8. 4. Waterland.
vol. i. 2. p. 114. 134—140. 288;
vol. iii. p. 100, 268—274. 296. ed.
Yan Mildert. Oxon. 1823, et p.
200, 1, de Hippolyto confitente

unum Decum in tribus Personis
Patre, Filio et Spiritu Sancto.

26. €€ vdarog B¢ (o vnkTa elvac
Gélwv,—sic MS. Bunsenius éé Ao,
sic vertens ** I conccive that
from water have come swimming
and flying animals, male and
female.” Confer sup. Dlilos.
p- 258, 77. toitov yeyovévar ai-
7ov Béhovow, de Theodoti pla-
citis.
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ayabos yap 6 wowor. ‘O Ce yevépevos avbpwros,
G. Matth, xxv. 21.

38, Clem. Rom. ad Cor. i. c.
38. 6 Snuouvpyds emi maot 1O éE-
oxararov kal wappeyelés kard Sud-
voway, dvBpwmov Tais lepats Kai
dudpots xepow émhacev Tis ‘Eav-
ToU eikdvos xapakTipa.

ib. 8nuiovpyor Cod.
yév recté Bunscnius,

39. Vide Phot. Bibl. Cod. 48,
qui Scriptoremn de Natura Uui-
versi, quem Hippolytum esse vi-
dimus, sie disserentem proponit,

Snppeovp-

dotdler ovyxeigbfar Tov dvfpwrmov
> N -

éx mupods kaiyijs kai UBaros kai €Tt
ék mvelparos, hoc csl éx magdv

aivleroy ovmidv. Pro cuvbérav

legit ogvvlerov vir doctissimus R.
Scott. fortasse rectc.

9. MH IIAANG, cidem lo-
quendi formuld utitur Scriptor
Demonstrationis de Christo et
Antichristo, quem ex indiciis cum
extrinsecis tum intrinsecis cundem
ac nostri hujusee libri Auctorem
cumque Sanctum Hippolytum,
Episcopum Portuensem satis, ut
opinor, liquet. Vide supra p. 165,
sive § 2. vol. i, p. 5. ed. Fabric.
ol yap €£ ibias Suvdpews épBéyyov-
70, (oi mpopfirar) MH ITAANQ.
igitur  Hippolyto
Deus, isque Patri 6pootatos idem-

4. Adyos
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Over these, when fashioning the master of all, ITe
formed him from all essences blended together.  He
did not fail, desiring to make a god or an angel (be r.336
TFor if ITe had desired to
make thee a deity, ITe could have done so.  Thou hast
the example of the Word. Willing thee a man,—
ITe made thee a man. But if thou desirest to become 5

not deceived), but a man.

even a deity, hearken to ITim Who made thee, and do
not resist IIim now, in order that having been found
faithful in that which is little, thou mayest be able
to be entrusted also with what is mueh. The Word
alone is of God—of God IHimself., Whercfore Ile is 1o
God; being the Substance of God. But the world
is of nothing; wherefore it is not God: the world is
liable to dissolution also, when Ile wills Who created
it. But God Who created it neither made nor does
make evil: IIe makes what is beautiful and good, 15
for He Who maketlh is good.

But man who was born was a creaturc endued

deinde iterandum wotei. Crote-
rum his comparari merentur No-
vatianus de Trinitate, cap. 1—4,
de Deo Mali non auctore, ct qui
expressisse  Hippolytum, Hicro-

que ovvaidios. Cemterim de re
ipsi confer Tertullian. ¢. Prax. c.
5. Sibi Filium fecit Sermonem
suum, c. Marcion ii. c. 27. Ser-
monem quem ex semet ipso pro-

Jerendo Filium fecit.

15. Geos xakdv olk émoler ovde
motel kakdv kai dyafov, sic DIS.
Bunsenius, Beds kaxov otk émroler

aer a4 s \ N
ob8ev émolet ob kakdv xai dyabov.
Sed leviore negotio res trans.
igenda. Interpunge post mouei,

nymo dicitur auctore, in Hexai-
mero Ambrosius, c. 8. Argumen-
tum, mofev O xaxow, in singulari
libello, ut lemmata operum sta-
tue dorso inscripta satis docent,
ipse tractavit Hippolytus.
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~ 13
wpleln dia dwalwy avdpdv exdvwlev. "Eyywov

16. Cod. kparév.
cvanida,” Miller.

18. Magistrum suum S. Ire-
nzum hic sequi videtur noster,
adv. Her. iv. 9. *“ Homo rationa-
ct secundum hoc similis
Dco liber in arbitrio factus et
swe potestatis ipse sibi causa est
ut aliquando quidem frumentum
aliquando autem palea fiat,” Vide
et ‘Tertullian. c. Marcion ii. 5, 6,
quem citavit Grabius.

ib. ovx dpyov ol voiv éov olk

bilis

s , N , N ,
émwoiq kal éfovaia xat Suvdpet
wiavrwy kparoty dAAa Sollov kai
mwavra éxov Ta évavria. Sic Codex.

ib. Cod. &ovra év.
25, Cod. pdoriyf.

21. “ Vox o¥ prorsus

Bunsenius legit odx dpyorra voiy
éxov. Deinde kai mdvra éxov Ta
évavria ita vertit * having all sorts
of contraries in him.” Parum
grammaticé, et contra sensum
Seriptoris, qui sic videtur ratio-
cinari : ** Homo
pradifus, non tamen dominio su-
premo donatus est ; rationem habuit
divinitus inditam, non tamen vi ra-
tionis omnia potuit moderari, sed
servi loco positus, et ¢ variis cle-
menlis conflatus (videsupra, p. 335)
omnes contrarictates in se com-

libero arbitrio
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with free will, but not dominant ; having reason, hut
not able to govern every thing with reason, authority,
and power, but subordinate, and having all contra- 20
rieties in himself. ITe, in having free will, generates
evil accidentally, but not in any degree taking cfleet,
unless thou doest it. TFor in the volition or cogita-
tion of evil, evil receives its name, and does not exist
from the beginning, but was subsequently generated. 25
Man being endued with free will, a Law was given
him by God; with good reason; for if man had not
the faculty of volition and non-volition, wherefore
For Law will not be given to
an irrational creaturc; but a bit and a whip. DBut to 30

was a Law given?

man is given a precept and a penalty, for doing or
not doing what is commanded. To lim a Law was
given from the first by the ministry of rightcous
men. In times nearer to our own, a Law full of

sanctity and justice was given by the instramentality 35

plexus est. Quare, ut brevi rem Opdmov kai 76 oupBovAevrikdy Tob

prazcidam, pro ol dpyor OY voiy
éxov levissimd mutatione corri-
gendum arbitror odx dpyov ON,
vouy éxov,—

22, 16 kakoy émvyerva, éx aupfe-
Bnxdros. Ita Miller. et Bunsenius,
sed jungenda videntur émiyerva éx
aguuPefnxoros. Malum enim non
directé vel ex necessitate oriri
dicit, sed mediat¢ et quasi per
accidens. Quaré sic reddidi.

26. Praeclare S. Ircnans, iv.
72, ravra wdvra (i. c. dispositiones
Dei per Legem et Prophetas)
10 abrefovaioy émdeixvvat Tob dv-

Oeot, drorpémovros pev rol dmebeiv
abr@ dAA& py Palopévou.

26. ov MS. €l cx conjecturi
Milleri reponendum videtur nisi
malis o0, ubi.

27. Bé\ew 1, kal vipos apilero.
Sic Miller. Bunsen. @éXew, 7{ kav
vipos épifoira; Sed manifestum
videtur legi debere Gédew, 7i kat
vépos dpilero; ot jam video virum
doctissimum R, Scott. idem sta.
tuisse.

30. Vide Ps. xxxii. 9.

31. mpéorpor vide ad Clem.
Roman. e. 41.
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29, Cod. Mwiioéos. 13. Cod. kabiorov.

87. Quemadmodumdixitnoster,  ow* év roirors Toivuy wohrevdpe-

¢. Noet. §§ 11, 12, ofros (6 Adyos)
édwkey Nopor xai Ipoyras kai
dovs 8wt Mpveduaros ‘Aylov frdy-
kacey Tourtovs ¢féyyeabar Smas
mijs Iarpgas Svvduews Ty dmé-
wroway AaBdvres Ty BovAgy kai 1o
PovAevpa Tov Iarpos karayyeihw-

vos 6 Adyos épBéyyero mepl éavrob,
70y yap adrés éavroi Knpuf éyé-
VeToO.

39. Ex Psalmo cx. 8, ék yaorpos
wpd éwopdpov éyévnad Ze, unde
citat Hippolytus c. Noét. ec.
17.
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of that Moses who has been already named, a devout
man dear to God.  But the Word of Giod regulates
all things, the First Born Son of the Father, the
Day-spring Voice before the Morning Sstar. After-
wards just men were born dear to God,
are called Prophets, because they predicted the
Future.

To them came the Word, not of onc time only;

but through all generations the voices of things:

spoken Dbefore were manifestly present, not only in
that spot when they made replies to those persons
who resorted to them, but they predicted what
would happen through all ages. Desides uttering
what was passed they reminded mankind; and dis-
playing the present they persuaded men not to he
remiss; and foretelling the future they inspired cach
of us with awe, when we saw what was long sinec
predicted, and thence expecting also the future
(wwhich was predicted, to be fulfilled also).

Suchy, O all ye men, is the faith of us who do not
listen to idle words, nor are carried away by impro-
visations of the heart, nor bewitched by the beguile-

6. De Prophetarum veterum of-
ficio vide eodem fere dicendi te-
nore disserentem Hippolytum, de
Autichristo, § 2, of paxdptor mpo-
pirar Spbarpot fudv éyévovro, ab
pévoy Ta mapoynkéra elmiv-
Tes, AANG Kal T& €veaTdTA Kai pél-
Aovra Aéyovres, va piy pdvov wpia-
kawpos etvar & mpopirys Seex i,
AAN@ kat wdoas yeveals wpohé

yov 1i péNhovra, s mpopis elva
vowali.

8. Tois mapovow, i.e. prisen-
tibus, qui cos consulturi adibant.
Prophetas Veteres cum Oraculis
Ethnicorum comparat, quac non
cdebant vaticinia sud sponte, sed
responsa tantum sciscitantibus da-

bant. ¢ Codex.  Legerim ére.

v 2
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25. ékovaip MS. ér éhevBepiay
éxovaio wpoatpéoer Scott. Sed
legendum fortasse ékovoiws.

35. rov malawy dvfpomor Sut
xawns mwAdoews ITEHOPHKOTA.
Sic Codex et Bunsen. qui sic ver-
tit, “ to have put on the old man
through a new formation.” Sed
mendam subesse suspicor. Neque
enim veterem Adamum swmpsit et
gessit Christus sine peccato con-
ceptus, sed velerem refinrit ef re-
novavil, ut nos protinus essemus
in Eo xawn xriows, vel xawov ¢pi-

papa. 1 Cor. v.7; Gal vi. 15;
2 Cor. v. 17. Vide ctiam S. Iren.
v.14—~16. Neque leges loquendi
dicere sinunt gopeiv et mAdoews.
Quid multa? Legere mallem mi-
nimd mautatione ITESYPAKOTA.
Vide etiam quee de hic re dixit
Hippolytus noster, ¢. Noét. § 17,
xal’ v rpémov éxnpiybn, kata Tov-
Tov kai mapov épavépwoey éavtov
éx mapBévov xal dyiov TMvedparos,
Kawés dvlpomos yevdpevos, 16
pév obpdvioy Exywy TO TuTpdor os
Adyos, T6 8¢ émiyetov irs éx Takatod
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ments of cloquent speeclies, and do not  disohey
words spoken by divine power.

These things God gave as mandates to the Word,
and the Word uttered them hy ITis Voice, turning
man thercby from transgression, not leading him
captive by the force of nceessity, but calling him to
liberty voluntarily with free choice. This Word the
Father sent in the latter days no longer to speak hy
a Prophet; and not willing that Dbeing obseurcly
preached Ile should only he surmised, but bidding
ITim e manifest face to face, in order that the world

(9]

might reverence IIim when it saw IHim not giving .

His belests by tlie person of a Prophet, nor alarm-
ing the soul by an Angel, but beholding Iim Who
had spoken, present in Person.

We believe that LIe took a hody from a Virgin,
and fashioned the old man by a new ereation, and
that Ifc passed through every age in life, in order
that he might be a Law to every age, and by lis
presence might exhibit ITis own manhood as a pattern

*Adap dur mapBévou capkovpevos. Vaticanum corrigatur, dvamAde-
Vide etiam Scholion Hippolytiin  cwv 8 éavrov 1o *Addu. CI.
Daniclem (p. 205, Mai). Adyov S. Iren. v. 6. *“ Glorificatur

nwpwrordror ék Ocot. - . . mpwre-  Deus in suo plasmate conforme
rorov éx MapBévov iva rov mpors-  illud et consequens suo Puero
mhaorov ’Abdp évatTy dvamhde-  adoplans. Per manns enim Da-
agwv Setyfy Adyos éx kapdias (Ma-  tris id est per Vilium et Spiritum
Tpos) wpd mwdvrwyr yeyevquévos:  Sanctum fit homo secundum simi-
éryeloy PBaoihets 61t dvfpomos  litudinem Dei.”

év dvBpdmors éyevvily dvarmAdo- 36. Heec ab Ireno mutuatus
cov 8¢ abrév Tov 'Addu. Eadem  estii. 39, Ircucwicrrorem devitans

ferc leguntur apud nostrum, de  ad annum feré quinquagesimum
Anticbristo, § 26, unde Scholium  Christiin terris vitam prorogantis.

-
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10. Cod. duyretv.

4. Codex ol tdév &vfpomoy ye-
vovévar eis pév. Benc¢ Miller. roi-
Tov, oplim¢ item DBunsen. {opey
Pro eis peév.

13. Christum, Dominum Nos-
trum, humanum Corpus veré
sumpsisse et humanam animam,
Yuxny Aoyikny, et splendidissima
documenta dedisse ms avfpanréry-
T0s 7€ kai TAs Bedryros, eloquen-
tissime docet Hippolytus in nobili
illiperoratione ad sermoncm suum
contra Noéti deliramenta, quem

integrum fer¢ exseribere opere
pretium duxissem, nisi plerisque
obvium [ecisset et notis adornasset
vir sacrd cruditione non minus
quam annis venerabilis M. I
Routm. Eccl. Opusc. i. pp. 41—
89.

20. dAX dvfpwmor oeavrdy duo-
Aoydv, mpoodokdy av b TouTe Tap-
éoxes. Sic MS. Corrigit Bunsen.
mpoadokds kal av b TovTe warip
mapéoyev, audaciusculd muta-
tione et & tenore sententiarum
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to all men, and thereby (by himecll) might con-
vinee man that God made nothing evil, and that man p.33s
is endued with free will, having the power of voli-
tion or non-volition in himsclf, and being able to do
both. Him we know to have been a man of the
same nature with ourselves. 5
For if Ile was not of the same nature, ITe in vain
commands us to imitate our Master. For it that
Man was of another nature, why does ITe enjoin the
same duties on me who am weak ?
can He be good and just?

And how then
But in order that Ile to
might be known to be not different from us, 1lc
underwent toil and consented to feel hunger, and
did not decline thirst, and rested in sleep, and did
not refuse Ilis Passion, and Deeame obedient to
Death, and manifested Ilis Resurrection, having con- 13
secrated as first fruits in all these things Ilis own
manhood, in order that when thou suflerest thon
mayest not despond, acknowledging thyself a man ol
like nature with Christ, and thou also waiting for the
appearance of what thou gavest to Him. 20

aliquantum devid. Consolationis  gloriam ceelestem!  Si compateris

fontem indicat Hippolytus in 3
Tob Adyov évoapkaaet. Suspice,
inquit, Incarnatum jam glorifi-
catum. Deinde teipsum aspice.
Vidisti tuam ipsius carnem, quam
A te assumpsit, ccelo admotam, imo
in cecelo regnantem, deitate inso-
lubiliter consociatam 8wt mwadnud-
Macte, igitur,
Passiones tuie

sternunt  ad

Twv dedofaopucvny.
bono sis animo!
terrenz  tibi viam

Christo cum Christo regnabis.
Tu carnem ei dedisti. T'n carnem
ab co accipies gloric consortem.
Vide Irenicum, v. 82, de hoc
argumento  disscrentem.  Sed
quid cum dAX' faciendum ?  List
enint dAX dvfpomor, ut opinor,
mendosum.  Vide igitur ne pro
AAN ANOPQIION reponendum
sit ‘AMANOPQIION, i ¢. homi-
nem comnaturalem cum Christo.
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ayyENov KoNacTov Opyla ael jiévov €v amelj,
29, Cod. ékpedfeobar
Aapdév.

31. Cod. {weepdv.
1. Cod. yermmrpos sine accentu.

32. Cod. «ara-
2. Cod. pévar.

Quare sic interpretatus sum. Ju-
dicet lector. Commentarii vicem
expleat Tertullianus de Resurr.
Carnis, ¢. 51.  ** Quum sedeat Je-
sus ad dextram Patris, homo etsi
Deus, Adam Novissimus etsi Ser-
mo primarius, idem tamen et
substantia ct formi qui ascendit ta-
lis etiam descensurus. . . . Quems-
admodum enim nobis arrhabonem
Spiritis reliquit, ita et & nobis ar-

rhabonem carnis accepit, et vexit
in celum pignus totius summe
illuc quandoque redigend:.” Vide
et Apostoli cohortationes, Phil.
iii. 21, Ep. Tit. ii. 13.

21. Hanc Sancli Antistitis
mapaivesw non ad fideles esse tra-
ditam, sed ad Christianis mys-
teriis nondum initiatos, jam supri
nionuimus. Quare ne expectet
lector que cum dpvirors com-
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Sucl is the true doctrine concerning the Deity, O

ye Grecks and Barbarians, Chaldwans and Assyrians,

Agyptians and Africans, Indians and Ethiopiaus,
Celts and ye army-leading Latins, and all ye that
dwell in Europe, Asia, and Africa, whom I exhort,
being a disciple of the man-loving Word, and a
lover of men, come ye and learn from us, who is the

Very God, and what is Ilis well-ordered workman-
ship, not giving heed to the sophistry of artificial
speeclies, or the vain professions of plagiarist hereties,

but to the vencrable simplicity of modest Truth, by a

knowledge of which ye will escape the coming male-

diction of the Judgment of fire, and the dark and

rayless aspect of tartarus, not irradiated by the

voice of the Word, and the surge of the everflowing

lake, generating fire, and the eye of tartarcan aveng-

ing Angels ever fixed in malediction, and the worm

municari non licebat. Ne, in.
quam, requirat disertam et spe-
cialem Christiane veritatis arti-
culorum ecnarrationem. Verum
enimvero recordetur, plura in
animo habere Hippolytum, quam
qua: palam ore proferat. Ias
igitur Preesulis vencrandi senten-
tias interpretari non aliter possit
quis, quam oculo intent? fixo in
arcana Christiane fidei mysteria.
Quod ideo monendum duxi, quia
quam hic labi proclive sit, mon-
stravit in his Anglic¢ reddendis
(i. 185—192) vir eruditus de quo
jam verba fecimus,

30. xAeyhdyor aiperikav, ‘*of

delusive heretics,” Bunsen. Sed
vide sup. p. 5. 3, et p. 92, 92,
ubi eandem vocem (xAeyriloyos)
usurpat Noster, quda hwreticos
plagii rcos agat, utpote placita
sua i Philosophis Ethnicis suffu-
ratos.

84. raprdpov. Hanc Ethnicis
familiarem vocem quasi conse-
craverat Apostolus, 2 Pet. ii. 4,
gepais (dpov raprapacas. Pric-
iverant LXX Interpretes, modo
sana sit lectio, Hiob. xl. 15; xli.
24,

35. depvdov. Lege devdov.

2. dei pevoy Miller. Codex
pevoy.

(3]
(5]
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4. Lectionem Codicis, quam
dedi, Bunsenius ita refingit oxd-
Anka  dmwaboTes émaTpepopevor
émt 6 éxBpdoay odpa os émi Tpo-
¢iv, que sic vertit, * the worm
whieh winds itself without rest round
the mouldering body to feed uponit ;”
comparari jubens que seripsit S.
Hippolytus noster de Universo,
i 221, 24. ed. Fabr. oxdAng
amaboTed0vyy €k odparos €kBpdo-
gwv. Qui hae seripsit, (ait Bun-
senius,) *“non potuit non aliter
scribere” quim  quemadmodum
ipse Bunsenius scribenda pro im-
perio edixit. Verum hxc et si-
wilia ingenii nimium sibi fidentis
festinantitis ne dicain arrogantiis
cffutita, aliquando, ut arbitror, ipse
recogniturus est vir ingeniosis-
simus, Sed heee hactenus. Quid
autem de hoc loco statuendun
nunc videamus. Hippolytus ver-
mem illum  drededmprov  humani

corporis peccato obnoxii et vitiis
inquinati naturalem quendam fee-
tum, emanationem, cbullitionem,
et quasi despumationem & cor-
rupto fonte scaturientem et gur-
gitanten cogitare videtur. Quaré
sanissima est lectio vulgata dwov-
oiav. ’Amovoia cnim, vox me-
dicis non ignota, rem quamvis
denotat ab ipsi substantid (dmd
T7)s obgias) profluentem, dmopgo-
v, dmogmeppariopdy, quUO Sensu
utitur voce dmovoia S. DPetr.
Alex. ap. Routh. Rel. Sae. iv. 345.
Hinc in vetusto Glossario apud
Labbeum ’Amovoia Detrimentum.
Cuctera proclivia sunt. Pro éme-
orpédpwv mallem émerpéov. Si-
mili feré sensu odoéav dixzit Noster,
—{owy éxBpacaopévy odaia,p. 222
cd. Fabr. Minucius Felix, § 33,
de igne gehenna: disserens : « 11
lic sapiens ignis membra urit et
reficit, carpit et nutrit, sicut ignes
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the scam of the body, turning to the Body that
foamed it forth, as to that which nourisheth it.

Thesc things you will escape, if you learn to know 3
the true God, and you will have your hody immortal
and incorruptible, together with your soul; you will
receive the kingdom of leaven, you who have lived
on eartl, and have known the King of Ilcaven, and
you will hold converse with God, and be a coheir 10
with Christ, not being enslaved by lust, or passion,
or disease. For you have been divinized. What-
soever sulferings you have endured these are from
yourself, because you are a man, but whatsoever is

pertinent to God, this God has promised to bestow 15
fulminum corpora tangunt, necc 12. Dixerant jam Apostoli, ho-
absumunt—peenale illud incendi- mines, Christi corpore insitoss

um inexesd corporum laceratione
nufritur.” Comparari possunt que
in re divers scripsit S. Clemens
Romanus, i. 25. anpmopévns capkis
orOADE Tis yevvarar (tanquam
dmovaia) bs ék Tis Ikuddos Tob
TereAevrnrdros (Pov dvarpedi-
pevos wrepouet.

6. Vide Hippol. de Resurrec-
tione et Incorruptione, ap. Anast.
Sinait in Hodeg. p. 356. Hippol.
ed. Fabr. i. p. 244, et oratorid
vi et pulchritudine insignem et
leetu sané dignissimam Homi-
liam de Baptismo in Theophania,
P 264. 6 Beés dvayevvioas (uds)
mwpos dPpbapaiav Yyuxis 7€ kai
odparos (lavacro baptismi) év-
epionoer quiv wvevpa (wns.

11. 2 Pet. i. 4.

O¢ias Ppioews elvar kowavois. Vide
1 Pet.i. 23 ; 2 Pet. i. 4; Ephes.
i. 10; I Joh. 1ii. 9, et similia ex
Psalmo Ixxxii. 6, traducta vero
Gnoslico tribuit Clemens, Strom.
vi. p. 816. Oduvardy Tov yrogTikdy
78n yevéoHai Beby. “ Eymelra
OEOI 'ESTE, kai viol ‘Yyriorov,
ToUs drayvévras abrdv viobs dv-
ayopevet xai Geovs.” Similiter
Origen. in 8. Joann. t. xii. § 3.
Similiter etiam S. Irenweus, iv. 75.
% Non ab initio Dei facti sumus,
sed primo quidem homines tunc
vero DEr”  Vide ctiam S. Iren.
v. 2.

14. 8{dov. Sic MS. Bunsen. é5i-
dov, vertens “ He gave them to
thee” Pro AIAOY fortasse legen-
dum AlA 2OY, “per teipsum sunt.”
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16. Cod. 76 ydp.

16. o7¢ Beomonbys. Ita Cod.
Bunsenius scribit éray Beomownbis,
reddens “when thou shalt be dei-
Jied,” sed supri dixerat yéyovas
Legendum igitur videtur
e éBeomounfns, et sic Scott.

Beds.

17. yéyovas Oeds, dfdvaros ye-
vnBeis. Ad hece recté intelligenda
meminerit lector Hippolytum nos-
trum docere myyyv dbavavias sive
Jontem immortalitatis esse fidelibus
et obedientibus Sanctum Baptis-
mum. Vide simillimum locuin, qui
commentarii instar erit, Hippol.
Homil. in Theophania, i. 264, cd.
Fabric.
vey dvfpomos, éoTar kai Beds, el

el odv afdvaros yéyo-

O¢ Beos 8¢ vdaros kai myevparos
aylov pera Ty s xoAvpBnbpas
(Laptisterii) dvayévmow, edploxe-
tar kat ouykAnpévopos Xpiortol
peTa Ty ék vekpdy dvdoraoty. Vide
S. Iren, v. 8; v. 12.

ib. yevmbeis. Sic Cod. el Bun-
sen., vertens “having been born
again an immortal”’  Sed Hippo-
lyti doetrind de baptismo non
intelleetdi, non poterat non in hoe
loco titubare vir ornatissimus.
Lege yevnfeis.

21. roir’ éoritd Tvabt ceavrdy
émiyvols TOV memoukora Oedvt TO
vyap émyvovar éavriv, émyroabis
var ovpféBnke T4 kakovpéve Un'
abrol. Sic MS. Pro 76 yip ém-
yvaovar Millerus 7§ 5. e. Bun-
senijus transponitinvicem clausulas
émiyvois—OBedy, ot TobT éoTi—0e-
avrov, totumque locum ita inter-
pretatur, Z%ou shalt be deified being
born again an immortal, having
known God, Who has made thee.
This is the meaning of Know Thy-
self. For to know oneself befalls
him who ts called by Him in the
very act of being known by Him.
Sed haec dodorara videntur. Quo-
modo cnim nosse Deum est nosse
seipsum, quia nosei a4 Deo est
nosse seipsum? Dicere videtur
Noster, hominem pervenire ad
notitiam sui ipsius per notitiam
Dei. Quaré sana videtur eodi-
cis lectio, sed distinetione mu-
tatd explicanda, 76 yap émyvava
favrdy émyvosbivar, oupBéBnke
T3 K Uy a.

22, un ¢ikexbhonre MS. quod
Gracum esse negat Bunsenius,qui
dikexbpnonTe legi jubet, sed éxfos
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on you, because you have been divinized, having be-

come immortal.

This is the precept, Know thysell by knowing (iod

‘Who made thee.

For the knowledge of himself to

liave been known by God, acerues to him who is

called by Him.

Do not thercfore cherish enmity with one another,

ye men, nor hesitate to retrace your course.
For Curist is the Gop Who is over all, Who

non minus legitur quiam €xfpa: et
¢hexBis non mints quam Pirex-
Opos, quare nihil mutaverim.

29, undé makwdpopeiv Sordonre.
Vertit Bunsenius *“ Doubt not that
you will exist again.” Mira sanc
interpretatio.  Quod quidem viri
clarissimi rapdpapa inter alia qui-
bus fer¢ innumeris Bunsenii pa-
ginx scatent, minimé commeuio-
riissem, nist cum lundamenta fidei,
ut mihi quidem videtur, labefac-
tantem, et doctissimorum viro-
rum, et nominatim venerandorum
Antistitum Cestriensis et Mene-
vensis bonam famam deditd opera
l&dentem non sine magno dolore
vidissem. Sed hoc piis eorum
animabus, hoc cause veritatis, hoc
juventuti praesertim nostraz Acae
demicee debebatur officium, ut
quanti sit facienda Bunsenii ip-
sius auctoritas, prob¢ perspiciant,
ct ne cjus eflatis commoli maxi-
morum Anglize theologorum no-
mina venerari dediscant. Sed de
Nostrisensu videamus. Hippoly-
tus, ut Portlis Romani, civitatis
maritime et commercio deditee,

Episcopus, locutiones i re nau-
tich desumptas scclari videtur ;
id quod in hoc loco factum vides.
Hahwdpopeiv enim dicitur de eo
qui procelli in mari aperto subito
deprensus, in portum, ex quo in
altum  imprudentitis  provectus
est, se illicd recipere nititur.
Hine, “ O quid agis? fortiter oc-
cupa Portum ;” ipsc sibi sue-
cinit, et iterare cursus
Cogor relictos,” hoc est wakwdpo-
pew, sive ut se ipsum interpretatur
noster, Philos. p. 81. dgpooivpy
kayopnoarres

“ nunc

tév  melbopévoy
weioopev wmakivdpopeiy émi 1o
s dAnfelas etidiov Aepéva. Vide
etiam p. 224, 29. éypijy Tods dxpoa-
ras mapamheéty émilprolvras Tov
eU8toy  Aepéva, ubi obiter pro
MPAZEQN fOnpav lege IAPAZE-
NON 8npav. CI. p.81,6. Ce-
tertim wakwdpopety simili sensu
habet Theodoret., iv. 1222, rakw-
Spopnoat wpos novyiav.

24. Hoc quoque S. Hippolyti
testimonium de Christo Den cor-
rupit Bunsenius, legendum edi-
cens, Xpurrds yap éoriv ¢ & kara

20
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mdvTov Geds Ty dpapriav €§ dv-
dpomwov dmomhivew mpooérale,
neque enim dizisse potuisse Hippo-
lytum, ait Bunsenius, “ Christus
jussit homines abluere peccata.”
Quarc¢ hanc esse sententiam Hip-
polyti statuit Bunsenius : « Christ
is he whom the God of all has
ordered to wash away the sins of
mankind, renewing the old man.”
Nollem factum. Primum ecnim
quidni dixerit Hippolytus Xpio-
7OV elvat kard wdvrev Oedy, quum
in plurimis aliis locis Christum
Deum pradicaverit, et cum id
ipsum pradicantem Sanctum Pau-
lum legerat (Rom. ix. 25)? Lege-
rat item Hippolytus que de hic
re scripserat Irenwus, iti. 17.
“In principio Verbum existens
apud Deum, per Quem omnia facta
sunt, Qui et semper aderat generi
humano et Hunc in novissimis
temporibus passibilem ; sic iii. 18.
Ipse Deus et Dominus et Uni-
genitus Rex Aternus et Verbum
incarnatum, preedicatur & prophe-
tis omnibus et Apostolis.” Quin
et ipse dixerat Hippolytus apud
Theodoret. Dialog. ii. p. 88. C. 7o
wdoxa Npov tmep nuav ervln Xpio-
Tos 6 Oeds. Deinde quidni affir-
maverit Hippolytus Christum jus-
sisse  bhomines abluere peecata,
quiim Christus Baptismum insti-
tuerit, ut essct Aourpdy wahryye-
veafus (Ep. Tit. iii. 5) et quim
Idem Apostolos ad baptizandas

omnes naliones legatos Suos per
orbem terrarum miserit, et om-
nes haptizari jusserit ? quapropter
his ipsis verbis, qux sine dubio
respexit Hippolytus, usi sunt pri-
mores Evangelii Pradicatores,
quiim ad baptismum recipiendum
Christi nomine invitarent, (Acta
Apost. xxii. 16,) dvagras Bdnre-
oat kai dméhovour Tas apap.
tias oov, émkaleodpevos 70 vo-
ua kvpiov. Quaré ipse Hippoly-
tus alio loco sic scripsit, de Anti-
christo, § 3. eis 6 Ocob mals 8" of
Kkal yuels TuyovTes T Sut ToU aylov
mvevparos dvayévwnow. Quod au-
tem & Bunsenio (i. p. 340) video
allegatum, Hippolytum in dmo-
omagparie quodam & Cardinali
Mai (Collect. Vat. i. P. ii. p. 205)
nuperedito, Patrem vocare Christi
Seamorny id ab hic re est sané alie-
num, ut quod maximé. Ibi enim
Hippolytus enarrans vaticinium
Daniclis, vii. 13, loquitur de
Christo Filio Hominis, ut ibidem
dudum monuit ipse Cardinalis An-
gelus Mai, minimé autem de Ver-
bo Patris Spoovoip. Quaré huc
illa Hippolyti verba non crant vio-
lenter trahenda. De Hippolyti
doctrini in hoc fidei articulo satis
jamdudum dixerat vir eruditissi-
mus Daniel Waterland, Vol. iii.
pp. 41. 105, ed. Van Mildert,
(A Sccond Defence of some Que-
ries, Qu. ii.), cujus verba candi-
do lectori attentitls consideranda
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commanded us to wash away sin from man, re- 25

generating the old man,

having ealled man [lis

liceat commendare. Sarta igitur
et teeta manet Codicis Parisini
lectio, Bunsenii rationibus incon-
cussa ; ¢t nobilissimum affert ca-
tholicee veritatis contra hereticos
neotericos, sive Socini assecle
sint, sive Baptismi cfficaciam in
dubium vocantes, testimonium.
Rem fortasse non injucundam
lectori feecro, si alium Hippolyti
locum huc apprimé facientem,
mantisse loco, subjecero. Quod
quidem facio lubentits, quia emen-
datricem manum adhuc expectare
videtur. Fervidioris animi ingenio
freena dans, et Asiatico more exul-
tans, Ecclesiam Navi comparat
Hippolytus, mundi, tanquam Oce-
ani, fluctus sulcanti. Ipsum au-
diamus; (De Antichristo, § 59,)
fd\aoad éatwv 6 Koopos, év & 3
’EKKAHEZIA, &s Nais v ITehdyet,
xepdlerar pév, dAX’ odi dméAhvrat.
Exet pév yap ped éavris Tov éumer-
pov kvBepyymmy XPIZTON (nihil
adhuc de Petro Ecclesiz clavum
tenente), ¢épet 8¢ év péow «al
70 Tpomaiov kard Tob favdrov, Q3
TON oravpdy 10U Kuvplov fBactd-
{ovaa. Ubi pro Q= TON legendum
conjecerim ‘ISTON, i. e. fercns
Crucem Domini quasi navis Ma-
LOM ; ’Eoti yap abtijs mpdpa pév 1)
dvato)y, mpipva 8¢ i dvos, 76 O¢
xotdov (ita Gudius reeté pro kix-
Aov) peonufBpia. Mallem ‘H peonu-
Bpia.
oxowia 8¢ mepireTapéva § dydmy

Ofaxes 8¢ ai 8o Atabpkar

100 Xptarov apiyyovaa iy "Ex-

KApoiay.  IIAOION 8¢ & dhépe
ped’ éavrijs 76 NovTpov TiHs wa-
Aiyyeveoias dvaveolons Tovs
moTevovras” ubi pro IAOION 8¢
legendum literis transpositis AOI-
IION 8¢, i. e. calerum vero, quod
portat secum inest lavacrum rcge-
nerationis, 60ev 6y (legerem 8¢)
tavra Napmpa, wdpegTiv, Os TYeD-
pa, 16 dm obpavdv, (sc. "Ayoy
Hveipa) 8 of epayiforrar ol
mtorevorres @ Oed.  Ubi repo-
nendumm videtur 60ev AE raira
TA Aapmpa, et unde hae gloriosa
cffunduntur muuera, adest, siculi
ventus, Srinirus ille
mapémovrar 8¢ adri kai Gyxvpa

celestis.

onpat, abral Tob XpioToi dyiu
évrohai dvvarai bs aibnpost Exei dé
kat vavtas Sefwods kai ebwvipovs
bs dylovs dyyélovs mapédpous.
Legerem potids, voculil transpo-
sitd, &ec 8¢, ‘QF vavras, Seftovs
kai ebwvipouvs dylovs dyyéhovs map-
édpovs, 8 v dei xparetrar rai
Ppovpeirar ) "ExxAnoia. Khiuaf év
alry eis Uyos dvdyovsa émi To
képas eixdv onpelov mdfovs Xpio-
ToU, €Akovoa Tols moTOUS €ls Ava-
Bacw odpavéy: YHEAPOI dé émi
76 képas €’ tfphot AUNOYME-
NOI rabis wpoppray papripeyv re
kai drooTohay, eis Bacikeiav Xpio-
Tov dvamavopévev. De his vero
quid statuendum ?  In loco vexa-
tissimo detur venia hariolanti ;
Lege WLIBAPA 8¢ émi 76 képas ép’
Uymhot AUQPOYMENA tdfis mpo-
Pnrav. Sed quid, inquies, sunt -
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24, Cod. o¥ mpoordypacty.

¢apa? Hippolytus ut apud Lati-
nos loquens Aarewiet, et & Latinis
auctoribusexplicandus. Veniat igi-
tur Tertullianus, veniat Minucius :
uterque ad eandem rem collineans.
Hic ait Octav. p. 287. “ Signaipsa
et vexilla castrorum, et vexilla
quid aliud quim inauratm® Cruces
sunt etornalee ? Signumsané Crucis
naturaliter visimus in mnavi cum
velis tumentibus vehitur, ciim ex-
pansis palmulis labitur, et ctim
erigitur jugum, Crucis signum est.”
Sed propius ad rtem Tertul-
lianus, Apologet. cap. xvi. “ In
signis monilia crucum sunt; Srt-
pHARA illa vexillorum et canta-
brorum stole Crucum sunt.”
Vides nostri ym¢apd. Similiter
ad Nationes, 12. * In cantabris
atque vexillis Sipumana illa vestes
crucumsunt.” Memineris Sipirana
fuisse coloribus vivis picta, et for-
mis herbum insignita, ut erat no-
bilissimus ille peplus Panathenai-
cus. Ecclesi® cogita SipHaRa
sublime suspensa, in acrem supra
navem Lecclesize elata, Martyribus
et Apostolis, quasi ibi inter-

texils, insigniter decorata in
regno Christi acquiescentibus.
Képas de mali apice hic dici persua-
dent qua supra scripserat ch{pag
émi 16 xépas dvdyovoa.

Ex hoe Hippolytei ingenii sca-
turigine hortulos suos irrigisse vi-
detur Auctor non indisertus Ope-
ris Imperfeetiin Mattheeum, Hom.
xxiii. (ap. S. Chrysost. tom. vi. p.
cv. cd. Montfaucon.) “ Quam-
vis infestatione Inimici Ecclesia
vel seculi tempestatibus laborat,
quibusvis tentationum fluctibus
pulsetur, naufragium facere non
potest, quia Fiiom Der habet
GueerNaTOREM. Navigat enim
fidei Gubernaculo, felici cursu per
hujus seeculi mare, habens Deuy
GUBERNATORE}M, ANGELOS REMI-
6Es, portans Choros omnium Sanc-
torum, erectd in medio ipsa
salutari arbore (i. e. ior, Italice
albero) CRrucIs, in qui evangelice
fidei vela suspendens, flante Sri-
RITU SaNcTo vehitur ad portum
Paradisi et securitatem quietis
®ternee.”

Aofa T Beg.
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image from the beginning, and thus showing in a
figure His love to thee, and if thou hearkenest to
His holy Commandment, and heconest an imitator
in goodness of Ilim Who is good, thou wilt be like
Him, being honoured by Ilim. Ior God has a 3o
longing for thee, having divinized thee also for ITis

Glory.
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Tiae following is from the Work of St. ITrrroryrrs “ Ox
nE USIvERSE,” and is an oddition to the I'ragment already
printed by Fabricius from that Work. See above, pp. 153
—1538. It has been supplied from a AS. in the Bodleian
Library, DBaroccian MSS. Noo XXVIL See “ Hearne’s
Curious Discourses,” Vol. ii. p. 394, Lond. 1773, where it
was published with some conjectural cmendations by Pro-
vost Langhaine. Sce also Routh, Rel. Saer. it p. 32, ed.
181+, The present editor is indebted for a revised eolla-
tion of it to Mr. Barrow and My Southey, Fellows of
Queen’s Colleae, Oxford.  The MS. contains also the Frag-
ment in Fabricius beginning with ‘O @dys Téwos éoriv,
p. 220.

Fragmentum 8. IHippolyti * De  Idem Fragmentum conjecturali

Universo” ex BDIS. Baroce. emendatione utcunque restitu-

26. tum.— Voces asterisco * dis-
tinctas jam suffecerat Lang-
beenius.
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11 Cor.iil 9.

2 Vide Grabe, Spicileg. i. p. J4 et
p. 327, Ezck. xviii. 24 ; xxxiii. 20.
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APPENDIX C.

Tur mention of St. Porycare, the disciple of St. John, and
Jishop of Smyrna and Martyr, whose name occurs not unfre-
quently in the foregoing pages, suggests an occasion for sub-
mitting a question to the consideration of the reader, in reference
to the Ilistory of his Martyrdom, as narrated in the contemporary
Lerrer of the Church of Smyrna, and transcribed by Caius, sup-
posed by some (e. g. by Ussher) to be, perhaps, Caius the Roman
Presbyter (mentioned above, chap. iii.), from the copy of St.
Irenacus, who had conversed with St. Polycarp. (Sce Eccl. Smyrn.
Epistola de S. Polycarpi Martyrio in Petr. Apostol. Coteler. ii.
p. 204, Amstel, 1724, or Jacobson ii. p. 595, ed. 1838.)

In that interesting narrative of St. Polyearp’s Martyrdom it is
related (cap. 1G.), that the body of the venerable Bishop not
being consumed by the fire which was kindled by the heathen
officers, in order that he might be burnt therein, orders were
given to the executioner to picrce him with a short sword. The
original words of the Letter are as [ollows, wépas otv 8dvres ol
dropor ob Svrdpearor adrob 10 gdpa Twd Tob wupds Samarmyliras,
éxé\evoar mpoceNborta adtg kopgpéxTopu Tapaficat Supidov.  The
Letter then proceeds to say,—according to the veceived reading
of the passage,—«ai totro woujrarros, ¢SAl0e HEPISTEPA KAI
wAijfos afuaros, dore katacfécar 16 wip i.e. “a Dove came
forth, and a stream of blood, so as to queneh the fire.”

The old Latin version is as follows, * Quumque loc ita fuisset
eflectum, ecce subito fluente sanguinis copia Coruvampa processit
de corpore, statim sopitum cruore cessit incendium.” But the
Dove, which is so strangely combined in this passage with the stream
of blood, appears to owe its origin to an erroncous reading.
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Eusebius had it not in his copy. Ile has transeribed the Lerri,
nearly verhatim into his History, and writes thus (Luseb. iv. 15),
éxérevaar kopdéntopa mupafSioar fidos, kal TorTo Tovjrarros &\
wAjfos aipares. Nor had Nicephorus any mention of the Dove
in his MS. of the Lerter. His words are (ili. 35) éxélevdy Twva
vvéar &iger Tov dytov Ewler ol ) yevopdov wAjfos aiparos
eleppun, bs ikavis éxew katapapalvew Ty dxuiny TV Tupds.

[f the D ove had been mentioned in the Letter, as rcad by
Fusebius and Nicephorus, it is not likely that they would have
omitted to notiee it.

In short, the words IEPIETEPA" KAIL appear to be corrupt,
and ought, probably, to be amended to HNEPT STY'PAKA, i. e
‘“ about the haft.,” * No sooner did the cxecutioner pierce the
body with his steel, than a stream of blood flowed upon the haft
of the weapon, so as to quench the fire.” The word oripaé
signifies &'\ov Tob drorriov (Ammon. Valckenaer, p. 133), and
the handle of a smaller weapon,—as here.

THE END.

GiLpent & RivingTox, Printers, St. Johw’s Square, London.
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