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This study ex mines the changing patterns of authority both within 

and between the local Christian communities at the end of the second 

century and during the third* Amid the general tightening of Church 

discipline, the most significant development is the expansion and consol­ 

idation of a "monarchical" episcopate rather than the monepiseopate.

A monarchical bishop is distinguished from one of the latter type by 

a greater control over the local congregation, a universal acceptance 

within his community of his position as chief teacher, having the last 

word on questions of orthodoxy, and the ability to act without the 

approval of his clergy and laity.

The activities and writings of the chief Christian writers during 

the period under review are considered separately, and there is a 

section devoted to the relationships between the local Churches*

The period commences as the Church begins to emerge from the crisis 

tfce variegated and largely heretical movement called Gnosticism 

inflicted upon her* Among the Gnostics, only the tfalentinians and the 

Harcionites formed Churches, as the remainder were gathered (around 

their teachers) in little groups, usually compared to the philosophical 

schools, tut also having some similarities with the mystery religion 

group ings. The general aim was the acquisition of saving knowledge, 

and the movement was generally characterised by rigid internal divisions,



a passionate subjectivity and objection to eonmunity discipline, and 

a belief in secret traditions* eventually the orthodox communities 

rejected this entire authority pattern, although the process took 

longer in Alexandria, where a more refined philosophical Gnosticism 

exerted considerable influence on Clement, and to some extent on 

Origen* The organization of the Maroionites was roughly the same as 

that in the orthodox community at Rone around the middle of the second 

century, and was quickly bypassed and rejected*

A more significant product of the Gnostic crisis was the clarifi­ 

cation of the norns by which the Church articulated her belief in the 

Christian message; this provided a necessary foundation for the develop* 

mcnt of stricter organisation* Everywhere there waa a common appeal 

to the one true faith transmitted by all the /poetles, ond based first 

of all on a "fixed" canon of Scripture, rather than the Old Testament 

and a more generic oral tradition* Here the Marcionite rejection of 

the Old Testament, and their drastic pruning of the New, must have 

hastened the clarification of the orthodox lists, wherever the origin 

of the idea of a New Testament canon lies*

w« know next to nothing about the "official" processes (if any) 

by which the Church arrived at this list* hile there was a fundamental 

unity on the heart of the Canon (the Gospels and Paul), the edges 

remained blurred* In the ease of Clement of lexandrie, and even

Irenaeus and Origen, it is somewhat misleading to speak of a closed 

New Testament list (equalling that of the Old)* Also the device of



apostolic authorship adopted in the Didascalia can scarcely be 

reconciled with it.

Apart from Gregory Thauaaturgus, and probably the Didaccalia, there 

is a universal appeal to the rule of truth, which is normative; distinct 

from the baptismal creeds which were never professedly anti-heretical 

except for Cyprian, (their content being recognised as insufficient to 

distinguish   orthodoxy and heresy) j and an articulation of the content 

cf belief which varies for various purposes* In Clement and Origan 

there was lass interest in this device than elsewhere, and a further 

complication ia Clements belief in a secret tradition transmitted by 

the teachers* For him secret tradition lies beyond, but does net 

contradict the Church's public tradition; the rule is not to be 

identified with saving knowledge or the secret tradition, and is a 

nor* for the "gnostic's" (i.e. Clement's ideal Christian) search after 

truth* Its content is unsure, but it oust have involved some specifi­ 

cation of Christian belief* Though there are references to the rule 

in Origan (sometimes In the original Greek, more frequently in transla­ 

tion), its role is limited by Origen's belief in a double type of 

truth; the perfect &an transcends the rule of faith of the majority 

of Christians*

As orthodox and heretioal teachers began to develop a Christian 

theology during the second century, the teaching role of the clergy 

(bishop and presbyters) was brought under severe pressure* The bishops



led the fight for orthodoxy, characterised their opponents as 

intellectuals, and channelled popular feeling for their position by 

appealing to the simple, traditional, oneness of faith against the 

speculations and extravagances of their opponents* But traces of 

the earlier ambiguities over their teaching role remain. There is 

no explicit recognition of it in the consecration prayers of the 

"Apostolic Tradition** | for Clement the "gnostic" was the teacher not 

the bishop 9 while Origen's life shows that he was the last one to 

recognise an episcopal teaching monopoly. Even as a Catholic, 

Tertullian had serious reservations on the bishop*s teaching role*

The tension was greatest in the intellectual centres, as there is 

less difficulty in seeing the bishop as chief preacher than in seeing 

him as having the last word on theology proper* By the middle of 

the third century there is still opposition to episcopal decisions , 

but not to the bishop as chief teacher* Cyprian, Stephen, Firailian, 

Pionysius of Alexandria, and the author of the Didasealia show this* 

This was accompanied by the temporary disappearance of prominent lay 

theologians* Clement and Tertullian were lay teachers, as was Origen 

for many years* But the uproar provoked when he preached as a layman, 

and his subsequent ordination, show that teaching was increasingly seen 

as a clerical, if not an episcopal preserve* Both his appointment 

to head the catechetical school and his later trouble with Demetrius 

are evidence of the bishop 9 s determination to supervise the teaching 

function*



fhe theolo^ of tJie bishop in t&e Pidascalia is more monarchies! 

than Cyprian's, directly descended from that of Ignatius of ^ntiach, 

although concerned only with the bishop's position within the local 

community  Hence it is reasonable to conclude to an unbroken tradition 

of monarchical bishops in Syria, fro® where this style of Church 

government spread to the other Churches« Similarly it ma the 

theology of the 3astem*-born Xrenaeus, which 0091 influenced the 

Western concept of the episcopate, especially through the adoption 

of the apostolic succession theory. The bishop of Lyons was not the 

first to use this, although the belief that the link up between 

spostolic tradition and succession derived from the Gnostics cannot 

be substantiated, based as it is on the false premise that Ptoleiaaeus 

wrote his letter to Flora before Hegesippus put together the toman 

succession list* For Xrenaeus the truth of apostolic tradition pre* 

served in the local Churches is to be recognised by the unbroken line 

of bishops going back to the Apostles themselves* fhe bishops have 

inherited the Apostles* wlocu^ magisterii", and have a charism of truth* 

Later, Hippolytus unlike Irenaeus believed the high priesthood was one 

of the gifts of the succession* While it is important to distinguish 

between the Catholic and Montanist views on authority which Tertullian 

held, even as a Catholic he never believed the bishops inherited the 

teaching power of the Apostles, or received a charism of truth* The 

connection between his theory and the succession lists of the toman 

law schools is tenuous at best* For Cyprian it is not the unity of



doctrine tshieh is entrusted to tho bishops, but th© unity of the 

Church itself  for £t*aeat and Origan th© situation was different, 

as Clement believed the secret traditions were transmitted through the

teachers and Crimea avoided the Catholic and £a»stie extreseft, asserting 

the continuity of tat apostolic teaching function in the Church, IB 

sshich both bishops aa4 clergy played an important part* The 

Di&asoslia ®nd Sregory do not U3& the theory* When tlie word 7rpi<r/3or 

is used of former Christian teachers, it should be translated as elder 

rather thsaa clerical presbyter* 5?h@r@ is considerable ambiguity over 

the id^itity sad status of th$s@ «lder« t as Ireaaeus believed th^y w@re 

bishops, and Clement simply iteight of ttea as teachers, ftio might 

or might aot be elerios*

5*h®re were similarly mixed feeliags about ordiuatioa* Ir^iaeus 

ssaticais a© sueh ceremony, whil© Cl^i©2at a»d Origeja recognize th© 

existence of such a rite, although neither esteems it highly* Probably 

in Gaul ar*d Alexandria at this time presbyters consecrated the new 

bishop. The fundameBtal auti-oleriealism which TwtuHian finally 

adopted pr@v«atekd his attaching aay r@al iisportaae^ to ordination* 

On this point the main source of information is Hippolytus* Here in 

episcopal consecration, only th® bishops say the ordination prayer and 

one bishop imposes hands, God1 3 choice is sjxpresaed. Ishrough the choice 

of the whole coffimuiiity* Special oonfessora do not r*eed ordination to 

the diaconate or pr@sbyterat«f but ordiaatioii is always needed to th« 

episcopate* Tb& papoeeaure is similar in Cyprian, although the 

confessors1 privilege has disappeared, and th® local bishops probably



a greater part i» ths ©&0i0« of e&Mi&at@a (at the expense of 

the loeal congregation) than tbej did in lea©*  

Official a»pol:itjQent by the Church was eonaidered caore 

than tilt aatuat form of $o»iaai0*ii»g emplcgredy although there

liiareaaiBg realisation that this ^iould be eacprttsaad ia aa ordination

with the Isyiag cm of lumds. Th^ imported cojisecr; :.tion of 

Th^uciaturgus to the epicc^pate, ^dth^^u,;-;!! lie W^B absent, and 

later underwent the requisite forss, is & lUrtlisr e^^^le of this*

A few ®%@t@|d@a of the mon0p,iscop,.ite aiuat be given, and there is 

none better than Clejaent 0f Jl@3ciB^ria4 fi concept of the bishop. 

Although lie recognises the posItioB of an Inciividja^l ciahop 9 comp f:-ri.n 

to the father of c; i"iMil$ 9 b® often writes as ttet^h there were 

tvo fcosio os-dtrs, j^reefeQTtert ^and d^aeeoui* T 

between .his group @**d ^ui «id«r Gteiatl^i $®Mt*nitgr in 

 the absemte of a^ recorded tension between lilj^ell' an6. Ms bishop f 

are evidence that episcopal control in the cit^ wa^ tiiiy th:iii^ but 

complete. Iraiiaeua was ja0zi@pi$3topdf rather than mori,;i'chical, ©a 

wa* the ays ted of goveraaient in the .,CK:san Church earlier in the second 

century* Cyprian hijjiaelf , with bis eaxly appeals to 4©@iSe always 

witti his loO'ii contraction, f^id tlic? s,-rly 6lm3Ulai%g^s from tile coni'essors 

on readmisaioa, is an e^atapie of th@ raoaep.iac:-pate* .h-Ue it is 

impoasibie to reconcile fully M® th@oi,y aid his practice, his clalza 

that feiahops map® reapqoaaibl® to Got ai.c«a© (a privilag© that had been

to the "taints* , ratfear than the bithopa of. St« Paul
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and Irenceua), and that the Church is built on the bishops, are 

ayaptoowttio of his move toward* a monarchical form of episcopate* 

His decision to reconcile penitent lapai at their hour of death is 

the first recorded decision of & bishop taking ua important decision 

independently of hie clergy and people* From either necessity or 

force of circumstances, he did move in such a direction; the rebaptisa 

councils confirm this episcopal superiority. In Cyprian's case this 

was accompanied by a loose appeal to traditional norm, and a confidence 

in the episcopate's power to reach "divine" decisions on new problems. 

Earlier TertuHian had cl&rlfied the alternatives very well, disting­ 

uishing the different strands of tradition «*nd strt!3&in& the part 

played by reason! at a techalc&l level, Cyprian was a regression from 

this.

The transition from aanepiseop&te to monarchical bishop naturally 

lessened the influence of the presbyters, although their speeial posi­ 

tion seems to have survived longer in Alexandria than elsewhere* Only 

in the t'idascalia do they lose their second ranking to the deacons , 

although their is no reason to connect this fact with the disappearance 

of the oonepiscopate, as there had been a tradition of monarchy in the 

area since Ignatius of Antioch*

The aiass of the laitgr never dominated, the life of the Church, but 

individual chariaaatics, be they teachers, prophets or confessors 

played important parts at times* s e h&ve iaenti>netl the eclipse of



lay teachers* Similarly the appeals of the confessors to reconcile

the lapsed are brought under episcopal control* The rejection of 

prophecyt following on the Montaniat crisis, closed another avenue 

of lay expression. That their influence diminished the further we 

nove into the third century is shown in the part they played in the 

election of clerics, and in eoncillar gatherings. They were still 

qftia&i-offioial witnesses, but their role o«*ae to be raore and more 

dominated by the provincial bishops.

The ecclesiology of the time always stressed the activity of the 

Spirit, and the necessity of snitual love and concord within the one 

true Church* Eventually even in Alexandria there waa a rejection 

of the overemphasis on intellectual!am, with its attendant divisions 

within idle Church* In North Africa and Syria there was a sharper 

realisation of the visible historical Church, and everywhere an 

increasing realisation of the organic unity of the Church throughout 

the world* The councils demonstrate this* In particular the 

African appeal to the concept of "Mother Church" did nuch to intensify 

that group loyalty so necessary for any exercise of authority*

While none of the Christian writers in our period believed in 

salvation outside the Church, the place of sinners within the Church 

aroused strong disagreement, as there was '•- current of rigorism which took 

various foras. Uippolytus, the Montanist Tertullian and the 

^'ovatlanista rerused reeonoiliati n to serious sinners* Following
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, Clement of Alexandria, Origen and the Catholic TertulHaa 

believed in only one pott~baptia&&l reconciliation* Initially Cyprian

w&s a ri&ori$t* Only in the 3&at» in the Didascalia and Gregory 

is there esj uncomplicated belief in th© reconciliation of all serious 

sianera, who show genuine repent&nee* The evidence of the nature 

and significance of th« official part in reconciliation varies| we 

hear nothing about it from Irenaeua or Clement* while the sacramental 

nature of the bishop's role is clearest ic the PIdasealia,

The councils of the third century are a confirmation of th© 

dominant position of the bishop IB his local coHBiunily, -ut they are 

also £in effective check on episcopal power^ being eoie to judge and 

condemn bishops* This power wa* also clained by -the Roman bishops 

outaide their diooasa, as the interventions of Victor and Stephen 

amply demonstrate* "'hatever his theoretical position., Cyprian also 

exercised Hila power outside Carthage in North Africa rjad Gaul. The 

-"iosan position is paralleled fy the eeiergecoe of de* facto metropolitan 

bishops isi most area*.

The history of the period is dominated by the rise of the bishop 

as he establishes a strict control over his c&Bmunity* There was 

an increasing demand for uniformity In doctrine, aa well as In practice, 

in ?;hich the Homan Chsirch pf ter Victor placed a prominent part* K 

in the '^st, the episcopate c&ae more and more t5 be identified with 

the popular party in the Church rather than the Intellectuals, while 

the harsh anti-£no»tic attitudes were carried cirer against the
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schismatic** Kowfeere however was there a codified system of ci-non 

law| only a loose set of constitutional precedents which were not 

reg&rded as prescriptions for every situation.

An increasing emphasis on community discipline was accompanied by 

a disinterest in theories of authority, and little respect for the 

freedom of the individual conscience* But ©verywhere authority 

linked to chorissa end not put forward iift the primary d^i



The nereis*: of Authority in ©ftrly Christianity 
from abfsut 170 to about 270

"\BRx, . 
v ^

f< DEPOSITED 
\oi THESIS
V-* 2?.v/ii.7|.

J-

\t
.00 Q^



CONTENTS

CHAPTER DTOOPUCTIOR

CHAPTER 2,

CHAPTER 3.

CHAPTSa 4*

The Nature and Aims of this Study 

Methodology

THS 6NOSTICS

a) Definition
b) G-noatio Organization

c) The Valentinians

d) Marcion

IRE^AEOS

a) The Church
b) Norms

o) Apostolic Succession

d) Bishops

*) Slders and Presbyters

f) Penance

g) Conclusion

a) Noras

b) The Church

o) Bishops and Teachers

4) Presbyters, Deacons and Functionaries

e) Penanee and Baptism
f) Conclusion



THE ALSXANPRIARS

CHAPTER 5«

CHAPTSR 6.

GHAPTJ& 7,

CLSUKWT OF ALEXANDRIA

«) Life and Background

fr) The Church

o) Norms
d) Gnostics end the Lesser Breed

 ) The Elders t Bishops and Presbyters

f) Penance

g) Conclusion

ORIG5N

a) His Life

b) Norms

e) The Church

d) Teachers and Prophets

e) Clergy and Lai-ty

f ) Penance
g) Conclusion

Episcopal Consecration in Alexandria

a)

c)
d)

e) 
t) 

g) 
h) 

1)

Life and Background
Catholic Ecclesiology

Catholic Noras

Catholic Penance

Catholic Life and Organization

The Montanist Movement
The Montanist Tertullian and his Kcclesiology

Montanist Horns

Montanist Penance

Montanist Life Styles

Conclusion



Background and 
fe) Horns 
o) The Choral 
A) Th« Episcopate 
e) Other Clergy and Laity 
f ) The Hleotlon of bishops 
g)
h) Conclusion 

CHAPTER 9« 3¥HX4 WD ASIA

Church mid Episcopate 
Oth^r Clergy an& 
Pe

e) Conclusion

g) Doctrine

h) Life and srork 

10.

a) Councils
b) Metropolitans

The Church and Bishop of Rooe
natAiMPrtt n QfUfTT^^^ ¥1 iTrrt *sm-n-



Chapter One*

PRODUCTION

In one of his letters Gregory of %ssa urges us: "Recall the 

holy Fsthara to aind, those whose tradition w© too by the grace of 

Grod have bean jud|»ed wortJ^r to preserve* *':alk in th© ancient rule 

cf faith", Christians have always appealed to the ancient faith; 

but for most of Christian history thtre has be«n considerable 

ignorance cf the Fathers* The Renaissance saw a revival of interest 

in the first tines of the Church? especially in th© Scriptures, and 

to a lesser eactent in the Fathers. The Eaformation focused this 

interest on certain areas e*g« the relationship of freedom and lew, 

nature and grace} and as a consequence of this on th® reality of 

ecclesiastical organization, pa t and present. ?he changes in 

Western society sinoe that tiao* especially the Industrial Revolution! 

and the great political revolutions in France and then in Russia 

iftieh have so challenged the place cf organised Christianity, have 

ensured a continued interest, both Christian and othend.se, in the 

primary sources of Christ's life and te».chin£«

These factor* also ensured a similar interest in Church 

organisation, even if this has otnifested itself in complete rejec­ 

tion, as well as the more usual conservative or reforming tendencies.

t Kf»i«tle 5.



In more recent tioea, these preoccupation* have been sharpened even 
further* In the eat, seise students and many radicals are impatient, 
if not contemptuous, of structures. In Catholio circles, the Second 
Vatican Sounoll has been a powerful catalyst for change? soae 
umexpectad.

There are many new elements In the problematic, but much that 
is old and recurrent, A0 always the past does have something to say 
to us.

THS ffAWHE ®W ABfS OF THIS STGDY.

This work reviews the exercise of authority in the Christian 
eowmnities fro® about the year 170 A*D. throu$i to about 270 A.D« 
The evidence begins with the literature of the anti-gnostic bishop 
and pastor Xrertaeus, continues through the high points of episcopal 
theory in Cyprian and the Did&sealia* and closes with the synods in 
Antioch against p«ui of Saaosata. "ftm other principal teriters 
considered are Hippol^tus, Cleoent and Origen from Alexandria, 
Tertullian and the Paeudo-Gleaentinea. Writers who nl^ht be con- 
•idered less than orthodox by 80350 standards are not excluded. Such
an emlusion would give a distorted view of the situation. "Heresy

2 is a dogaatio category f not a useful tool for historical research'.
The saoe could be said of schism*

The New Testament has obvious relevance for this study? for

C« Quispel in V%iliae Christianas (16) 1%^, p.



the historian, because it isnft&lately precedes the period under review; 

and for aost Christiana because of its normative value* As our aim is 

to chart the variation* and developments during the year* 170 to 2?0, 

and not a direct demonstration of the continuity (or otherwise) 

between this period and early Christian history, there is no outline 

ef tha Haw Testament teaching on authority* Thia is presumed. The 

only background information outlined in some detail conoema tha 

gnostic movement*

The Christian evid«nea available for th© period 170-270 forsia

aone sort of a whole. laile such divisions euiat ramain artificial,
3 they oan be uaeful* and should not bo misleading* Thia period aaw

the birth of a aerious Christ!or. acade^iio tradition in Alexandria. 

Its principal charncteristiQ is the measure of agroomemt on the 

coraposltion of the Hew Teataiaent oanon, «ie oreed, and the hierarchy; 

which combination is first manifest in Irenaeus.

Largo-soala evidence peters out with Cyprian and the Didaa- 

oalia, to be renewed only with the landmarks of Constantine and Ariua.

the concept of "authority1* in the title of thia study la not 

used in any restricted sense; our purpose ia to note the varieties 

of authority* and th«ir internet I ©11* Authority oan mean the @vid@no* 

of a proposition1 a trutfcf or §o»®thing more* It oan b@ exercised in

t.P«C. Hanson, *7rftdition in the ttaray Church", 19^2; p. 
States tfcat he uaca the evidsnoe froa about 170 to 270 
"roughly*' speaking* as the basis for his study on tradition.



ion of belief* a» well as the sphere of action,** It can inhere

IE written or

whotber e« a prlva£« er pibll© peraen* Mother he b© with, ©r

into

for

&©t»©£i the "right*1* of authority* and the

For our preiveot

If

, and in aoeoxdan9ii with Hew Teateitte&t

W* to net that the

a a«t of

G

in Hia

ia «s0 au^geatiea that the theoxy

D&mt&e Kwfiew (57)
* <$» 

cm the
to the

!sK«®I$ 8 s distine&iofi (his
• «

juthority and Institation. A 3tu% In Church _C^^^ , 
PF* 13*32| and in passing T. 

the Chureh*1 , I*oadon 19^^ p» 9^-
"Power



dangers of authoritarian! sia, / !f@ith©r was it of central interest 

to th* iteood and third oantuxy Christians, Om difficulty is that 

w« hav0 so little «vld«Roa for Church administration similar to 

Cjprias'a oorae-ftpon&ano*, At & wi&^r level, w® h&re almost no 

•Yid080« at all of the Ctautth in soias areaa <iurti3g thass y@ara»

Asia Minor after the Mentaniat* (exoept for Sr^goryj* aad Spain. 

It is a t3?uisia that sooiotgr with its aijais aiid purposes exiats 

«uthoriiyf smd that authority «xists a.» & means for 

to reaofe ^i^ae ©Ms. 7%a faot that & religions w$i®$& is 

enti^itsd from others by a special view of s.an ff and a concern with 

the transcendental and e3Ohi,tolovical t has important consequonoea 

for th« cowrelii* of oat-tority la tfaat group. It explaizia tii* N«w

as s@rvi®@ and th© ®ar3^ Church's

that authority b* aaintl^r. Kvm amomg a group of writara 

a similar appr^ieh, si^ll dlff@r®-Boe« about th» naturo of 

th0 church o®a liare iaportajat praotical r@p«rmisslons, ©.g* 

Hippolytu** iMtlief in a *inle»a ohiB*oh» la^h writer* a oonoept of 

tht obtjaroh is «graiti!!Q&* Tb® imagery u«od b^r^s is also iioted &« a^a 

•xprtstloa off and po»aJJbl« stteulant to# that group lojali^r so 

neoesssry to th* «3£®r@iAe of ®i^ authority*

The Bstur» ©f th$ looal almr^fees is al*e *xaoln0d» and tho 

relationship betwrnm thorn* Ar© a writer's vi«w» topical of his 

I» th© loeal oboroh oise ooboroat «hol«^ or ars there

Cf, Cougar, ©p* oit.,
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autonomous group* withla it? Are the b&llofa and practices of on© 

ohttreh tgrpio*l of this others? Th&&® aeed to b© investigated, because 

there can be no a priori assumption of & oomoa organisational 

pattern or theory; not ev®& ctn assumption of a uniform developsrant* 

Hot onl^r a©y tho Roman situation of 1?0 differ from the situation 

there in 270 (and a fortiori from the situation in Alexandria in 

270), but the situation in HLOMI in 1?0 ase^r differ from that i 

Alexandria, or Carthage, or B&At Jordan at that »m® time* 

differences mg$r b© found inl -both theology and practice.

Hot only must tho geographical origin of tho evidence be 

Considered; 30 too jmist the literary forma of tho evidence. 

for exwa^le, differs (usually) from exegesis* £h© ©vid^oe ef a 

bisiiop f s administration is of a differed importance for us from that 

of a philosopher. Silence need not nean abeanoo; but one fills & 

ailence at one*3 peril* The evidence of a pastor, an intellectual, 

» fanatio or a "politioal1* leader must be weired differently*

All Ghriatians appeal in aoae way to the toaohir^a of Christ* 

the problem arises n^ien we trj to identify thl» te&ehlng* What are 

the jiosaa for dDiug this? In tho lata a©oend ae3ttu.ryt a new Aitu&tio 

h&d arisen as the genaratiari nho had known tiie Apostles di@d out. 

We examine tiie various Chriati?m reactions 'to thid situation, in the 

f&ee of peralfttmtt attaok froas the herstloal gnostics* Waa Clirist's 

teaching fovmd in the Old feutamentt \V«B tb©r© a K©w TeetaQent» of 

e^ial iffiport&nco with the Old? What was the importftnoe of oral and 

non»*oriptural tradition? Who were the teachers in the oootsunlty?



V/ere they also eosifsunity leaders, sarui Shrist'gi representatives? 

place does r&aaon haire in this process? What was essential, 

T&ere oould on® ap1©® to differ? The answers to these questions 

were not unanimous.

Finally we axasjine the actual eaereiae of authority by the 

Churoh leaderftf r^aiaab^ring the basic di^tinotions between office 

and function, and betT?e0n oonatitutlor,al and adminlKtrativG history* 

Contiasiity of title ne**d not ®&m a continuity of function, ®*g* of 

ths> rrpt cr^oVtpoi J assd the s^aa© function (and p^rkips office) can 

be pgrforaed undsr differoat titles* ©«§• s^^se apostles wore

of the first oentuiy ehurohee as. the bishops wer® in the thlxd
a

century*

Th® relationship b@t^@@zi the local ahurches la also discussed 

wi^i special reference to the role of B^iiods, and the bishop a»d 

ehuroh of EOJS«» In tliis context the ^ositious of Peter and Jamas, 

the brother of the T^ord, ®r® e^aesaed.

The k$y to the iftioXe period is the bishop* and in partiouXar 

the clarification of Ids teaching

S For a further dieoussion of those distinctions* of, &» Bix, 
n(Bie Ministry in the SarOy Shuroh"1 * pp, 187-89 in the 
"Apostolic Ifiaistry'*, ed« K»K* Kirk,
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Chapter Two. 

©TOSTISZS3U

Tbor* a&n b© no understanding of the history of the Churoh In 

the second oaft third centuries without ®n ua&«rst&adiag of the loose

end variegated move&«mt, kzioim as fiCnosticis&M « If anything, soao 

knowledge ©f this atovement beoosies isore important the closer T?© 

towards the md of the s^eoad o©Rtury (aiad diminishes as 

into the ^iird)» Host of the aactont i?ritinga of Iromeus

against it; a« ims much of the vn:!tings of Clement of

Tortullian and Hippolytua, Ori^oG was also

section is not & €et»ilsd stud^- of the

fonss of the (*no0tiaa* or of their attitudes towards^ or sssserois® of 

authority* Ap&rt Jftpoa <@BQr othsr ec;nside3fwfeion.n w© i&fifc not 

burdened with .evidence on eny of these related points, oven if 

include '%roion* Also master of the ifiq»9rtant Gbiostio teashfra 

and tau^it -dbring tt» first itnHthird* of the seooad oe»tu27» and so 

are outside the tdssa liMts of this stud^* Monstl^elass th^y reia&in 

for us an essential piece of background infomation, somei^iat akin 

^ the writings of the Hew ?«u&aj&oi!tt or ^iose of l^ie Apost£L$o 

Fathers or apologists, with the addVsd difference 1^at the Snostio 

movegtent oontinued throu^i the thiri ooritti^/,

Gnostioisn ims very moh a part of the Intel laatu&l and 

religious atnosphero of tho Roman Smpir© in the first centuries of



2
the Christian ®ra* It was an age of spiritual unrest, an£ rampant

Ths ftttenpts of Augustus to rarvivs the old official 

i, i^iioh had suffered at th& hands of th® philosophers* had

not beaa successful, On th* &»ad» &s as !%ilo 20 B .C.

A.D, we Gun see the iiiflu^ioe of Saltern, or aoro

l^ou^bt o» 3-re^c phiXo»ophy* Hen turs^ed mor$ and more t 

the East in an att^apt to »**ti*fj their r@l%:lou« aspirations. Many

a«neturi«» oultipli«»d on tb«
3

foroea atrugfl^i to fill the Taouuir; . Chriatianit^r and

were two of th^sa; &s well, aepeoi^lly in tJia secor4 and third

oenturifra, imi^ Oriental cwlta invaded the Latin world* K3K>tio

Av«mtin«, and t«plea to Mithra spread 

th« l^rpir*. Man draw as littld or as satofc as tfcssy chose, 

from 0n0 (or is&ngr) of those raligions, 6ft«n the gods of othor 

peoples wer« regvun&ad as twing tJ» ^©Mw go4s uad©r different nn,*8es. 

It is said that tfe© ^speror Al«»»^d«r SsrroruA had is his private

st&tues of Ab.r^|jsia.# Orphaust Christ aixd Apollordus of Tirana*

For the
A« Harnaek, **Th® Mission 
Book I# o« XX, pp* 19*23* 

edition of 190&.

th»n prevailing of. 
of Christianity',

translation of vol, 1 of

Of* K#S» Bodds* 
G«fflbri%e 19^5*

Aurelius to

find Christian, in mi Age of A 
subtitle of this work explelao that it 

soat« aspects of religious espari&nc© from Marous

* (1933), pp* 13>7» For & aore 
troatamnt of the spread of ths Eastern cults, pp.
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raraxww.
There has be#n a lively debate about th© definition of 

Gnofltioiaa, going back almost to the eighteenth century, which saw 

tfee first revive! of interest in the subject* Until recently 

fttudiea suffered from one major dofeot j isuoh of our evidence 

f*oa the opponents of the movement, &nd ver^r little from the 

itself. Even the fifth oentuzy pojgrru* codex containing three 

Gnoatio works, The Gospel of 2teyf the Apooxyphon of John and the 

Sophia of .Toaua Ohrl*t and hought by the Berlin Musey® in 1S96, 

not published until 1955* But the disooveiy of over aeven

pages of 3-noatio writing in 1%5 ^t ^Iftf Ilaiasiadi in upper 2&rpt 

rsdical^r ohan^sd thia situation* The diaooveriea of Qussr&a 

thrown considerable light on the sub^eot* Host scholars

that theae new finds vindieate the fundamental reliability of
5 6 Xreneeua* and Hippotytua' deaeriptiond of their opponents.

?roa the tiiae of Irenaeua to Harnaok, Gnostic! am was

Mitor W. Till, ttDie gnoAtisoh«n Soisrift^n dea koptiachen
ni B5G2%

£* Hoi** Wilson^ "^aosiB and the flew TeAtaneot4 , 19^0, p* 
8^. F» Sagnsrdf '*La £noae Valentinienne at le T^aoina^a 
Saint

J« Doraase, W1^3e Seoret Booka of th© Sgyptian Gnostics", 
Doresae rejeeta th© title ^Philoaophsumena" for that of 
^lenohoa^, and denies that this -work tms written by H 
(p» 6)« However he aoeepta the accuracy of the account of 
the BrahBlna (p. 6), and believe* that i^® Hag tt&smtiAJL finds 
oonf ira it» s«i®ral reliability (p. 249). Sagsard, op* oit., 
^» 135 1» less eertaia of tli® reliability of Mippo3ytu»»



as *the aout® secularising or hellenising of Christ lenity* 

At the ««a of t&a nineteenth century another view arose, which 

Gnosticism as a reaotioneiy movement? a resurgence of

11

anolant Oriental religion, and the last ra&Utanee of thgs old. 

view to the triumph of Ohristianiigr, ©»g* t®it$©nsietn, douss@tf
a

Bultaemn and hia pupils belong to thi» school of thought.'

The pxH^leai of definition ia ecsplioated by the gnormous 

diffsrancea bstw^<ya diiTeriMit forms of rinoaticisa, GIIU by tlie 

that txieae forms underwont ccnaiderable diaries in th«> QQursa of

ia a much later development thar* i&e aeeond or tMrd oenturiea* For

of Al^jEzuidriaif the "gnsstia*1 was tli® m-o401 Chrlsti&»; 

oa3y battled agnin.st false '*^nssis''«

ha« dratm a t«ry useful di«ti«otion between Grno«tid9is
9 asd G-aosis. Criioatioiasi is defined ag n th@ apeeifio&lly Christian

barely of the »©<tand century A*!** 1*! n^iile (rno»is is **tha 

of ideas b*laa&i&£ to the CJnostie aoveK20nt ®ad reHated trends of 

thou^it f*« What «©r© the aain do strings oomon to the .different 

of Siiostioias? ^h»r© app^ara to be wide-spread agremaant tiiat the

wa» 0ha.z<aetQris©i by an e&phasis on saving knowledge, w!il

f A. ffemftok, **1*h® History of J>og83a*. Book If p. 22? (Bag, 
trans. of 3rd C4ens; ;n edition) .

8 FO^ jgaoh of this and follotdng infonaation about the vi«ws of 
oontecoporary 8<^o'laf« on ^noaticis®, I as) muoh indebted to R,

the tfew ?
Op* eit*, p* 9l «l»o p,
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might be orude magical knowledge, or high statical o-sp&riens©. "There 
was a distinction drawn bgttttan an unknom tranaoandent &$d» and a 
Desdurg© or Creator (aa well as JMH^T laaaer balnea)* ?bere was a 
variety of beliefs too in aom© sort of ontological du&liaai, so thfct
man was believed to possess a divln® apaifc i®pri.soiM4 in bis mate
bo43r> «tn^ th^re wa» the bolief in the syth of a pr9*»ooaalo fall to

i^ explain the mlaar^ of issn'ia oondition*

these coi-yson d-ootrin^s^ and tb@ faot tS'mt th@
11 and writij^s imdarlia iasuror of tha systcsss, there noro

be?rild.ering diffor^.iic©s in the final

ethical practice v&ieh varied b@tw^€s» tha ®2ct.r82^$ of rigid a^ceti-
cism acd Iia0ntiousn@sa» Tfea aleoenta ^hioh predominate

whatever bx%«d of the movaasnl; is being disousaed*
12Wilson alfto tell* us that at the Heaaina Colloqiu® of 1

t>&aiaal3jy two sobools of thought about the nature of tl 
he defined aa tr^no«ia"t The first of thaae* the "pne- 

gnostic* school believed that tfc^s^e w®r© only ©l^ae«fcd of later

the pr^Christiajs sr4 pre^neatio period} irhile the 
" sohool beliered tltot the eaaenoe of Siio^tleism ia 

foaod befor® -^i© •eooad aeirfeuzy A*0»» and outside the Christian

10 Cf* WUaon, op* oit« # p. 41 3« Qsed«tok, **?he iarly Church" 
(i967)t p^* 35-^1 Sagn&'A* op* elt.» p* 114 who inoludes the 
figure of the mother among tisa asseutials*

11 Doreaae, op« eit»»

12 Op. oit*f |># 17.



13 Onosticisa of tho second oantur^. At Messina asai^ participants
14 also stressed the Jewish contribution to the gnostic m

CASTES

We havo recognised the doctrinal differences in Gnosticism; 
«aa there soiae sort of eoasoon organisational pattern aaong th@s© 
groups? One is tempted to answer that little was common on this 
point, except th«ir refusal to be organised* To some extent the 
Valentinians, and certainly tbe Marcionite* ^^©re exceptions to this 
rulef these two groups are disouased s^arate3,y«

One vital prelixainaxy to this discussion of Qnostio organi«a«» 
tion is to note a peouliariij which i*uns through nearly all their 
writings, i»e* their flight frois history* This eharaciteristie has 
often bean noted* &nd rarely better explained than b>- H»C, Pueoh*

13 ^*^* St««d Sji hi» review ef this book of Wilson (in J*T.S« (XX) 
* pp* 626-7) has sons resanrations as to whether the ter«* 

"gnoaia, gneetleiaa* pre- €ffid prote~gneatio" eto« is 
adequate to cover all the facts* H® suggests that htiiere ai"o 
exceptions to alsiost ev«ry ge«ereilis«tion;:* (p* &2?) * However 
this does not seem to impair the £>&&ia usefulness of 
diatinctiona.

14 Op* cit», pp, 20»2; 2&»7* For variations sm this tfeasie, atr^asi Jetsish ijifluence of, Bega&ippua in Kusebius S.H.IV.22.5; R«M, 
ostici^a and Barly dsrletlanitgr* (1959) pp. 30-38 1 
f *1?h* Jung Codex and its significance** in "The 

Codex* «d« FtL* (Jross, 1955* p. 78*
15 £•€« l>odds, oj^» oit«, p* 10? Wilson, op* eit., p, 66j H*3»v>»

Patten* of Christian Truth9 , 195k, p. 237.
In en article *!»• Gnofl« et 1» Temps" in Smuios Jnhrbuoh no,
(Xl) 1952, pp, 110*11 quoted by Borease, op* cit,, p, 1*1 
n* 41*



He explain* that ftnoatioism is "incapable of rational thinking by 

concepta* or of concretely apprehending the persona or events of 

history*; eonoepts beooai® schemata i*©« "entities which are half- 

abstraetf half«*conor®t®j aand-iperaofial. semi-dnpersonal**} in other 

words, aeona. Bo aide 3 these, "historic parsons and facts ar© 

sublimated halfway between the real and the symbolic* 4* Thqy h«.d no 

Intereat in sociological descriptions of their groups, or of the 

Church, ^han they did speak of the Churah* it was a reality

outside the historical order* on© of tho previously 
17raantloned

It i» generally oon^ldered that the sociological atruetui*oa 

of the gftostlod reaeafl>l©d thos« of a philosophical school, rathcxr
18 than a church. This la & v©*y old opinion* aa ^ven Juatln told us

the Gnostics re«©jabl©d tli© phlloeophioal sohools, namii^ their
19 

group a after their l@ad®r~t©&oh*rns.« Hlppolytua ment3,ons the

17 ^«g« Irenaeun AdTersua "Haeawaa I»1.1. (p« 10} ; I«6«2* (pp* 
111*12), all A.H» refs* Harvey 1857 edition* 
op» oit*^ .|»* 5041 ^« Burdy, **La 1?h4olO|5:ie da l^ 
saint Clfe^jt da Uoiaa & saint Irla!©5*, pp« 167-9*

18 H, Ton Ceiapenh«aide», wSoole*iaatioal Authority and Spiritual 
?otwar% 190, p, 19^1 lf »H,C. Fr^tifl, "The Onostic Seota and 
Eoa»a -Aspire1* in Uha Journal of Booleal&atieal History (v) 
195^-t p. 29; t»« Cerfaux, WI« Grno»et @asai th^olo 
in Ireaikoa (SVTX) 19^>, p* 20 axuft C. Koffisanes °Dle Gnosla 
nach Ihrer ?anda!0s utsd Or^mlaati on ;% p. 12, subscribe, "but 
with reservations, to this opinion* Gerfaux speaks onl^r of

&35oelsti.ona fermle«w , while Koffteane also G 
aijailarity with tl» «systeryreligion groups* Also A» 

nl)ie Kireh© boi Hippoljt*% pp, 90*1*
19 ^uatis* DialOfiie wlt*i Ttypfeo o*35»
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Valentinian vYoXi'i*** a group to 'whom lectures are given, " and
21 the Stoctonite

oert&inly was the teaohar-pufils relationship among 

the (Jnosties* V?e also know that, at la&£t in earlier times, aany 

philosophical groups, e.g. of the Platonista and the

were in faot religious groupings. Philosophy was not so much
23 'studied, as lived* 3om# of the {ythftgore&na even had rites. 

Despite the "religioua* future of the^e philoaophioal schools, the 

possibility reataina that typing the Ctaosties under thia hei>adlng la 

a left-over from the period ^en GnoatioiaiB waa seen &s a radios! 

helleniuation of Christianity*

There ms a considerable Bastarn eontributian to (rnostioisa* 

Pid this affect their atruoturesj, so that they sometimes reaeeabled 

that of the j^storj cults? As early as 18S1, an affirmative answer

to this query had been one of the principal1 theznea of Ko-ff*jnane f a
•3J

assail work on Snostio organization* A aiatilar opinion is also
OE

in Freud's ortiole* 

Moreover there is eridenoa that from about tha srjd of the

20 PhiloaophouTOna VI.29.11 1.15*1*
21 Ibid., */II*29*1* He alao ua®d similar terms of the followers 

of Callistua, aM Tfoetua* seot*
22 Cf. Hook, op* ait,, p* 

Ibid., p* 168*
Op,

25 Op* oit,, p. 2^» A* Harns-ck. n?he Constitution an^ ^aw of 
the Ch\treh% 1910, p. 149 and K.B. Turner, W1?ho rattem of 
Christian Truth", p. 149, mention the similarity In p



first eentury A«D# tber® was a deoreaae in Interest in philosophy*
and & turning towards religion of an un-lntollectuel stamp, e

96 Eastern varieties**" Philosophy v?oul<! always hs.ve been the preserve
of the educated clashes? now the^r too jaoved towards religion* - There 
would therefore h&ve been many more groups of this kind, in the aaoond 
and third centuries than philosophies! groups*

If we grsnt tfce prevalence of these ^st«ry~reli£lon groups* 
a) hovr did thegr differ from 1^@ philosophical schools and b) bow 
were th€^ similar to the Cnestio groups?

VhiB i^yst^ry-raliglon groups differed from those of ths 
philosophical schools in as ssuoh as their m&Rb&rshlp was not llaltad 
to the eduo&ted class0s5 there ?»&s an emphasis on salvation through 
ritual^ rather than through knowledge. Also while the philosophers 
divided mankind up into olasses* th^ro were no ^cl^ss-divisions 11 
within the *cjboolj on the other hand, there were rigid divisions 
within the E^stery-religion groups ba«ed on their belief In secret 
dootrines-praotlces »

While it Is difficult to establish the ©xsot relationship 
between thiaa, tJier© w«w?e two i^@s of (JnostlGisjaj the first, a mors
SOjpliistloated -tgrpe which was ^ite phllotiopliio; tho second vms more

28 vulgar and "rtllgloug-'. TJiis dlvisictn v^s often parsllaled bj

Gf* Hook, pp, 120-11 and pp. 122*27*
27 For infonaation re 1^ie ^stery relifions of. The Oxford Classical Diotlonary, 194^J "^jrstsrles'^ pp. 353-4-.

Sagnard, op. olt,, p.
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their attitude to matter, and therefor© to religious rlt«s* The

philosophers-dualist type often h«d ?K> rites, The vulgar type of
29 Gnosticism oft©** had grotesque rites* It was this second

nhioh resembled the ar»teTO»relli<m groud . Kof fteane has pointed

out these similarities* espeoi&lty In the rltoa of . Initiation of
30 e»g* the H&as«»nfc«* The vulgar Gnostic wa» also anti-intellectual!!

he was not usually drawn from the educated classes. Finally all 

£nostio group* resembled the fQratery reli£lon» In their division of 

members into olassea, and in their belief In secret doctrines or 

practices*

These f&ots do not ellfidnate the aiBlXaritias botwaen tihe 

G-matics and tfc« philoaOfl^r schools. Th^f ooisplessent the orlgln&l
s,

picture* For purpose* of oo.mrenleno&, we ahall continue to refer to 

the (kiostic groups as sohoold, !?ow did thesa schools differ fVom the 
Christian dnufchesT

Th^- Ts^3?c less orgzknised the*n the Churches* T&rtullian daw 
it ea some'thing much wors©? th«y did not h&ve rospect for evm their
own leodersi pei^etnal schism wa« their nor^., and thej racoketd th©

51 Catholic deaire for order aa the ornMitmt of a baw^, f lenociniu») «

, ^Visible Patxda Filiud* A Study o 
on I^evelation «*ad Tradition"* 19^4* p* 1351 a»c» 

Irenaeus A.H. 1*16..3 (p* 194).
50 Op, cit»» pp* 4^1 p» 10» For details of slmijUritiea In 

rites, pp, 14-17* Also Clementine Hcm.ll.ies II* ?3> *Tohrnf 
SljDBton the Saisaritan followed, baptised dall^rt (presumably the 
ssiae people}*

31 De Pra^«o, Hueret* KT.I, 1-8j TMI. 5*8* Thiss is a work from
Catholic
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Irea&eus makes much the sama pr-int» in a more restrained fashion.

£ntnt has pointed out this "passionate subjectivity", and

that they were devoted ultimately "not to ngrtholofy, but to

33% C©rta5unly tha gnostic considered himself above the
34 lawj &t b$st this resulted in the loosest sort of organisation,

and at worst it provided fuel for ?ertullift«f s attacks* 

the m&qy different gnostic seats mad® no prQtenc* at a common 

doctrinoj within om« school a«g« the Yalftntinirins, thor® ccuM be 

mai^- different doctrines (a».4 0v«m s«b*-sohools) . So too there was 

no international organisation; in short there was muoh less otrn* 

seiQusnejaa of d groTUp-ld^ntitj transcending national, cr *von local 

groups, than In th^ Chureh*

The Gnostic schools* passion for aeoreey also distinguished
35from the churches, Ironaeus and ^usebius mentioned thia

trait, but both probably undere.stiftate€ its si£7tiflcanc©» *ot only

did the Gnostics boll eve in aooret traditions i»hose authenticity wa$ 

giAaranteed by a succession of teachers reaching back to the /postles* 

but they maintained a rigorous secrecy about the inner activities, as 

well us beliefs of their groups* *?his d«te«ainfttion to cjsintnin

32 A.H.II. o17. (p. ^06}| I! o.40. 1-3 r PP*
33 Op. oit., p. 12| 9*

B* McJ*» mson, *Th» Gnostic Problsm*, 1958, p. 105.
H* Chiid?dek, op* oit*» p*

35 A*H.III. W* 2. Also TertulHan Adv. Val. 1.1.
36 E.H. IV» VII. 4*



57 no mere fiction! It was an extremely successful policy/ w

saved them frois persecution, This sseapo was also

helped "by their acceptance of soise &1 assents of paganism,, and their
38 willingness to aacrifiee to idols >"'" but Frsnd ol&isis that their

attitude "towards the authorities end towards surrounding society 

fie@&& to have been condition^. by on© object alone, the protection
r - 39of i their j s$r&t©*y% All this should not be eon;fa&©d with ths-

"cilsoiplina aroani 5' of the Ghri&tia-nss apart froia a general pradsaee

in a hostile aooiety* the c?vid®noe for the existence of a discip
it 0 

aro&ni aEiomg tha Ghurohas in th.a first two centurss is tenuous*''"

It is fouM in the third century*

A neoes®*^/ ss^u©! to this s&crerej- ^?as tb<it the ("-nostios 

divided isaskiBd ^enerall^^ aiid their own &&£&&?.'&# into fixed sla.sja- 

Althouh Orf.© cnKl eseolctllr Clefflent of Alexandria, to some e

adopted this belief (vdth important differences), the r^almer of
'rthe OJiureh rej&Qt©d, it- e^:phr?.tiorilly«'r ?bs diviision of saauklrKl into 

clashes, acoorcUng to their capacity for- kr;owls-dfe goes back to Plato 

* 5 there are traces of something jjiiallar in the T?aw Tests.^.

37 Gf* Poresse, OP* cit., p« 6lj 257* TuP.C 
in the .iarl^ Churoh" {1962)^ pp» 22*3•

. anson,

38 For the Snostlca agad B&rt^rdom* of» Frswl
39 IbH*^ p. 29*

Cf. H«naon, op, cit., pp* 2?-3?? esp, 29; 35«
'^or details of the viewpoints of the Christian authors on this
division of lasnkind cf» the relevant sections in *&® i-mTlvidua 
chapters d^serifeifjg their general theological positions.
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Christ explaining the parables to the Apostles. But the (rnostica 

developed this into a permanent principle. There are three classes

of people i) the material ( vXtx-oc } ? -who are destined for Hell,

ii) the psychics (tp^)(cxoL)» or middle group, and iii) the spiritual

) who are saved* '^ Only the psychics can affect their

destination to Heaven or Hell through their- actions. The h 

(or material ones), mid. the spiritual ar© predestined to their 

different ends* '* This 1st turn meant that the forgiveness of sins

disappeared, ' " ao that the absence of *my official penitential

orders or rites of reconciliation also distinguished them froei the 

Church,

Th© G-nostic group known a^ the Valentinlans was founded by a

man nasad, not unmturtil!,^ ?elentinus» Hot a greet deal ia kncun 

afeout hi® axoept that he taught at HoBse, arriving some time during 

the episcopate Qf Ijglnus (0«136 to 140 A.*T)*} 5 and staying during
h f~i

t:h© reign of Pius, until the tiaa of .Anioetus (o«ir>?5*l60 A«!;• •}/*"'

Tertullian also tells us tlsat he wanted to be Pope, and broke with
f!i.fi 

the Churon ^en he w^is passed over In the ©lection.""" This ia not

Gf. Irenaeus, I, ol« 16. (pp. 7CM}*
Cf. Bardyj op, cit«, pp« 170-71 where ha explains TTeracleon* a 
doctri?^ on this point, Cf. also lrsnaeus ? A*K.I.1«11. (PP« 53^-4)

44 Wilson, ^The Gnostic ?roblsaw , p. 208.
45 Xromeyts, A.H.III»4.2. (II. p
46 Mv«srsus Velentinianos IV. 1 *
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Origin referred to th® Falentinlans as a "robustissiaa seeta''» '

hey wer© tha px*incifal adversaries of Irenasua, sad according to
i R 

Tartullian the biggest group amoB£ th© Gnostlss* *" However to t&lk
1*3

of Wlentlalsn imostioism Is to risk ispr-eolslon* " X'ae soYe-sent

soon divided into ins® basics groups 5 th© Italian school, under 

Ptoleaaeus and, Kar%ol@$n» and ths Oriafintel achool under Theodotus* 

Th® relationship between th© doctrines of these groups* and rsoro

their relationship •sdth the origia&l doetMne of
"~0 

la not altogether clear* "^^ ?he authorship of -the Gospel

of Truth., and it» place In the d«wsXopm@Bi of ¥al-©ntinian doctrine
!51 

la also nst Glea^* y Th© (rosp©l # whoa¥©r the author might be, Is

vaxy close to Ghrlatian orthodoasgr*

W^ kae^i vesy little etbout Val®Rtinlan organisation! Buch less 

about the or'geaaiiationai dlffarances (if any) ^etwe©B th© different 

schools* Sinea the Valeniinians described bv1 I

Horn* IX in Sgeoliiel 
48
4-9 &mnt» op« olt*« p« 142 J H« Molt, Wllsoa, "G-nosis aM the Hew

p* 91*
50 Cf. SafnaM^ op, cit., pp« 523-51 %7« rj 9 Culspel, S5 Tb@_

doctrine of ¥al@ntin®cl in ?igiliee Christ ianae u:j

51 ^ Quispel^ "Th© Jun|r C»de3£ ^sd its Blgnifiofmoe" in "The .Tung
U F»L» Cross. p» 50 says th.^ ^rk probablj1 came fron- 

himself # before the mov@s©nt di%\lck^l into two schools;
011 p* 54 Quiapel suggests tas possibility that ?al©ntinus ?»-rotvs 
it before h® left the ClitjxtJh* ^; Il$on? op« cit., pr'» 09-92 
points out the difficulties of ascribing tha work to the 
Valentlnian
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52 called the Chriatiens "eoel&siastioi", it seama very probable that

t&ey did not regard themselves as a church. In this ssse pa.asa.ge 

Irenaeus also complained bitterly about their duplioity in seeking

to 3x*re away simple Christians, by claiming that their doctrines
53 were the sac© as the Church* a. ?«rtulli&n nukes a similar point.

Bvidently the aeereoy of ^aeoret* doctrines had other advantages, 

beside preventing persecution. The Yalentlnians believed in the

division of mankind into three fixed or pra-os^daiusd ola&ses i.e*
% the ^ylios, psychics and spirituals. Sagnara tJiirsks that the group

would have possessed rites, ©apeoially as the original group were
55 rasabera of the Clmroh. I*at«r wVal«mtiJairsttaw did have rites

56 57Marcus* who taught in Asia Minor, or perhaps in feu I.

Xremeus, w® hav© ovideus® of his group's prtjphssying^ and celebration

of the Suahari«ti Baptism and Ixtreae Unction. ^h® followers of
59 Theodotus also celeb ra tod bap tiara, and & eiicharist of sorts.

$2 A.H.III*15.2 (11.79) J also 1.1.11 (p. Sk)l 1.1.16 (72-5) 
Christians are called the psyshio ©hurah.
Mversus Valentinianos 1.1-3.

54 Iraameus A.H,X»1.16 (pp. fO-1). This refers to Ptoleoaeus9 
school.

55 Op, eit,, p.

% Doressa, op. oit., p. 32.

57 Cf. nOnostioisa. M Anthology*, ed* S.M. Grant (1^61), 
p. 191.

56 'The relevant texts haw been oolleoted bj Grant. Ibid., pp. 191 
Cf. Clement of Meae&ndria? Sxoerota ex Seriptis Theodoti



Another important piece of evidence is t!-e> letter of Ptolsas&eus

(who 8itcc»a$d$d Yalentinus us head of the ' : ©stern TalentlniaBs) to
60 Flora* ~ Its principal interest lies in its claim to have received

61 the apoatolio tradition by auooeasion. This tradition is secret,

and will b© learnt "by Flora when she is worthy. Although not expressl 

stated* it is transmitted thrsunjh te&eh«rgi such as ITalentinus find

The purpose of the letter Is to explain the nature of the 

of Moseaj to this end tb© Law is divided into three parts i.«o 

0od, fros Ho^ea, and frost the elders* The S'saw*^ re-fs.rer=ee^ to 

oir<MS01slo2ss sabbnth# fasting etc* are only images and

for their preaent Inn^i? spiritual meaning. External fasting
62 is practised* ** The letter por'ti'ays a verj? aoderate fora! of ®nos~

| probably the aeorecsf principle is a^aln at work. 

The rapid disintegration of the Velentinifina Into different

.last, show that th#r@ was little ec^iuntty consciuusness* and 

little o-rgSRiasatioB* There is no wid&no© of a concept of 

office^ or of a hiwrarc&gr of offisent* Only the J-laroosianft and

1%eodotlan0 caii be said to have certainly ua«d rites, % tii^ir own

and it wa^ a ^ust one* th© Valantini^a!s did not constitute

Bpiphmius* *Paswario» 1' f XTXIII. 3-7.
61 S>1«U, HXIIX # 7.

Ibid*, XXXIII* 5.



for a few certain la&dfBaz&s* the life story of laretcn 

in d&ftart&i&* W® do know that ha was boana at Slnone

is. P$ntu»* on tfaa Blaek S&a? and that a&out the year 140 A»D» be 

caste to l$m$» listar authorities clai& that before he left Vontu 

fathsr («. bishop) had eaKMNSJBasaioatcd him bemuse he dishonoii

a virgin »t&tdd

of

most

e

accept the

urges that

n Is to be preferred f&r the story of 

virgin* " ' H0ith@r ItartUXHazs nor Rippo3yta»» both of ^

ad i& tfe6 sorald of thoir oppcaaetrbs »ver 

this stOTy* Marolori was ft&coptod ^a a se®.^r of the HoBaaa

for aoae years | in 144 A«U« h@ waa ea^eHed by the Em

». after s QOfijAmntation t*iiph h® to liave

provoked,

Opinion is still

not b« ^.lassad with tha

diidd«d as to t&ethsr he ahoulsl or

hlffl In & diaostio

» BXaokssajijj"" Bianohi & 

is not sure.

Ossnes
*Hfe« Pattern of Ctaristitm

65

61 U. ^ijmaM, ^Haroions
Vi«tite* Ch^istisim® (21), 1967, F*

ncs©w , 1948, p. 62. 
0^2 D

*

',-.«



tfo&t 8«soadsa?y f o&ng of Maroionitlsm certainly

Aeoording to S^insiasna ~ Mansion is not a Gnostic

the strict aorta® of the weatfU The first and greatest, opponent
71

to

70

71

72

of this $a0.stie slaaslfioatioa twas of eours® Kaawiao

tfe® Cfctostlea admit that hs was

diatinguishing between the 

^jsist'* S-od of the Old Ts

of a

His wa@

of O

of all sl®a®

s^at«»diu of St. Paul* Works eliminated inotu

of Mat Madfk and
"o be

the* pastoral epistle a awS.

then a 3 ad

t4SMMSh.®r -$*•.«& VV?-'!V 1'iW~lS 4^4 ¥ . p'i-V*'^ •i*)*^"''^ f*\Vi"^l "1***i* ^•ft.'tf} Vidvit <« jA e ffS f*
U%? V U^ 4.1 Jf *& iiFIi >5 4*^ CiliJk, U, V » •• -l 1^ «a -:i« «*Nfcl*' W

A, • -«ih i>-

by & Imk of speculative int*r«st f

- f

his
i*

his rou as a aburoli* Th©

ust fes th© «asps seice

Ifertulliana is L,loht«

so

i^i/* d—/ e

* la rlf^ss^ oh^ltimme au 
1922,, p. 141 f 143*
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*7»

the Maroionites wak& ofeuroh&s 11 K shov;3 this, Origin tails us that
7s* they called their buildiiig **churohes% although ho referred to

thair group as a aohool, v " Tb^y were -a serious long-tern opponent
77 78 to the church. Jus tin ff and Tertulliair toll us that thay w

the world* 0©1*U8 toa&w of only t*?o Qhrifttlan 

the Gatholica aiid t&» Mai*oi OB.it® B» ?.topy of tb» latter aurviv«d 

tha ISaat, ©spsci&l^ in Sjria, \aatil th.e aiiddl© of the fifth oantuxy, 
while & fsw aurriired until the ^-fiddl© Agoa, la the West, thoir 

decline began ^s @a,rly a« the thiitf contui^r. Similar^, splits 

developed within th« Btoveaantf aa a disoiplci of Haroion called /.ps 

his own »€«>t« Unlike his toaohar* Ap©ll©» was not a dualist
Yet <moth«r aect within t^be larger ^brcionitd family, htsadod by

79 Syrenoa» believed in the ©xistanoe of three principles.

Hanaiackf s view that Marolon gave the deals ive impulse in tho

oreation of th« old Qntholio ChurcJi, aM left the zoodel for ita
SO 81is now gmior^l^r regarded a* an

?iV Adv. Marcion IV.
75 Frag. 13 in 3ts3?@mlah (G.a»Ji.in« 204} J alao Co^» S@ri©s in 

	Kt 43 • These probably refer to Hareionlte ehurohefl*
75. Coram* I* «18 OB tomms*
77 Apology, 1.26,
78 My. Marion V. c19*a,
79 Suaeblua,
80 Op, oit,,
81 Cf, Bl«ekmafi, op, cit., ©.g, p, 12j G.

de l*%lls* d© Mint Irlal© au conoile do "Tio^e (1%7)» 
PP. 38-39*



0108er ttar&ion.' Is moved to the 6-nostias the more difficult (but

not JUsposolble) it feeaos&s to support itenaok'a thesis; ssoroover 

the period in which this deolalv® influence occurred must have been 

around the middl© of the aecom century, a period which does not 

give us auch indorsation on those reXemnt points,

Goss&ent&tora ar® a$$*e$4 that th© Maroionite aossaunltles were

united in a Idode oonfftderation* and that the organisation vdthin
82 th© local comounitieia was &lso loose and fluid* ' Certainly

Tertutlian'a strletures provide arapl« ovidenc® for tbl^j conclusion,

his iesoflptions are teSsen with a ve^ libv,5rcil dash of

Bartly 'foeli^rsfi that these loo^© organ! &atlon?il foroB wera
gj prevalant in ths oliuroh genar&Xly at "the tins© of Juatins

of Ir0na0u.s and latar orthodox 'csriters show that the 

ohurch, isnlike th© MarcIonrbeSj, q^.,lcfk!l^' jsoved besj'cnd. tills situation 

to sns of much Atrlotor Intm-ual -and inter-ooiaaunlty organlaatlon. 

At tills pruei^e lewel of Qr$aalaatianal forsasn Maroionlte Influence 

on th& Church was negligible*

However, this group did mak© a ¥®zy sl^nlfloant Impact on the 

Church, mid on the iaaa of authority wife in tlia Church by clearly 

defining the norros which they accepted* "*h© Old Testa-sent books 

rajeoted^ so resoifiKg (aisong ssifs^ oth«3r things) an^ asblfuitias 

th© position of tha Old Te»t®aerrb Law. Mo^b iinport^mt of all there

190.
82 . Haraa'.sk, op, sit*, ©»g» p]5» 18ls..«»5;/ ^us^3.er 9 op* elt e? p a 159; 

Blaoksaeua* pp« 5*^1 ©t alii*
85 Cf, Tertullian eap« Be Praeso. Haer* :-0*l. 1-8* 

Op. oit., p»



afeout the of

» If t$w M/ar®lcmtt®*t still differed asaos^ themselves, fos3. war©

X&M&« te olarif^ thelsr beliefs, th@y o^rlaiiilj did know 

what book* thsgr mishit tr aiglet ntt &p|s««l to in thaae disputes. A

of im$3^i&tid&* t^oit ar «^r@S8«d i« fuadsss^ital to
of ester

The p.ii^imli of a

in tlia torn*

as a «aitiv« factor oau fee vesy , U4-

of o-r

bas!0 ft^t of $#e£ safely both of these) Is also

of religious 

thia

poiixt 10 not Q9G00t!l^ oai*

of th

z!% eoourring a® it did l>efor-e the

The rej0Gfti©i2, of tfa© Old ?esta$ea& mis cesrtftinl^' an i7B

although it .might hdve ba-aa c.la£iadd that it did sswt differ too

of Oae Old

writer *uoh as

was

of ma

an inaov&tioa* Hoiwas1 the r^alite1 of a list of

that of Harcion is a ia of a

ua&& oks that tlsi©|

authority e$ual to the OM

had a long iwi©w of

the t^^ which b§ profanes with th© i2. iiajtlon between



the Idea of oanonioity, and the reality of a closed canon of bocks.
Pr" 

Harnack stressed Marc ion's originality on both counts." ;. leading
?**7

opponent of his was 2ahn, '' who claimed that fee ?7ew Testament canon 

existed at the beginning of the aocom century. The broad lines of 

Harnack1 s thesis ha1?© been accepted by von Campeuhauser., who clatris 

that both tfc© idea and reality of a Christian bibla originated vdth

Maroion; no Christian or gnostic preceded him in this. Barely
89 thinks that this viow is tm exaggeration, as does Ulactecan, who

says that the idea of eanonicity was aa familiar in tho Church as
90 that of revelation. But it reKaina <as s»n unesoapahle fact th?\t the

first olbftdd list of N«w Testaiaent bocks for v?hioh T?e have direct
"evidence is Marcion's list of one G-ospol and the Pauline op

i?ie have no evidence of aj^,r individual ohuroh, or of any group of

leaders froja various local ohurdies cioetin^ together during the 2nd

or 3r<i centuries to fix on "official" list in opposition to Mar cirru
92 93The evidence assembled by von Caapenhausen" and Bladanan'' shov:s

86 Op« cit., e.g* 33
87 'i'h* 2*ahn "Crosehio 

2, 1888-91.
88 *»Sie Bntstetaaig dar ohridtlioheu Bibel", 1966, pp. 174--!?.
89 Op, oit., pp. 36-9*
90 Op. cit., p* 32*
91 Hanaon, tradition in the ^ar^ Ohirroh", pp. 168-90 believe 

that Marcion*3 efinon wad not in fnct the first one*
Op. cit., pp. 201 s :> 

Op. <slU, .jp. 27-37 sq.



that differences remained for a long time among the churches, and 

that final unity was not reached on this point until the sixth

century, However, from the time of Iranaeus at the very latest a
9Lfundamental unity did start to emerge.' This final product emerged

by a kind of oszaosisi determined partly no doubt by the choice of 

texts used in the liturgy (a choice probably decided by the clergy, 

rather then the laity), but also by the attitude of the whole local

easssjunityf and by that of the intellectual leaders of the community
95 i,e* the teachers. Harden certainly hastened, this £«nert>l process,

e?en if he? did not begin it,

Another peculiarity of Harcioa'a v?as that he did not formulate

a rule of truth, or creed* H&rn&ok explains this by his anti-
96 philosophical bias*' If Apellea is typical of th@ whole movement

on this point^ it would also seem thr.t they v?ero not vary interested

in saying what they aie&nt, or e^en (according. to Tihodo) ±n meaning
97

what they said," Tertullian also tells us that there wore variations

in their rule of faith* J So on this point too, as ifamack points

94 Cf* Blackman, op, cit», p» 34? von Ceaapanhausgn, oo, c
p* ,201 sqj Honsvin, op; cit., p, 1% stresses Irenaouo* r 
as a landmark in the acceptsinGe cf the ?o«rth G-ospolj on p* 192 
ha gives the years 170-180 A.D. as the time when Paul's epistle! 
and the four Scspels were rftoognieed as "exclusively a sthorita-

95 The teaohera mi^t b€ cl&rios s but clerical status ^£\a not 
necessary to be a tsdoh&r*

96 Op. cit., p. 1-90,
97 Eusebius, K.H.V.13. 5-7.
98 I;© Pr&eaer* llaeret* XLII. 7» *r etiara a re^iilis suis rariant 

inter se''5 cf. ibid., XLI1. 8.
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99 cut* they enjoyed greater freedom than the Catholic conisunities.

It remains only to givo a little more detail about the

life, and actual organisational fonriS of the Marolonlte
100communities* They celebrated baptism, and the Eucharist. uo do

not know if Maroion hiissslf was called "bishop* in his own life-
Id tim©, but there were bishops, presbyters, deacons and lectors in

102 their oooaunitle** Tertullian also oooplains that priestly duties

( sac&rdotalia isunera) wesr® givos to the laity; that the people

chosen to be ordained, as clerics T/0re often unsuitable, and that
103 these clerical states irare not pextnanent* \?e do not know hov;

much truth there is in these accusations* They see£n to have abolished

•tii© distinction between oatechumenA and faithful; at least, both of
1G& these groups could attend the Eucharist. ' This last fact is of

oours© just one step further than tho rejection of secret tradition* «
105 which rejection Maroion also taught* ' Th^jr also had woiDen office

holders, who*, according to Tartullian* taught, arguod,
, ^ promised cures, and even baptised (perhaps) •

	Op. olt«* p» 190} of, p. 199.
100 Cf. Ter&lliaa, Ad.v, Maroion 1*14*3* Br. 34* 5.
101 Of* Blaokman, op* oit., p. c>.
102 Tertullian, op* oit., XLI. 8*
103 Ibid*, XLI* 7-8*
104 Ibid*, XII. 2*
105 Cf, Bar%, op. cit., p»
106 Ibid*, 2LI* 5.



The practice of a common asceticism contributed much to the 

cohesion sjid stability of the group, Maroion'a rejection of

probably had tlte same effect among tg-ios-e isho accepted the
108directive* ' This eoa&unlty spirit had little of the prophetic

109 
"enthu&iaaza*, associated with Wontanism. ' Such a leek brought

few long-term disa^ vantages.

All this Is vezy aiailar to what we know of the ^ornan ciAi 

about the middle of the second century of. Jiistin, ^teTi&as* It la a 

tgrpioal product of the ti»e and situation of Ita birth. Except for 

the prohibition of m&rrin£^0 aaich of it is surprising "liberal". 

It was pradi0e3y these ^liberal1* olenents which the C!-»ircli rftjeotod 

increasingly <3mrlng tlie third century* Uarcion had influenced t*» 

'Church at a slightly deeper level, o»p«cia3 ly in his f oreoulation of 

a New Testament canon*

The Churches each reacted diff^snily to the .gnostic threat. 

Especially in £lexftndria its iwfluenoe on arthodos: intellectual 

circles was considerable. Elsewhere the vholeaalo rejection of 

gnostic values, was noapd coKolste, Because of their othsr-worlfUy 

interests, their organisation had little influeme on the Church, 

which steadily introduced, a tighter and more coaprehensivd discipline! 

As a preliminary to thin, and in direct opposition to .the gnoctic*, 

the Church h&& to clarify the nature of her nonas i.e. the plftoe of

107 Cf.. BlaokGS&n, op* oit-», p» 9 1 H^maok, op.
108 Cf. Tertulli«n, Adir» '-laroion I. c2'9.i| IV.
109 Cf. Tertullian, ibid. V. o15, 5,
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and tradition ami the identity of their custodians. It
-4* v

was the &nostle struggle ^rdch saw the predorainnnoe of the bishop 

b-oeese a univerBal feature of Churofe lif®.
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Chapter Three. 

IRSKAK&3.

bishop of !#w» embodies th® Chmroh ! 9 response to 

the Gnostic crisis* In the Adversue Haereses, mil his energies &r® 

d«vot«d to th$ refutation of th$«$ opponents, *ad all his theology 

is developed for this polemical purpose. But w@ cannot thereby 

conclude that hie theories on ••&, th® Church, tradition, authority 

were only weapons to be used stairs at the heretics, were not held 

si8O«r«iy or wer® divorced from th© everyday life of the Church. 

fhs Onoatic etra^le forced him to answer curtail* questions, and 

th« nature of his aaswajre was determined by a vaxiitty of factors.

He «a@ born in Asia Minor, probably in Srsyrna, wh@r@ as a 

youth h© had liatcsied to Mahop Folyoarp preaohin^. H® lat«r went 

to 0®al, and in 177 (©*• 17B) *• a prsabyter of th^ Charoh of Lyons 

he was sent to Pope ?;leutherug. in lome to seek toleration for th@ 

Kontanists of Asia Minor* During this absence, Pothinus, bishop of 

lyoae waa martyred^ wh®» p««to@ wa« restored, IrsRae^s suooeedod 

him. fhe details of his episcopate eyre unknown^ althougii ha did 

intercede with Pope fiotor, urging moderation, in the 

quarrel. Th* traditio» that h© died a martyr is of doubtful 

', and was not known to 1%

S.H, ?. 

.,f. 24* 18-



Irenaeus w«s no intellectual j nor w&e he % churcfa&sn in 

quit* the same "political" sense aa Cyprian. Be was e pastor, 

saw the desiage inflicted on his people by the various exotic 

teachings of the heretics; and he reacted vigorously. Those who

leave the Church, and especially those who oa&s$ others to leave,
x

ore followers of the prince of devils. John's treatment of

Cerinthua, and Folycarp's notorious rebuke for ̂ srcion are quoted

with approval. Th«ae were hia norths against the Gnostics. Others

he.4 to aeeirail&te their insights, aa h© was intent only &n

and preserving. Hia seed tic caat of mind, concrete and

imd especially his smti-i?it©llectuali®C! ensurod. that he was well

oaat for thia role. "£re not there as iuai^ heresies as philosophiea?'\

he ex@JUJ.si8 impatiently? then addii^ isisiediately that both ^roupo
5 were cond«jsned to seeking and never finding.^ In this same

unsympathetic vein, he had to adjsit that some heretics did get 

beyond & perpetual and fruitless searoh? &©m claim to dieoover a

doctrine & day, while others went one better than even the Apoetlea
7end discovered another God!

Adveraue Haensses If* 66. 1* (II. p. 506). Both section and 
pa^e r®f®re»«e« are frwi t* I&rre^'e two vol^m© 1857 e&itioa, 
Second volajaa pa^ referencee ere prefaced by the prefix "11".

A & li TTT X A /TT4- »»ii» 4X1« 3» 4* \**«

5 A.I. II* 40. 1.

fk A*H* X. 14* 4«

7 A.I. Ill* 12. 1% (II. 67).
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conaaunity of persons) which form® the essential eoattxt for all life 

of the Spirit, a»£ all att&imsejat of truth is in direct opposition 

to the mainstreiwa of Snoatio thought. Siren ajRonff th© Tal©ntini«aa, 

the Gnostics' disdain for historical reality and their disinclination 

to organise® ensured that there w«* nothing resembling this 

insistence. The Churches combine to fce th* salt of th© ©srthj the

pillar of e&lt which always atren&thatui the sons of th® Father, even
12 whan whole members fall &way from her.

churches are waited into & real aad historical unity, not

so much by orgenisation, or ritual, or oojaisojs origias, ae fey th«i
15 fact that they all teach ot*@ £ad the saa® faith. ffeia derives frcm

the Gnostic emphasis on aavmg knowledge, and their 

imterpretations of ite aatm-e. But for Ireaaeus, oo^sson doofriiis i0 

only on® aspect of th© whole i it is on thia ground that th© Church 

ie attacked, and here she mugt be defended. The Church's ijmlty is 

also fotaad at a richer imd 4®@p«r Itvel thaa « cossaoa adherence to a. 

set of doctrines. It is rootad in th© Holy Spirit, and so transcends 

history as well as jmrtieijmtiag in it. nfh©re th& Ofeuroh is, there 

al»o is th© Spirit of 0o4» «*jd where there is the Spirit of £od, 

there is the Church and every iprftce 11 . She possesses the gift of

12 A.E. IT. 4S. 2. (11.254). 
15 A.E. I. 64. (97) et<s.
14 A.H. III. 58. 1. (11.132). ®« Biwit "Traditioa

Sukzesaion" 19^3? pp. 519 si- Ai»cu«s©8 Ireaaeus' oonoeption 
of th® r©l@ of th© Spirit in the Chnreh.
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15 love, the greatest of the charisss, x together with all other

charisce. In fact she has one eoul and one heart, and preaches
17&s though ah© had only on® month.

other features of Jrenaeus' concept of the Churoh should 

be noted. The Church united in Spirit and in truth is recognized as 

such by its apostolic foundations, and by the lists of official
« 0

witnesses (i.e. bishop*) going back to those times » It is the 

official Church which has a monopoly of the Spirit? he never 

considered the possibility that the life of the Spirit slight grow 

cold within her* On the other hand, while he believed that church 

officials were holy (rather than that they should be such), there 

was never any euggestion that the officer class had a monopoly of 

the Spirit iu the Church, to the exclusion of the laity. He did not 

think in these terse.

None of the Fathers or the Mew Testament writers imagined that 

the life of grace wae to be found outside the organised Christian 

o In this sense Xreaaeus* conjunction of the official

15 A.B, IT. 53. 2- (11.263).
16 A.H. IJ. 49. 3. (379)*
17 A.H. I. °3. (92).
18 A.H. IT* 53. 2- (11.262) shows this very clearly, as does IT, 

<*42. 1* (II.23§) *tTbi igitur oharisa^tft J^aini posita soat, 
ibi disoere oportet Tsrlts>tsra, apud c«o8 est e« Quae «st ab 
Apostolis ^ccleaia© succeesio, et id quod est aamua et 
irr®|»rob«.bile ooiiv©rsatiORls, «..**| also wduod(!K«u3tyl«st 
firma^entua loelesiae** i.e. apostles* A.H. IT. 35* 3* (II.227)
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o&Aa?iem&tio is only another expression of a universal chrieti&n 

belief* Bawewn*, his erntvhaeia or* the charismatic and on the bishops 

reflects his 'Caetorn birth. Ignatius of Mtiooh is the obvious 

ssodalj b&t Blum rightly localises this tradition further to Asia 

liner iteelf, ' quotiag the snti-lontaaist AOOTOS ia Uueebitua. That 

the ^ont&niet movement itself arose ih&r@ and achieved considerable 

suooess is further evidence for th&ir Bove«-th8a*w««t«xa.

the charisn&tio. Polycarp @hows that th« ar^* was a oeatr« for 
20

Since the Reformation, Irer.aQua has been a primary source for 

tb« dtfeate afeoat $<sriptur« and oral tradition. I&turally thes« lat®r 

difficulties w«a?« 3ao eonoera of his. then h® did 3^®ak of traditioa, 

he usually did not restrict its meani^;-; to the oral Tarioty. In 

fast, his define© of tfe® CJiuroh was v©a?7 saete mi appeal to the

Many of th« Oaostic s«et» «««6 Sejriptiani as a 

other®) for pjcops to th@ir partioalar doctrines* iaroioa.,

he rejected the Old Testament and many lew Tes talent books 8 mads his

19 Slum, op. oit., pp. 2^*24. Sf, Ifcsebitis S.fi. ?. 16.7l

20 Of. I^aattins* l»tt«r to Folye&rpf bishop of th© 
Intro,



appeal to hi» om list of Serlptesau Sag&ardy followed

toa» aho«a that the appeal to Soirlptture was al*o a 

notable ohavaetttrit'tie of the Yaleatij&iima* fkej 

chief appaneata, aM he aus-w«ip«ni them on their ow

von Camp«nhausen deiaonatrattsd that Irenasus la a symbol af

the transition in the Churab fw» a beXi«f in traditiim (smtmr®
«» 

unspecified) to acceptance of the noria of a list &f bookg, 1.^.

the Old and few Testaii^nte. This 19 a l^nd^ark 1m Chrieti^i 

and adherence to the Scriptures (in ao&© form at least) 

cliaracterifltio of all Chris ti&niiy ever siiice. It is 

that thia natural pjr@@0@a of recoil sin £ the

booka, ic *rMch Irenaeus %taara witness 9 wms speeded up by

the Valentiiiiaa entbuaiasai lor them. ^

IrenaeuB, the apostolic writings are the

of the apostolic tradition. fh®$i& t^r^s are

unity, whioh he ace^ptad imqueationingly, never
2^ its praauppoaltions or consequences. It Is only in thi@ senae that

he earn be described as & Scrip tur&i theolcgian. How ever

21 JP» Sagnard, "La Gmose fal«tial®»e et 1* f&soiiaw de Saiat 
*,** in Studes d^ Phlloaophie M*di4vale. (XXXH), 194?

A. Beaoit, "Saiat Xrfoe**
F» 77.

23 "Me Bfttfttatraig der ehristlioheB Mbal**. 1f^t F
24 Benoit t op, cit*, p, 77.
25- Of. Blwft, op. eit.» P. HO | 160.
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accuracy of ibis deseriptien in strikingly ee&fizned fcj the fact 

that there &r* 629 refereaees to the Old Testament ija the jldhrersus 

Haereses and 100 in the Denoastratioai sad 1065 3?©£$ratio»s to the

Mew Teatatte&t in th© Ad versus Haereses* the tejsa "traditioa" is
26 only 21 times for Chile tiun traditiaa,

He a©0@pt©4 tho iip^olal status of the four gospels from 

tradition, and never felt required to offer & serious def^Bca of
/jf-*y

their nomativ® value. f Faults opietle^, i^oiudi^g the
29 and Acts enjoy a niaiiar striding. Th®ro is ao *rv'idenc« in

fox* a inaction against i^ui iu orthodox oircl^^y due to Mareto&*
t/ 1 \ ItQ

aiieueo» WM10 the cpisilas ar*? only once described &.E ^c ^ 

thie should b& eet beeide the coEipleaQiitaT;/ facts that the

M or *Soriptua?««f* ay« -caalir applied twio® to th® lew

#ritiivie alofi«, lo«t frequently th© terms are applied to
51 the Old and New Tostafiento togethor. y This is eirldl©nc@ of the

26 A* Benoit, "icriture et Ti,v^itiofi chea aaint lren©e" in E 
d'Hiatoire et de Hnlt-sophi** H:eligi,©aees" (40) 1960, p.

11* 11.
Adv03?8tta Es©re»©8 be-giiie with A quotation fro® n 

!••• 1 Tim* 1«4« IwrnaeuB ko«?w Hftbr«we f t 
did not attribute it to Paul. C£. Kussbius S.H*

te Luke's Gos|»el ®««S let®, and the neiMMislty of aeeeptiag both 
or neithe*. A,H. III. 14. 5*4. (1I.T7-B),

30 A.H. I. 1. 12. (55).
Jt I. von C*38$»<&iifeflta»e», op. oit., n 201, p. 220, quoting J. loh, 

«*M» l®hr® dee IX. Xren&ui miner dm» leua feetaateat1*. (1919)»
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changing status of the lew Testament books in general, rather than 

that of Paul'a epistles alone*

the reluctance to apply the terra "Scripture" to the Hew 

Testaaent alone also indicates that there is as yet no fixed and 

closed canon of Hew Testament books to equal those of the Old. 

The "Catholic" epistles are rarely quotedj likewise the Apocalypse,

and Ireneeus has no term to designate the unity of the Hew Testament
«* 

books, and distinguish then from the Old.

fhe gospels ( Acts and Paul's epistles possess their status 

because they express the teaching commit tod to the Apostles by

Christ himself« Their apostolic origin is the first proof of their 

reliability. 56

Apoatolicity is also an important criterion for recognizing 

the truth of all Christian teaching, as well as its writtern Scriptural 

form* But another characteristic, subsequent upon this apostolieity, 

would hare aade a more immediate impact on the general rum of people 

i.e. the clala that only one and the same faith is taught throughout 

ail the Churches. By say standards this is an iiupreseiv^ claim. As 

it is one and the saiae sun which shines in the whole world, so the

52 Cf. Bluftf op. cit., p. 176$ voa Campiaahauasn op« cit., 
245-4*

33 von CaBapenhausen,, op. cit., pp. 22?-8.
34 Ibid., p. 320*
3$ Of. A*H. HI* Preface (11.1)| III, el. 1. (II.2) etc.
36 €f« Bluia* op» oit*, pp.
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preaching of the truth illuminates all mm who wish to receive it;

whether the Church leader he a competent teacher or less than that,
57 the faith restating one ant the aaae. The growth of the Churches in

the first two centvrie© was a necessary prerequisite for these 

statements. Unanimity of doctrine among a few saall Christian 

coffliBunities, even if scattered, would arouse little interest. A 

similar olaim for a large number of Churches, many of thea very 

different and some with nearly one hundred and fifty years of history, 

is a very different matter. Born in Asia Minor, a visitor to Rome, 

and a bishop in Gaul, Irenaeus was ideally suited by His background 

to draw attention to this unity* Hdls Paul and the author of the 

Apocalypse had stressed the need for doctrinal unity within local 

churches (sad by implication, within the wider cGsucunity), he was tte 

first to speak of the doctrinal unity of all the churches &s a none 

against which other groups could be judged. This is a logical 

develotwaent of earlier Christian history; indeed it oould he said 

that the easio lew Testament doctrines of the People of God and the 

Statical Body of Christ require such & development* It was the 

Gnostic divisions which focra&sed attention on this unanimity. Their 

"personification" of the Church (i.e. one aeon, rather than & number 

of groups) also Bade it easier for him to view the Church in these 

global terms.

37 A,E* X.
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validity of Irenaeue' appeal t& a world- wide 

of faith cannot be accepted without same reaerv&tioas. Differences 

of belief aiaong orthodox eosanunities towards ths end of the aeoond 

century should not be exaggerated? but the teaching of Clamerit of 

Alexandria, and indeed Crigen, is different In many resi^ots from 

that of Irenaeus. Hie claim presupposes at least a clearer 

distinction between "the essentials" of faith cosMcm to all, mid the 

less aesential; something only hinted at in th® references to 

cr®ed» and rules of faith made at that tine. The verification of 

his appeal ia not the only difficulty subeequent Church history 

soon a&swfcd that th« norm itself was not suitable for 

Athanaeius could fitake no «fpo«d to th* \manimity of the Church! 

Before ooncluding- this outline of Irouaeus' norme with a 

section on the rule of truth s wt isiist return to the concept of 

fo t&e i?al^ that this is

restricted t© oi?al traditi0at Ha*r^ ia
Mk 4%

Haerts©& III. 2* '5* 1* 5M» pm»s^

appeal to their owa oral tradition* It was a di^reeeion, as ip, shown

by the author's reraark at its conclusion that he will mow retuxn to
xa

the Soripturee for his proof* that Christ is truth. Its purpose

38 A.B. Ill* 5* 1
by aisasy acholars e.g. J* Oc^ag»via» «*?i»ibile Fatrit Filiue.
A itady of Iraaaemtt 1 f*aefelag ^ H«v©l^tios sad 7rttditi<mtt ia
Ori^atalift Christiana
M«3md«r« and Benoit's 1960 article. H. Holstein, "La
Tradition der? Apotres chea Saint Irenee,'1 in
Sci©»oe l^li^ieuae (56) 1949, P« 230.
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was not to sx&zaine th« r©latioit*hip b*tws«a srittea and oral

tradition, but to authenticate both forms, ©zid especially the oral,
$9 through their Apostolic origins. 7

Also tradition ie ©calesiaslic&l, ooReerved only in the Church* 

Tfhis is net merely a logieal coii^equence of his theory of the Church, 

but a belief which h$ himself held and stated* sVhile Hisyaders was 

correct in pointing out Irenaeus 1 emphasis on apostolic!ty, his 

further claia that tradition is alirisys apostolic, and not from Christ 

or the Church is aislea&inf. It is not true that ''Tradere" or

fi <fcvuc- is reserved exclusively for th© Apostles f^ they 

usually are the agents *'ho handed on the faith, but so are God,

Christ, the Gospel* the Church, the presbyters (or elders), Pclye&rp
42and Irenaeus himaelf . LVen when the Apoetlee ar© the agents » they

always received the true teaching fro® Christ, end passed it on to 

the Church to be ooas^rved by her.

Slum, op. oit,, p.
B.B. Boynders, "Psxtutaislft. 3U* pro&r&s d® l*1^4ed© tradition 
juaqu* & »atnt Ir^4^*' in Reoharchea de Theoiogie anoi^nne et

41 As Eeynders op* oit., p.
42 Holstein in his 1949 article points this out« Op« oit., p. 238 

HB0miwus«. A.H. IV. 18 (11.169) t Christ* A.H. Ill* 9« 1. (II. 
30)| the Gost«i* III. 10. 6. (IZ.40)f «i« Church. III. 3. 4* 
(II.12)I the pr0«hjt@rs. Mf5s© D0m0natr&tion of the Apostolic 
Preaching" e 5. (J. Armitage Hobineon*® trsaslation, London 
192C))f Folyoarp, A.E. III. 3. 4» (11*13)? IreBacsus. IT. 
preface. 1 (II. 145) "tracsaattens'1 .

43 I.g. Th« Apostolio Prtsjohing par. 98| A.H. T. preface (11.313) 
eta. Holstein in wiother article "L«a Temoine de la 
tlv^lation &'&$i&& s&iat Irlal©w in Hsoh. So. Bel. (41). 1955> 
p. 411, has pointed out the flw? stages in thf? econoEy of 
salvation (gtcoordiag to Irenasus) i.e* I*aw, Prophets, Christ, 
Apostles, Church.



Tb«r© are n number of referenced to the rule of truth, the
Jtt

th© rule of faitn*^ and the kexygna of truth. fh#rs ia now a

measure of agre<&m©nt that th« rale of truth signifies wtb« doctrinal

content of the ChristiiJi faith me handed down ia tht Catholie
47 Chureh**. On aferely logical grounds, this doctrinal cont&mt must

d©lin<i*at©d in scaae fashion. Ifeere is w»o elisgle

aooepted creed**^ in !r©aa©us' writing, bmt the rules of faith er© 

various suMaariec of doctrine- 1 different b$oast»» of th®ir various 

purposes e*gr« anti<4Mretiosl 9 or th@ nee^ssit^ of ««s|?hasising eo&e 

particular tru^i. It was one such that John set up i» th« Church

against Cerinthue and the rTicolaitans. Iranaeue can heirdly have
^49 elaiffl€»d that he iaeti felted tfee dootri»sl ©ontent of faith. 7

Th®r$ are a atssfe^r of these summaries in his writings,
«0 

fonsulaa and content a differ! ^* ^*® "ml® ©f truth"

44 A.H. III. 11. 7. (tl.41) et alii.
45 The Apostolic Preaching 3I &•

46 A.M. XXX* 5. x* \Xi» !«./! X. >»

47 J.I.D. Kelly, "Early Christian Carted* 1* 19&>f p. 76? B. van
den F^mde, "Lcs Aortas do I'jSnaeigner^nt Chretien" 1933, p. 266?

mpenhausen, op. ait.* p. 214* Bit*®* op* eit.» p* 172? 
. AiBBHundsen, "The rule of truth 1m Xr@n$gms** J.T.3* (15) 

P* 57<5»
Op. Cit«y J5« 7^»

* III. 11. 7* (11.40-t) w<^ti« Igitttr tall* oonscribere 
volens diaclpulus Bociiai, ©t regulan veritatis eonstitaier^ in 
loolesia, quia eot 'onus Beus ossnipotsms* qui per Yerlmn auufc2 
otunia fecit/' etc.

50 A.H. I. °2 (90-1) is th© sort nota&l® of these. Also III. 4* 
1. (11.16)? III. 17. 6, (II. 87)| HI* 1. 2. (II.6).



47

doctrine expressed in tfeis fora. On one occasion Xreaaeu© epeake of 

the necessity of adhering to the rule of truth which is received 

through baptism.** This is not to be confused with th© b&ptism&l

creed ©r interrogations, as it contains more truths than the
52latter. Bauson suggests , as is wry protaible v that the rule of

truth refers to the doctrine tsagit during instruction for baptism, 

rather than & creed »t the rite itself, The difference betwen 

the rule of truth and the baptismal creed is emphasised by Xreitaeus 1
Cj|

use of the rule as a test of orthodoxy gainst heretics. There is 

no eridence that the baptismal formul&e served this purpose. Their 

content WAS too summary to be &n effective safeguard &f&iB$t heresy, 

and there is so&e evidence that heretics some tiroes used the 

formulae ss orthodox Christians.

The basic appeal was to the unity of faith, which had 

committed to the Churches by Christ, and then the Apostles. The 

foretacst expression of this faith is fount in the Scripturesi 

occasionally it is found in oral tredition, or summarised in the 

rules. But the significant development, which id followed by all

51 I.. 1. 20
52 fi* Eolstein, *l»es for^des dm symbols dsns 1'oeuyre de saint 

Irease** in Reek. So. Rel. (34) 1947» |»p« 454-^$ v-aa d©ji 
Eyat®, ep. oit. t pp. 287-^9«

55 t.F.C. Hnnson, "TrsAition 1m the Early Church*1 1962, p. 
Cf« Kelly, op. 0it. f p» 51*

54 E«g. III. 1I» 7. (11.40-1)1 in. 12. 7. (11.59).
55 HsasoBi op. eit. f pp. 65~6; Holstein, 1947> srt. p. 455-



later writers, is the recognition of the H*w Testament writings as 

the primary source of doctrias, and the eaergia$ recognition of a 

fix«d list, although still blurred at tha ®dge®, of tha@© Books*

TOB AM8TOLIC SBCCSSSIGK.

All the Apostles taught oria and th# saa® faith, which was mot 

transmitted to a section or olass of peopl© within the local 

Churches t but to all the faithful* fho suggestion that eaoh Apostle 

preached according to bis p@re©aal ^il^ aa& f««icy ia ridiculous?

for then no oae would hav# the rul© of faith, sad Christ's

would have b©^i a mmte of time. The truth is available for all

desire it, and its con tent, ever^here the easio, is unaffected
«7

the skill or i^oratac© of the t@4a©her* ' Qm can be sur® of this

because of the succession lists of bishops, which return unbroken to 

•toe bishops created "fey the Ap<Mitla0 themselves! @v«si if, per 

intpossibila, these i]postl^s did hair© a sp^ei&l res^rr^d teaching

this would ©0rtai»ly havs be®» eoisasitt^d t® those plao@<l over the
56local Ch&reh«s by the®. Polyoarp i® the prim® ©jLample of

not only was h« taught by the Apostles, but th0y appointed hi® bishop
59 of Sagnma. y Irenaeus knows of isai^r episeop&l lists for loosl

56 ef. I.E. Ill* 1?. 7-8* (II.59-61).
57 A.H. I. °3 (92-4)$ 211* 58. 1.
58 A.H. III. 5* 1. (II.8-9). 

A.H, III. 5. 4- (11.12).



Churches f but rather thai* anuBerat* all of them, puts forward th$ 

list of the gtost ancient and greattet of the Chorchee i.e. Hose, 

foimdtd by both ?©t«r aad Paul.*0

This linking of the biahop and teacher matt hare been & 

coffisttonplac© belief In many ?!aetem Churches. Igiiatiue of Antioch 

«ad Polycarp are »x@»|>lfj8 of it* Ireafcoue e®rtaisly believed that 

the elders of fottBor times were bishops j but im So&« aad 

there was considerable ambiguity over the fttatus of the elders 

clerical or otherwise), and a studied diflinclination to link the 

teaching function too closely to the episcopal of Hoe* Because 

of his £ asters origin*, Ireaamie itmtad that th« bishop was th® 

guarantee for the faith of the local Church as though It wad the 

moat natural and uncontested belief in Christendom. Already at this 

time most Ghriatifijie aharod this view; but he went a little further. 

Batplte th« doubta of e«rtidm orthodox oirolt* in th« p*eat 

intellectual centres of i<m« and Alexandria, ho regarded the teaching 

function of the biahop sot as & useful extra, or byproduct of the 

aati-C*tostis fttruggta, but as an eases tial charaeteristio of the t
6? Church, instituted by the Apostles. fh© ipostl«e net enly placed

i.I» III. J, 1, (IX«9)« $b* *<&* Irwwum* envisaged for th® 
toman Ch«d?eh is dlaouased in a l*t*T chapter, (i.^. ohftptea? 
10).

61 For the aoman eituition of. chapter 4, aectioae c suad dj for 
Alexandria c5, section e*

62 Of* Blwm, op. olt., p. 215*



th© bishops owr t&e Churches* fcut handed over to their succeaeorB 

tfaalr w

Linking the teach in. ̂ bishop with the notion of succession and 

apostolic tradition Is a further step, Froia i?h&re did

this dootrlaa? Heget ippu« had oertainl^ used it earlier, ^

but th*r» i« & widfc body of opinion that the ll^k-tro of apofitolicity, 

tradltlo® oad suecetsloia (hut aot afi»«^paey) WM takan ovsr from 

th« Gnostics, that S^yndert pat forward itt 1^33 as a prorlsory

feeeau»© of tins lack of
&!> d«f«m4ed *a a fact irs 1946* a^S Ton Campenhausen hltmtlj

^7 aaserted In 1955* 7hl@ opiniois hss not won universal acceptance
€SSa^si&rd refa*®-4 It, ' aad Och@|^Tla arguufrd a^iwst it f perfeapa tots

69enthusiastically.

fha ^yid^ao® for a Omostle source is th« letter of
70 the successor of Valentimis, to a aom&n matron* ?lora. This letter

cannot be dat*d exactly, but sosttioe around 165 ^«^» id a ooffiis.cn 

eetimat©. MX suggests that it could «r<m ba ten to fifteen

63 ^»K. HI. 3. 1* (II. 9).
l£uaablus 2.H. rf. 22* 1«3,
Op* cit., p. 191*
In the artlol© "Mini»tiy in the SMP.ly Church" la "The
Apes tolls Ministry", edU K.E. Kirk, p. 202 aq 
ffEocl*»iastioal Authority ais4 Spiritual Fowsir'S pp. 
Op. oit», p* 473- 
Op. oit.f s>p» 16^*70. 

70 Bpiphaaiw. Fa»arion mill, 5-7.



71 «arli$r* On the othfcr hand, th&r© is also general a$re@s@at that

wrot© hie "Memories" when he returned to the East aroimd
72 1SQ. Hoi&»ver it was earlier than thii* duriag his visit to BOB* in

episcopate of Fop® Anie«t&0 (155-64) that he piaeed toother the
75 Homen succession list, a date more or leas contemporary with

Ptolemaeue 1 latter, fhia evidence is aot sufficient to justify

Oehag&vta's claim that ffogroipptui elaborated hia dootrine before
74 Ptolema^isj ^ teit it Q@rtai»ly is voffloient to prevent the letter

being cited ae the firet extant evidence on this point.

Yalentinusi wished to demonstrate to Flora the truth of hie 

eystea* In this attempt at conT«r0ion it is unlikaly that he would 

have stressed a Gnostic innovation, bein# content to concentrate 

rather on what was common. If ?Iora was the Roman Church, rather 

than an iiatividtiai (a possibility, rather thaa a i^robability), this
75 is evsm rnord likely to b© th* o«u»0*' I» any eremt there ar© two

important differences frora Heg-esippusf there la mo identification 

of the teachare as bishops in the Snoetic suceesBion, and the Gnostic 

tradition is m eeoi?et on« y to whi^i flora will be introduced

71 Op, eit., al* p. 202
72 J* QuMt«ii v M F»trology*' vol. 1. 1?62 9 p* a8>$ B. A 

*»Patr010fia« Italic edition, 1960, p.
73 Ea«*biu8 I?. 22. 5.
74 Op» oit., p* 171» ^or some reaaon,

year 160. io does Alt^aer, op. oit., f» 93 •
75 fhi» is a uugifcstiGa of a.S» Oraat, *^otM oft Gziosis'% in

Tigiliae Christiana© (XI) 1957t *»P« PP» 147-8.
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she is worthy. The situation remains ©bsouref evea if we 

diseover whioh writing was earlier t this would he insufficient in 

iteelf to |>rove a saatual dependence, or the dependence of either on 

eny other group,

Many of the elements, which were ooffibined later to forai the 

theory of an apostolic and episcopal succession as a guarantee of 

the Church's tradition, are fomd in Christian writers before

Ptolsmaeus and Hegesippue. T'ho idea, of tradition can be fcmnd as
77 early as Ju<te*s epistle* &* early »» Cleawnt of Home, there *

76 oosiaider&ble esphitais on the oritericm of apostolioity. f

of Antioch is the earliest certain example of a Aonarehionl«»type

bishop f his insistence that the faithful rally round the bishop
79 caily act with him, is also a demaad for iwiity in th® loo&l Churoh.

All this falls far short of the developed doctrine of 

Irenaeus. fhe insertion of the bishop into this scheme depended on 

the widespread acceptance by the Church of mo&episcopa^y i.e* a 

president or spokesman for the presbytery, irho aoted. with them a&d ia 

their name fend that of the whole community. Where the bishop w$& 

soaarchie&l than isouepisco|>al i.e* able to act alone on behalf

Epijshsnius. Fsafo&riQja XXXIII. 7«
77 vj* ctMs epistle could hure been witten as eerly ae the 

years 70 - 8<5 A.D.
70 1 Clement, 42* 1-5i 44* 1-5-
79 B«g* Mftgne»i«as, 6* 1? ?. 1? 13* 2*
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of the community, the recognition of his position as guarantee of 

tradition was even store likely. That this last prerogative should 

be episcopal, rather than the teacher*a, is a specifically Christian 

contribution. In fact and in theory, this doctrine of bishops as 

leaders and teachers oomsa from the last* fhe four earliest 

witnesses are all Eastern i.e. Xgnatius* Folyc&rp, Hegeeippua and 

Irenasus. We cannot be sure when this institution was accepted by 

the Western Churches} hut it w&c introduced into Western theology 

by Xren&eus, dad exerted enormous influence on his immediate 

successor* i.e». especially Hippolytus and Cyprian. fven in his 

Montaniat days ?ertullian never completely broke loos® fro® it*

From what quarter the Church accepted the full doctrine of

succession we do not know* The suggestion that it is to be found in
SO Cleoent's first epistle is misleading. The belief that the

Apostles instituted the first bishops is not the sane thing as a 

belief in fe continuing series of bishops guaranteeing the Apostolic

tradition| and the text usually adduced as proof for the second of
81 the statement* is insufficient because of its ambiguity. The

attempt to link the whole development of the idea of apostolic

succession with the Judaejo-Christian idea of a succession of
fl£ priesthood is also isisleading* Clement &&& already b^en ruled out

80 A. Ihrfcardt, **fhe Apostolie Sttocession** 1955* PP« 76-79*
81 i.e. 1 Clement 44, 2. Dix, op* cit., p. 25$ sq. explains 

the possible interpretations of this passage! von 
Campenhausen, op. eit. t pp. 156*7*
As ^hrhardt euggestu op. cit., pp.138*9,



a* there is no o*rt&in doctrine of succession, la the pseudo- 

Clementine literature th^re is no «xj&Uit linkin^-up of th$ 

priesthood with the apostolic oritfina of the episcopate* Segeaippus 

did believe that James the Just took the s«a of Jerusalem after

Ascension, 'f and tLat he was the true successor of the High Priest,
AC

&s "he alone was allowed to eater the sanctuary*1 . But it was on 

precisely these points that Irenaeus did not follow Begasippue. 

James the Just has no special place in his theology! also there is

no express statement that the Bishops and presbyters continued the
86 Old f«*t*MAt priest&ood, and m incorporation of their priesthood

S7 into the apostolic eucoecaion theory. '

The mat of the idea of auoceeaion w&g & natural 

in & coiainunity gradually beiag deprived, through death, of its 

contacts with its founding members* About this tim« the Greek 

rsystery religion©,, the rabbiaio tradition in Judaism, sad the

fhie is obvious in l&rhajNtt's exaaiination of the Paeudo- 
OleffiS&ti&e avid*mce, pp. ?1->. fo say that J&aes is bishop 
is not the name as spring that he succeeded to Chriet's 
priesthood* or that he continued the Jewish high priesthood, 
As well, there &JF& the further questions of the trassfarence 
of these prerogatives to later suooessorst nad their 
relationship to traditioja. 0f* ran C&mpeBlmuseni, op. cit., 

, p. 16S.
04 Suaebiue E.H. III. 5, 2. 
85 Ibid., XI, 25- ^*

^rhardt, op. cit., p. 122.
for a fuller exaraination of l^emaeus* theory of priesthood 
of. the next section of this chapter i.e. "]



philosophical schools all proved the authenticity of their teaching
fifi through succession llata. A little earlier f thia aoine appeal had

been used to justify tho teachings of the Roman law aohoola. " 

Becaaee of Ftoleaaeua* intellectunliwft, It la probable that he 

borrowed Ma doctrine on this point from the philosophical schools 

(or the Church), fh* origin of the Church's theory mist remain an 

open question! Hegaaippus oould hare taken it from the Gnostics, or 

direct from th© philoaophic*! schools, or built on the baa is of souse 

Eastern Christian tradition. It la probable that the final product 

of th« episcopal eueoeseion aa » guarantee of apostolio tradition 

waa first elaborated in T?ome. Ptoleinaews ?ras Hoaeffi, and He^osippus 

worked out Ma succession list in Horn*), la Corinth he merely

discovered that the Churoh there remnined in the true faith vuritil
9G the tia* of bishop 7^

BISHOP3,

With the exception of the apostolic aucsceaaion doctrine, 

nevor developed hla viewa on tho hierarohy, 4a with most

Cf. A* Hamol, "Die Kirehe bei Kippolyt" 1931 » x»2 9 p. 103, 
quoting J. H«aft t *1>ar tT»spning d®a kmtholis@h«a

" (1951) FP* 145 8$, 179 «q? vo» 
op* oit., p. 16?*

Stirnimann, "Die Fraeacriptio Tertullian* 1m Lichte dee 
Reohta wid d©r *?H®ologi@** 1949$ PP«

90 ^usebius If • ?2. 2*3* ^he martyro "couaaended" hiia to the 
Binhop of



of &i» writi»f» this wabal«&ce was a direct response to the pastoral 

difficulties ©re&ted by th# 0&o»tio oriticu As he w&s not a 

constitutional theorist, o» a systematic theologian* he did not 

•pell out ffisay consequences of Ida pmmsmatio and institutional^ i 

way of thinking* leither do we hav© auy worthwhile amount of his 

personal correspondence to supply this deficiency.

There is sufficient evidence to show that h$ regarded the 

bishop as much mor© than a useful anti-Gnostic teacher. There is no 

significance in hie- silence about the hierarchy and iiitstitutional 

Chui^ch in Ms "Deiaoaetration of the Apostolic Preaching". Is the 

work is not polemical, and was written for orthodox Christians 

(rather then against aorse body of doctrine), there w^s no point in 

etreaelng what ms not doubted, and what eoTvecl only as r.ecesa^iry 

fa?ops for the J!f* of tfe© Spirit aad th@ pres^rvrntion of troth*

!?ka biahope w@r® th<i l«ad®a?0 of th^ir Ctero.h@^ t ant
^1 teaching power was @?s« ^art of tMn f@^^al «mttsorit$v

was sosse «©r& of mon«$hi«ml bishop in l^csasj it i@ difficult to 

tell whether his rulo ten4$S towards a Kionarchical or sonepiacopal 

for® of govarnfflent. On® irsssing' rof«r«iio« ©f ^ss^bitia, typical of 

a loosely organized Church » rather than a heavily ceirtralised

by i^omiirofeioftl bishop i»01iis^s ias to th« seoond

poasibility, Tfeer® ia no elites t ion that Irenaaus was sent by his

91 Blta«f op. oit. t p* 205.
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As with "the rule of ti*utJa", many X1&©* &w» been written cm 

the iseaning of this phrs.ee, 00- that the question has become related 

closely to Xra»«i©<aa f th*03?y of p&itfttfaooA «aaA 0i€inmtioa» MX

believed the ehariaa to toe a&eroEisntaX, received at ordination? tte
101 suparn&tural guarant«« of authentic apoetolic teaching*!

102 hay© thought It a p»w«# to tsach infallibly. ^ Ireaaeus

the bishop* taught th& truth? but it ie anachranietic to sp^k of

infallibility. Also he never ooionected eacraaienta.! thaory, or ths
10x ordination rite with the oliaidamt

4 more plauaible sugg@ssti.on is that it ie th@ truth ituelf

which is Eaaantj the chari0ia Id »ot used to Jft%« f as it is
104 truth, ^ 3uoh aK interpretation would b© better suited to the

"charisaa v«ritatic certae"? is the text %«rtoiH refere to 

ohari*a, not the truth. In faot chariaia a^4 truth are closely 

but they er^ not identical, fbi® chariss 10

101

105 ilttftf Of* Oit., p, 205.

104 K. Muller, "Baa Ghsxisaa Y^ritatis tind d@r r.;piekopat be I 
Ireaaeus** in Eeitachrift fiir di« ft«mt«8tMMmtlldi« 
Wigaenaohaft (23) 1924, ;op, 21 6 sq? von 
eit.» p. 1T2» following Mtjller, Also 1. %oil«utidi 9 
(l) "XxweuMNi* of I^g^wj>am and 'fefe@ Apoatolio 
i» th« Joiumal. of Bcol@si^»ti0sl Hlstoxy (l) 195^ P 
(ii) "Lo D4velopp^@nt d© 1*144« de eucceeaion apoatoliqus" 
in H^vae d >H10toire ©t 
1954, P* 22.



authorisation fro® the Spirit to th* bishop for the pr^aerratioa
101of true teaching J This b®<x*a©8 mor* obvious «fe©» sra oemeider

Irwmeue* own activity as a teaching bishop, the sueceesslon of 

bishops guariiat0@& the truth, and the individual bishop preeerred 

this by refuting orroro a® wall as proclaiming its positive content,

Blum has alsa shotra that Dot just a, doctrinal competence is
106the paragraph following the gg&tfttion under diacuBsioc w«

that looral suitability (senaonam sanum et converaationem ain© offenea)

is also required toy the bishops, here referred to a® presbyters, for
107 the moulding and correction of Christians,

Th*re is no reaoon to connect this efaarisiu with an ordination 

ceremony? but it doee belong- to the person tmfi office of bishop. 

The fact that Jrenamxe intended bishops to b«; chosen froc* the 

chsriamatioe (or holy &en) can be reoogrda^d; all the early Fathers 

intended as snich. It otill remaina that the oert&in chexism of trmth 

i» given only to the biahopa, and not to other holy isen or 

Office is a requirement us well a® holiness and eomf@t«m@«*

105 Cf * I* Brox, **0feari@®a veritmtiw e^arttiffi** im £«it0elalft for
09hi(At* (7$) 1964, ju 350 • Ba»»0ft> op. «it M p* 162 

similar vi^w, &s dwg Bliuu, op. clt., esp. nt2, p,
A.I* IT. 41* 1.

107 Blum, op. eit. f p. 206.
108 HS&SQ& ineiett OK this op« cit. f p. 162« quoting f

van Leer, "Tradition and Scripture in the Iiqrly Churoh" 1954»

109 Of* BXti»» 0p. oit», p» 20?l MX op. oit.j p. 210.
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The question whether th$r© were ordination ceremonies in Qsul 

at this time, despite Irea&eus 1 silence v focuses attention on the 

more basic creation of hla theory of the ministerial priesthood. Gs 

this we have only a few references to paste together* Th© &postles 

ore celled priests (sacerdotee)i a statement which ajuet be 

Juxtaposed wild) the assertion %hich it immediately follows; all

3ust men have the priestly order (sacerdotalem crdinum). So too
112 all the disciples of Our &ovd were priests and Levites. ?&at

these statements were not intended in an anti-adziiaterial sense cam 

be seen from his references to bishops e.g. Poly carp and aicetua 

celebrating the Eochariat. The theology of the adiiisterial 

priesthood is completely undeveloped? the special role cf bishops 

la the liturgy is t*ot in doubt. It is not a big* step to Join theory 

and reality end describe the bishop as a higb-pri^at, perhaps eve&

starting from the priesthood of the Apostles. Bat this wss a step
1 1 A which Irenaeuo hiraeelf never isade. ^

carmot be sure that Jrenaous was eonseor&ted (or"ordainedtf ) 

to the episcopate| the existence of such & rite is probable.

110 A.I. IT. e17. (II.167)| of* IV. 29. 5* (11.199).
111 A.M. I?. °17- (II. 167).
112 A.H. ¥. 54. 5. (11.422).
115 S**sebime 1.1. T, 24*
114 Cf. G. Bluffl, "Apostolische ^raxiition und Suksegsion bei

Bippelyt* is Seitsohrift fur die neuteetaaeiitliche
iisseasohsft (53) 19^4» p. 109f Haisel, op. eit.» p. 179*
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Hippolytus 1 "Apostolic Tradition14 ire know that it existed in Bom©

about this time* As there was only one bishop in Gaul then, ' and
116 there is no evidenc© for a ftomirn consecration, if such aa

ordination oectarred, it must have feeen performed by the presbyters
117 of lyons after his return there. This is another reason against

exaggerating the differences between bishop and presbyter.

The bishop functions as leader and teacher? facts reflected 

in Irenaeus' theology, but not relat®<i to the theories of priesthood 

or ordination. The teaching- function is stressed above th© others, 

through th$ doctrines of the Apostolic succession and the charier 

of truth, fh@ last referenc© proved to be very significant for let«r 

Christian history.

1LB81S AHB PRKSBTTERS*

fhe presbyter or ©Ider enjoys gr«at authority in Irenaeus' 

scheme of things* However, serious confueion surrounds his us® of 

the words IT^KTtf oi , frf i^^r^S f mA evm n-fo^t^^ToJ,

translated as either "presbyter** or **eeaiorB . The references to

115 Cf, B. Mollaud, 1950 J.l.H* article, op. cit., p. 27f also 
•:us«bius E.H. T, 25* 4* Ireoafcus, "bishop of the dioceses 

of asAiT'j Iferhardt, op. oit», pp. 1JO-1.
116 Cf. Suaebius V. 5* 8; Jerome, w l)e Tiris Illuetribu®« 

(P.L.23).
117 Holland, op. cit., p. 27*
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118 Jew! ah "eX4*** tt do not 0ono@rn us iiamediatelj, Otherwise there

seem to "be two basic groups | revered t&aoh^rs from th© past, aad

elerloftl presbyter*
1The former ttfcehera Include disciples of the Apostles,
120 those tfho had kaowa «t»d spokem with the disciples of Our Lord!*

At other times there is no indication that they were ever

with the Ipostl&Si or their disciples. Usually the appeal la to
122a groupi sometimes a single &!<!®:F is isnroked. ' rfh@ identity of

these individual a is of as little concern to us as it ms to Ir^rsaous.

H® h«li«ved himself to be in contact with the Apostolic %@
12? Folyoorp «®d Jolm. ^ What i« mor® important ia to discover

they were elerios i.t. fei shops 03? presbyters, or laymen,
124biahopa. ^ Ifee traiitios of the

elders, who knew the Apostles or their disciple s s h^s been joined to 

that of the bishops placed over the Church by the Apostle®? a&& the* 

teaching function of the elder has fe«en absorbed by the presbyter- 

bishop, fhe laok of a clear diatisotiom fcatw@©m bishop a«d preahyter

118 £.&. A.S. Ill* 12, 4. (11,57).
119 A.B. 7. 5» 1. (11,551)$ T* 36. 1. (II.<
120 A.B. II* 35. 5« (551)| V. 33. 5. (11.417).
121 f,g. 1*1. IT. 44. 1. (11.244)? IT. 49. 2* (11.255).
122 A*If, It. 49. 1. (11.254).
123 A.I. III. 3. 4. (11.12). Cf. BXwB» op, oit., pp,
124 A.M. IT, 40, 2. (II.236)| 1X1. 5. 1. (XI.S).
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enabled this to be taken one step further i.e. elder equals "bishop. 

This identification was not a fabrications Irsnaeus* teacher 

Polyearp was its embodiment, but it is very doubtful if these role® 

were combined in this way in Hoae and Alexandria until the late

second oentury. He inherited a belief in the tradition of the
•->elders ( /rpi«"fU/rtp£v)» who, he believed, were pr@styyter~bi shops

The plausible suggestion of d f 41eg, who attempted to introduce

a little isor® order into this mixture, founders from lack of
. " 

evidence. He suggested that rrf <•*"(*« ̂ 5 (senior) meant a revered
^ 4 *>£

elder; while TTrpunaJ meaat th& clerical presbyter. Ther©

are soise instances where presbyteri and Wfiz-puTiPQ^ do clearly

iaply clerie&l rank. Against this the Jewish elders are vr^vpoTtf
128 129

** rfSfelrt 4 J* "WWW **1A^ •«%1f%J*feiflh'W«*"4'i0'h*P*4 *

v^
i

, seniors and presbyter!.i i
references to the Jews are not exactly relevant to the status of the 

Christian teachers, but the looseness of the Latin translator's 

references to them, and the scmty Greek text available leave d'Alls' 

case unproven.

123 Cf. Mirhardt, op. oit., p. 112,
126 fa 4*A1«* V WU T[?F£fiyTiH-£d8 

Studes areo» (42) 1929» P« 408,
12? A.H. IV. 14. 2. (II.76)| IV. 41. 1. (II.256-7) of. reference 

to woum presbyterii ordinew | probably IT, 41. 2. (11.238) is 
another such reference.

128 JUH. IV. 12. 4- (11.57) of. al. p. 57t Harvey vol. II.
129 A.H. IT. 22. 1. (II.177) seniorm? IT. 23. 1. (11.179)

preebyterorua, Harvey vol. II. p. 179» »2» points out these 
are the a&me teachers as the previous chapter's.



The contemporary presbyters are a mor© mixed Mg than their 

eharissiatio predecessors. Inmaeus finds it necessary to remind 

those, who leave th© Ohuroh oil the ground* that the holy presbyters

are i$tt0r»nt f that a simple religious person i© ssueh better thsaa an
150 impertinent and blasphemous sophist. Ignorance i@ one thing |

evil ia another* 411 ar# urg©d to shun sinful aM proud presbyters.

This form of eae^owimication shows the ohairisatatic emphasis 

of hie thought. Office was soiaetirnes necessary; but it wa.s BO 

substitute for ho lines® or correct doctrine (ignorance wa© less

Without orthodox belief and holiness - and in his blsok
•jig

and iBfeite world th@y tended to be present or absent together * * ' a

bishop w&a no longer & bishop. Although the ch&ris» of truth was
155 reosived with gt&oeeaftion to the ©piseopate, " offio® did not 00

much beetow ehari»J^ as presuppose them. Juat how effective the 

conarmnity's eaEeonfflsaaioation of th© sinful presbyters sai^Jt b© would 

depend very fflueh on the support of the local, aad/or neighbouring 

bishops. Yet there is no M&tian of the nactsslty for official 

approve! b@for« such action? it would b® anaohronlstic to presume 

such. Its absence should not be ©e^n as an invitation to anarchy,

150 A.R. V. 20. 2. (11.579).
151 AOU IT. 41. 1. (11.236-7).

A,B. ibid., me faithful «r* told to follow the holy
, who teaeh trtj^ doctrine 

153 A»H» IT. 40. 2*



but as a confidence in the lif© of the Spirit within th@ general 

eoaasunity. Obviously this optimism was bom of Irenaeiis 1 happy 

experience® with clerics. 'Phe bad presbyters (i»e. morally or 

doetrin&lly) must have been a rarity*

PESAHCS.

Iren&eus 1 general silence on the workings of the institutional 

Church extends to Ma treatment of the penitential processes. The 

references are scattered and at first glance eoBtradiotory. Thia 

has led to a conflict of opinion over his t©a<jhimgt some oasting him 

aa a rigoriat. ™ fh&tever th® contemporary practice, it aroused 

little opposition within the oonasunity, and provoked little 

from the Gnostics*

It is explicitly steted that only God forgives sins. 

cannot mean that serious post-baptismal sin involves permanent

exconaaunication frda the Chureh, as th@ women who fell into heresy
156 are received back into the Church, together with the adulterous

154 B. Posofeaiann, nPe*ia&ce «nd the Anoiiatiii^ of the Biek*
»71> p. 90» gives a list of those •upporting as4 opposing 
thi« |>oiat &f view,

135 A,H. ?. 17. 1-3. (11*369-71). The other text© adduced a«
evidence for no post-baptismal forgiveneas for sins (of. Basel 
op. oit., p. 85) sr© insufficient. He A,H* IV 42. 4- (II. 241- 
2) i.e. I?. 27. 1-2. Miga® F.a. af. FosohssBa op. oit.» p.50« 
A.H. IT. °65 (II. 301} i.e. IT. 40. 1. Migse. This text 
explicitly provisos peace to those ®tio r®|>©Bt.

156 A.H. I, 1. 12. (56), &180 I. 7. &• (126-7) and Cerdon III. 
4. 2. (II. 1T).
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1V7and heretical wife of the d@acon. J

There were txcosnamicatione. As in tht eaa€? of the sinful

preebyters, w© have aeea that this could be rary snaoh a ooiamimity
159 affair. 1 further specification of this process liea in the

description of the presbyters as those reapo&aible for the correction
*l AD of other Christiana* Church le«darv would have taken a prominent

part in ordering- an4 enforcing ©xooantuai oat ions* 

He often ia©Eitioiied exoooloeaia !•«• the
141 performed in the Church, but he never atated axplieitly that this

was imd^r the control of th© Chiaroh l©ed@r®, and he never spok© of an 

official aet of r«sc-oaoiliation, Fosehassiwa hma sw^festod that the

jpower to eorraot others also iavolT&d aiipenrieioa of the 

As -lh@r© ie no |jroof of six official act of

reconciliation (altho«gte Iraaaatui n@T@r spok® mg^iast It), a 

pr^abyteral anpaxYiaion of jp>miaiic® t . ©xo^pt in the most

must re®ai» equally uncarlain*

1*h^ir limited pr@rogatiy@s iii thia regard would 

a fortiori V the bishop. It is diffiomlt to

157 A.H. I. 7. 4.
158 A.H. II. 4Bo 4- (572).
139 A.H. IV, 41. 1. (11.25
140 A.H. If* 41* 1* (II.256-7).
141 B*f, A.H. I. 7» 4. (122)| 111. 4* 2. (11*17).
142 "Paanitantia s©oundan 1940, p. 226.
145 Cf. Poschiaimn, ibid,, pp. 225-4.
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supervisory role of the major olerics over the whole process, and 

there is absolutely no evidence for aaa important episcopal role, as 

distinct frosa a lesser variety exercised by the presbyters. The 

biehop f s part in the penitential processes did not play a significant 

role in th® development of the theory ©r practice of the episcopacy 

in Gaul; and episcopal theory and practice were thriving under 

Ireiiaeus.

COKCLTTSIGSr.

As Irenaetts shows no awareness of opposition among orthodox 

circles is lyons, it can be presumed that his general views received 

almost unanimous acceptance there* He was not a martinet. His 

**mildtt interventions in Church life outside Joyous » the closely 

related states of bishop and presbyter » the scarcity of evidence for 

episcopal super-vision of penance, and the whole emphasis on a shared 

life of th© Spirit are evidence of & loosely organised and happy 

community, united under effective leadership against the Gnostics.

He represented the almost instinetiv© appeal to coEsmnity, 

^fhich mist have characterised the reactions of the general body of 

Christians to the Gnostics* He also shared their sati~int©llectuali& 

and their healthy distrust of pretentiousness. It was he who pointed 

out that beggars, the blind and deaf followed Christ, not the famous 

or the higfc priests.

144 A*H. II. 31. 2. (520).
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But his significance for the history of Church orga&iss&tioa

is ©norffious. He w&is the first West era writer to speak in
14*5 unambiguous term® of the teaching function of th® bishop. For

him th© bishop was the ehi<£f teacher im th© coi&samity, and th® 

guarantee of tradition. This represents the consolidation of th© 

first stage in th© development of th© episcopatei but something 

far beyond the first st«ps. The bishop would hav© presided over th© 

liturgy, be«n in charge of administration* &nd perhaps even regarded 

as a "shepherd" before his @ff@otlve control over doctrine w&s 

recognised. Rome and Alexandria will show this* But once this 

teaching pow«r was recognized, th& next stage becomes * possibility 

i.e. to lessen his depsndane© on th© presbyters, to centralisi^ th® 

organisation around himself, and exercise effective personal control 

over those serai-doctrinal, semi-practical issues so important in 

later Church history i.e. excoiamunication and reconciliation, this 

development is not a necessary process? I am not sure it 1© eves 

desirable. But Xrenaeus ISSPJIS that the prerequisites for this 

second stage were to hand in Gaul.

145 K@f®sipF*is was only a visitor to th© West.
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CHAPTER PCH7R

Hippolytus aight hare been aany things f bishop of Ro««, or 

a man of action who united his congregation, or a theologian who 

influenced posterity greatly , or even (to strike a nuoh less exalted 

note) a source for the study of early church organization of equal 

importance with Cyprian.

In fact, he was none of theset although his writings and his 

personal history are significant for our purposes. It has even been 

suggested that the works coamonly assigned to him should be divided 

between a Joeipue, who lived at Hone at the time of Zephyrinus and

Callistus, and the real Hippolytus who lived somewhere in the Kaet
1 2 about the middle of the third century. Neither Altaner nor

Quasten' accept this division, and the theory has failed to win 

general acceptance.

1 P. Nautin, "Wotes sur le catalogue des oeuvres d'Eippolyte1* in 
Heoherohes de Scienoe Religieuse (34) 1947 PP-99-107I 347-59.

2 B. Altaner, *Patrologia* 1960 Italian ed. p.115-4I nl. p.116.
3 J, Qoasten, "Patrology" vol. II 1964t P* 166.
4 Of. 0. Bardy, "L'Enigme d'Hippolyte" in Melanges de Scienoe

Religieuse (5) 1948* pp*63 soj 69f 82 sq. fi. von Campefihausen, 
Soc.Auth. n 157, p.175* Pie Entstehung der ohristliohen Bibel, 
1968 n 5, p.314. B.Botte in intro. to "La Tradition 
Apostolique", Munster 1963, pp.XIV-XT. A. Orill«eierf "Christ 
in Christian Tradition", London 1965* a 1» P-134* B. Doresse, 
•The Secret Books of the Egyptian Gnostics", London 1960, 
believes that the Philosophouaena is not Hippolytus* p.3I 6. 
We have followed Quasten op.oit.,pp.178-9 in rejecting **0n 
the Passover"«
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The details af his <&arly life are unknown, even his nationality 

being uncertain. So too the facts about his later years and his 

death lie in & similar, thow&h perhaps leaser, obscurity,* The main 

facts about his Homan ecclesiastical career are known, and these are 

the important ones for our purposes, The passage in Pbotius a tat trig 

that he was a pupil of St. Irenaeue is somewhat ambiguous. However,

if he did not study with Irenaeus personally, he knew the letter's
7 writings well, and often quoted from the®*'

As well as being a ®an of letters with a considerable number 

of exegetical works to his credit, he was also a deeply committed end 

deeply involved efearehaaan. who wrote on a variety of less ae&dexai© 

topics, ranging from a global refutation of all heresies to a manual 

for liturgical practice. He wa® deeply involved in the Christologieal 

controversies of his dayi being violently opposed to any form of 

Sabellisnis®. As a result of this he himself became stispeoted of 

Subordination!*®* He eventually left the Church because he believed 

his opponents had compromised the true faith on this point* The 

exact date of his official breach is not known} while Sepktyrinus 

never excommunicated him, the ground was well prepared during this

Cf. Altaner op. eit*, pp. 115-41 QaAftea ©p. oit., pp. 163-5* 
Bibliotheca cod. 121*
Cf. A. ©onini, MIppolito di Roasa" Borne 1925> P* 18? 
Chadwiek edition of "fhe Apostolie I'radition'1 196B London 
p. XIII, and the slightly "maximalist M view of A. fiamel, 
MKirefee bei lippolyt von ROE". OtiterSloh 1951» P» 2.
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time for the official break which seess to have occurred with the
fi accession of C&llistus. The schism continued through the time of

Pope Urban (223-30) and Pope Pontianus (230-235)- Tradition tells 

us that he died as a martyr in Sardinia.

In the Philoflophoumena, Hippolytus referred to himself as a
o successor of the Apostles. That this implied episcopal status,

rather than presbyters! (which he also believed to share in the 

apostolic succession), is clear from the reference to the high 

priesthood (which presbyters do not share). He was not the bishop 

of Portus, a town at th© aouth of the Tiberj the first document to 

give him this honour is the seventh century and Eastern Chronic on 

Paschale. He was therefore an anti-Pope, in charge of his own 

small group in Home itself*

Haturally with this small group, there are no records of 

Hippolytus 1 administration either within his own church, or of its 

relations with other churches. Neither is there any specific treatment 

of eccleaiology; for us his main interest lies in the "Apostolic 

Tradition" with its description of the ordination ceremonies then used 

at Home. His remarks on the position of the teachers within the

8 Bix-Chadwiek op. cit., pp. XXV-OOnTIj K* Italler, "Ber tfraprang 
des Schismas Ewischen Kallist und Hippolyt1*, in Z.H.W. (23)
1924, P. 254-

9 Philoeophoumena Book 1, intro. 6 (G.C.S. vol. 3)*

10 Dix-Chadwick op. cit., note p. XXXI-XXXII where the evidence 
for this is set out briefly and clearly.



Christian comtmity are also important, as are his concepts of a 

church of the just, and his emphasis on apostolioity.

tdk© the other orthodox Christian writers about the turn of 

the century, and like them prompted by a desire to distinguish the 

orthodox coasranitleo from their fJnostlc opponents, Rippolytus attaches 

a unique importance to Scripture i.e. both the Old end New Testaments. 

In his commentary on the Canticle of Canticles he explains that the

"breasts" of Christ are the two Testaments, and the milk is their
11 CcmraandiBents? the meaning of Christ is manifested through both the

12 Testaments i.e. through the &aw and the Gospel. Hamel is not

overstating the caae when he claims that for Rippolytus the Scriptures
13 possessed absolute authority. In the introduction to the first book

of the Philoeophoumena, he stressed that the heretics are wrong, 

because t&elr teaching derives not from the Scriptures, but from the 

Greek world of philosophers, astrologers and myetery religions. The 

whole work is a development of this theme. He also pointed out that 

when the heretics did use the Serlptures, they chose only those parts

11 H8$ic frag&entSf eosau on c1« 2, (&.C.S. vol. 1, p. 544)•
12 Slavic fragaents, oousa. on o 2. 8. (j>, 34@)l coisa. on c1. 

13« (34^)•
13 Op* cit., p. 7.

14 Philosophoumena Book 1, intro. S @q»



73

suitable for their designs

The quotations from the commentary cm the Canticle of 

Canticles show that he held both Testaments in equal respect,

although he usually reserves the terms "Scripture" or "Scriptures*
16to the Old festament. The us© of the term "Gospel" for the Hew

Testament writings seems to leave a question mark about the status 

of the epistles. However, as well as the four Gospels, Hippolytus

knew of Acts and the thirteen epistles of St, Paul, which he uses in
17 exactly the same way as the Gospel e, the Prophets and the Law.

The other books of the present Hew festas&nt canon are also quoted)
18 but there is no trace of John's epistles, or those of Jude. Some

writers e.g. J.B* lightfoot, 7h. Zahn, M.J. Lagran&e, etc., have 

ascribed the Muratorian Canon to him. This is possible. What is

important is that Hamack's view of it as an official document from
19the Roman Church has been universally abandoned. * In this period,

%•&• Philo6©phouiB@na Book 7 o31 where Hippolytus appeals to 
Paul and Hark against Marcion. The quotation in Itasebius £.H« 
?.2$t 15-19 which very possibly belongs to Hippolytus is a 
classic exposition of this point of view. Also the Apostolic 
tradition XXXVIII 5& and 3b (Bix-Chadwick edition pp. 71-2).
A. d*Ales,"La Theologie de saint Hippolyte" (1906) p. 113 and 
fl.yon Campenhaueen, HDie Intstehung der chriotlichon Bibol" 
P. 31%

17 D'Ales op. cit., p. 114* for similar conclusions on this 
whole question of. von Caiap@nhausen op. cit., pp. 515*313.

18 B'Ales op. oit.| p. 115*

19 Cf. Quaatea op* oit., pp. 207-9? von Campenhausen op. cit., 
pp. 283*4*
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we have no evidence of "official** lists » or "official'* decisi&is 

about the contents of the lew Testament. Hippo lytus nowhere 

why he accepts some books as canonical. The importance he attaches 

to the Apostles suggests that apostolicity would be an important 

criterion; so would Church usage*

The unique place of the Scriptures is again vividly demonstrated 

in his refutation of loetus. "There is one God whom we do not know

froffl any other source, brethren, except the Scriptures*' $ this is
20 categoric enough. However, it does not exclude more convenient

clarifications, based tm the teachings of both Testament© 5 and the

contents of this rule of truth are in fact outlined at the end of this
21 ease work against Koetms* this basio outline is known as the word

) of truthf or as a definition ( ope? 3 ), or rule 

). ^ fhere i8 ao suggestion that this rule of faith is for 

hiffi superior to Scripturoj it is a convenient paraphrase of 

Scriptural teaching* Its relationship to the baptismal creed is 

unolear*

20 09 Mig»e. Patrolo&ia Oreca vol, X 1857, P« Kautln entitled 
his 1949 Paris edition, "Centre l®s Hlrlsies***

21 01 7-1 8 1 also Fhiloso|*ic«s®ena X.
22 Fhilosophouodna IX. 51* 2f ^* ^
25 Ibid. X« $* 1.

24 Ibid. X. 5, 2. of* SsjMly ©p. oit.» pp. 94-5- For Hippolytui 
"dosaa" always aeant an heretical doctrine opposed to truth i 
(of. Hamel» p« 90).
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Hippolytus realised that neither Scripture nor the rule of 

truth can &ive immediate and undisputed answers to contemporary- 

problems. Bla controversies about Christology and penance shew this* 

To answer these problems, he appealed to tradition. He speaks of 

apostolic!ty» succession and especially of the role of the Holy 

Spirit* However it is better to dismiss all this within the context 

of his doctrine OB the Church, ajnd more particularly under the 

heading of episcopal and teaching activity*

THE CHURCH.

Hippolytue 1 best known description of the church is "a holy
9Ssociety Bade up of those who live in justice"« Whatever we think 

of this high ideal (and the possibility of its existence), an 

exclusive emphasis on this arid and rigoriat description, is unfair 

to its authory with his rich and evocative images of the Church.

One common factor in many of these images is the person of 

Christ* Indeed the coesaentary on the Canticle of Canticles deals 

almost exclusively with the union between Christ and his church, 

rather than the union between Christ and the individual person (an

idea developed much sore by Grt&en, although he does speak of the
26 union of Christ and the Church)« The Church is like a ship tossed

25 Coaswntary on Daniel 1, 17. 5-7* (C.C.S. vol. !,)•
26 Cf. 0« Bardy9 "La Theologie de I'lgli&e de saint Irenee au 

conoil® de Hide", p. 104j A* Hamel op oit. f pp. 20*1 . cf. 
Origen Chapter! section on the church in this work.
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27 about on the sea, with Christ as Its skilled pilot} she is the
nn

bedroom of the King, who is Christj the house which Christ in his
29 wisdom has built, and to return once a#ain to the these used in

the Canticle of Canticles, Susanna is a figure of the Church, while 

her husband Joachim is the figure of Christ*

This emphasis on the union of Christ and the Church shows the 

importance fiippolytua gives to the spiritual dimension of the Church? 

an importance which is also evident in the role he assigns to the 

Holy Spirit, fhe Church Is not restricted to this lifer &uoh less 

is It limited to oa? described by legal terms. It is a raystical 

reality> not a shadowy ideal, In which Christ and his teaching are 

the corneratones.

fhe organization of the Church i.e. her officials have a part 

In this imageryt but the life story of our author shows that these 

were never regarded by him a® "infallible1* touchstones of orthodoxy. 

For hia, the apostolic succession of bishops was not an allpurpose 

guarantee} as Callistus had shown, fidelity to Christ's teaching 

is the touchstone; and where persons are mentioned it is the giants 

of former times, especially prophets aad the Apostles who are given

27 Qa the Antichrist e59« (0*C*8. vol. 1).
28 Coaiffi. oa Canticle of Canticles ol, v4. Slavic frags. (&.C.S. 

vol, 1, p. 544),
29 Coma* on Gantiole of Canticles ®1. v5-17* Axmeaian frag, 

(a»C«S* vol* 1, pj>« 562-5) •

50 Coma*, on Daniel cl. v14« 5.
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prominence, while the contemporary charisma tics i.e. martyrs end 

virgins have at legist an equal importance with the bishops, presbyters 

and deacons, and are on occasion ranked before them. The beams and 

pillars of the house built by Christ (i.e. the Church) are the word 

of God, while the Apostles and their preaching are the panelling; he

then mixes the metaphor slightly by explaining that while the prophets
30used to be the supports of the house , now the Apostles are. In

other places the supports and walls of the house are the Laws, which, 

he adds significantly, are not to be destroyed but brought to 

fruition. Elsewhere we are told that while the prophets used to
Tt A

lead people into the Church, this is now done by the Apostles* In 

the passage where Christ is described as piloting the ship, which is 

the Church, the top sails are the prophets, martyrs and Apostles.

So too |ust as an apple on ft tree, Christ exists among the prophets,
56 patriarchs, apostles and angels. finally in the magnificent

comparison of the Church to the garden of Eden, where the river of 

sparkling water (Christ) divides into four streams (the Gospels) to 

water the earth, it is the patriarchs, prophets, apostles, martyrs

31 Ibid. ol. 17. 8.
32 Couua. on Canticle of Canticles ol. v5-17. Armenian frag. 

0.C.S. vol. 1, pp. 562-3) •
33 Ibid. re. o2. Armenian frag. (p. 366),
34 Ibid, re* c2. Armenian frag. (p. 3&4)*
35 On the Antichrist c59»

Coma, on Canticle of Canticles, re c2. Armenian frag. (p. 56?).
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and virgins who are mentioned in that order, to be followed by the
«7 

teachers, and than the order of bishops, presbyters and deacons,

The mention of the H order*' of bishops, etc., shows that their special 

clerical status was recognized in this work, as in the "Apostolic 

Tradition", These orders are necessary for the Church, but not as 

necessary as the life of the Spirit manifested especially in the 

charieraatics, nor as necessary as correct teaching* In this respect, 

Hippolytus stands in the mainstream of second and third century 

thought, apart from Ignatius of Aatioeh and then Cyprian, fhere are 

profound similarities between his position and that of Irenaeus, 

although the new element introduced into his world by Callistus' 

"defection", and his rang© of theological interests (much wider then 

those of Irenaeus) prevent us from identifying their positions too 

closely* In the last resort, in his stress on the life of the Spirit 

and on correct teaching; in the subordinate place he assigns to 

officials in the whole life of the Church and his willingness to 

break with these officials when it appeared necessary (and the 

consequent, if unexpressed reliance on his own judgement), Hippolytus' 

position is not far removed fro® fertullian'sj as well both were 

rigorists, more intelligent thaa their opponents, and struggling in 

a situation where the anti-Gnostic norms were no longer adequate to 

the new situations*

37 Coffin, on Daniel I, 1?» 8.



IMs image of the Church dominated, by the person of Christ, 

spanning th® past, present and the future, emphasising so aaiqh the 

giants of past times, and even excluding sinners from the visible 

Church; all this oust have served as an ideal focus of loyalty for 

its members* This loyalty is of course a prerequisite for the 

exercise of any sort of authority or leadership. In typically Roman 

fashion, and unlike Irenaeus, he never appealed to the image most 

suited to arousing this sort of loyalty i.e. the i«a$e of mother 

Church, Why Soaan writers always avoided this term up to the tiiae oC 

Pope Damasus (568-84 A.D.) is not clear. On© possibility i@ that 

it had too many Gnostic overtones for a ehuroh such as Home, where 

the struggle with these groups had been so fierce.

A final couple of characteristics emerge from the list of 

images quoted above to describe the Church. From the references to 

the patriarchs and prophets, it is clear that the Church is seen aa

the continuation of the Jewish religion* the church drawn from the
39 pagans has replaced the Jews as the bride of Christ. This basic

idea is commonplace among Christian writers; iippolytus uses it as 

a base for his theories of the ministry and the priesthood. The 

other characteristic which emerges is that the Church is seen, more

58 J.C. Flump®, "Mater Scalesia", 1945, p* 128. For the Homan 
use of this terra (in®. Hippolytus* avoidsaioe of it), ibid., 
pp. 126-129*

Conns, on Daniel II. 33* 2-5 • Cf* Hamel op.oit., p. 17? 28.
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often than not, aa a unity spreading all over the world. This 

universal! trans-hietorical reality is the starting point, rather 

than the individual local churches which had formed th© starting 

point for Irenaeus. The literary form of many of his works (e.g. 

the commentary on the Canticle of Canticles) facilitates, and almost 

demands, the adoption of this starting- point. It very probably also 

reflects the developing awareness of th© universality and basic 

unity of the different Christian communities.

BISHOPS AID TEACHERS.

'The importance Hippolytus attached to th© Apostles ia apparent 

from hie images of the Church* This is strikingly confirmed in a 

passage fro® his work "On the Anti-Christ*1 . Here the Church is 

described as a woman clothed with th© sun, and having a crown of 

twelve stars i.e. the Apostles by whom the Church was founded.

As a consequence of this, the criterion of apostolic! ty had a 

continued relevance in the life of the contemporary Church. His 

appeal to this criterion, as e.g. in th© conclusion of the "Apostolic 

Tradition* shows his theological sophistication, and algo accords 

well with his continued emphasis on the spiritual, rather than the

40 L. Welserheiffib, **Bas Kirchenbild der griechisehen Vater- 
koaaaentare ssura Hohen Lied". Zeitschift fur Katholisohe 
Theologie (70) 1948 pp. 400-1. Of* von Campenhausen, 
"Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power", n 161 p.

41 C61.
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human elements as the really important ones in his theory of the 

Church. First of all his work "Th© Apostolic Tradition** is not &

pseudepigrsph lik® the Didascalia and many Church Orders* It does
/a

not claim to be written personally by the Apostles. Walls also

points out the "dynamic, not static*1 nature of the concept of 

tradition; 00 that apostolic tradition is not so amch customs 

instituted in apostolic times (although it includes this idea), as 

that which accords with the witness and teaching of the Apostles. 

This places a stress on the wtivity of the Spirit * which Walls 

suggests derives from th© defection of bishop Csllistus, the supposed 

guarantor of tradition*

This is not to deny the role of the bishop as & teacher of 

tradition. Before returning to exaadme this however, w© will examine 

th© other episcopal functions, outlined by Hippolytus i.e. as priest, 

leader sjad even judge. fh®s© reeeive much mor© prominence * at least 

in the ordination prayers of th® Apostolic fradition than th© 

bishop's teaching1 function.

In the most unequivocal terms, Hippolytus describes the bishop

42 Of. &.P. Walls, HA Wote on th© Apostolic Claim in the Chmroh 
Order literature*1 in Text© und tJntersttohoa&en (&4) 1957 p»

4? Op. cit., ppe 64*6. Me gives thr«e teicts fror; the Apostolic 
fradition to show the dynamic natura of tradition, i.e. 1.5 I 
XVI. 25? XXXVIII. 4. However the Bix-Ch&dwiok edition regaxds 
XVT.25 as a probable interpolation, (of . p»28). Botte XVI., 
(p. 39) includes it, but ^iv®» & slightly different 
translation. Significant differences between Botte siid Dix- 
C had wick are indicated when relevant.
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as high priest. This is very aruoh in contrast to Irenamis who 

spoke little of th0 ministerial priesthood, ihat is also significant 

is that this description occurs one© in the prayers for the 

consecration of a bishop i.e. "Father ».«» grant upon this Thy 

servant whom Thou hast chosen for the episcopate to feed Thy holy 

Hook and serve as Thine high priest, that he may minister blamelessly 

by aigiht end dayt that he may tamceasingrly propitiate Thy countenance 

and offer to fh©@ the gifts of Thy holy Church"* While it is true 

that bishops had considerable freedom in arranging the liturgy at

that time, it is also very probable that the conservative Hippolytus
47 with his opposition to innovation was in fast doing what he ^'

i.e. setting out th$ old Hosssn traditions* In this case, the 

substance of the ordination prayers would have a special claim to 

antiquity. We cannot b« sure how old they are, but th«y are pre- 

lippolytas. It follows then that the references to th© bishop as 

high-priest are also pxe-Hippolytan.

These prayers state that this high priest is also a 

but the terma are not as clear cut as those referring to the

44 Apostolic Tradition III. 4-5? Philosophouraeaa Book 1 f 
intro,, also e.g. Apostolic Tradition XXTIII, 1-3.

45 A.T. III. 4^5* Translation froa Mx-Ghadwielc edition p. !>.
46 Cft Chadwiok*s preface to th© second edition of Dix-Ghadvriok 

edition of A.T., pp. i-j, esp., a 23 p. i»
47 A.?. I, 2*4*

48 Of. Mx-Qhadwiok edition, pp. XXXTIJ-XXXVIli.



priesthood* They refer to "Thy servant whom Thou hast chosen for
49 the episcopate to feed Thy holy flock", and a little later to the

bishop's powers to forgive sin, to assign lots and to loose ©very
50 bond* To set this properly in context, we should r©m«mb@r that

the ordination prayer for the presbyter asks that he may b© given

the spirit of grace and counsel so that he may "govern Thy p®opl© in
51 a pure heart" j even the reference in the consecration prayers for

the bishop to the power of the princely Spirit ( ti "
^ 52 / ?rirt£p<*roi ) f ' refers to a person 1 s power of self

control (following on from Psalm 50 V14 and th@ Stoics' belief about

the superior part of the soul), as well as to the power of ruling
55 others.

These consecration prayers show up the clear parallel between 

the Old Testament institutions and those of Christianity; they also 

bear out Lecuyer's observation that the priesthood and kingship 

which had been separate in the Old Testament had been brought

together in the person of Christ, then transmitted to the Apostles,
54 and then to the bishops* The bishop is in theory both priest and

49 A.T, III* 4-
50 A.T. Ill, 5.
51 A.T. HI!. 2.

X,ot<> <fC<*. ; of. pp* 81-2, Bix-Ch&dwick edition.
52 A.T. III". 3.
53 J* Llcuyer, "Splscopat et Presbytlrat da&e let Icrits

d'Hippolyte de fiom©" in Recherohes de Science Religieuse 
(41) 1955, PP. 34-5.

54 Op. cit., p. 52-5f 4$ of. A.T* III. 2-5.
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leader? and in faot Hippolytus recognizes that th© bishop exercises

these roles. He refers to Pope Zephyrinus, who administered the
55 affairs of the Homan Church r"^ so too in his lengthy attack on Pope

Callistus, he never objects that a bishop cannot take this type of 

decision, merely that in this case the wrong solutions were given. 

There is confinuation of his acceptance of the leadership role of

th© bishop in his reference to Callistus 1 ambition for the episcopal
57 throne, and in his acceptance of Pope Tictor, who had

58 "exoojffiBuaicated" th© Easterners. It would be interesting to

discover Hippolytus* views on this particular incident! The exact 

relationship between the bishop and th© preabyterate in this 

deciaion-making cannot be ascertained,

Eippolytus also regarded the bishop as a teacher, and as 

belonging to the Apostolic Succession* Any person described as a 

follower of St. Irenaeus would be expected to teach as much.

Naturally he emphasised the role of the Spirit in the conservation
59and recognition of true doctrine. * Th® passage from the

introduction to the first book of the fhilosophoumena sets this out 

quit® clearly, "fo one will refute them (i.e. the heretics) except 

the Holy Spirit handed down in th© Church, who® the Apostles first

55 Philosophouiuena 9* c?. 1.

56 Ibid., 9« °7 »q.
57 Ibid., 9, c11. 1.
58 E.g. "the blessed Tictor" ibid., 9- d2. 10.
59 Cf. d'&les op. cit., p. 118$ cf. Hamel op. cit., p. 163.



received and passed on to mm of orthodox belief. We are their 

aucceesora ....". Once again, there 10 no exclusive emphasis on 

the bishops a0 the vehiolea of the Holy Spirit, as the introduction 

to the Apostolic Tradition speaks of the grace which the Holy Spirit

bee tows on right believers to enable them to recognize true doo trine
60 and the real worth of the activities of Church leaders. As stated

earlier, this mystical emphasis on the role of the Spirit, which 

extends 00 obviously to all the faithful 10 prompted in part by 

Hippolytua* dissatisfaction with Zephyrinus and Callistus. The 

inclusion of the faithful 10 not remarkable, as Irenaeue hlmaelf 

believed that true doctrine was preserved first of all by the 

Churches, whooe authenticity 10 guaranteed by the lists of bishops.

the idea of succession 10 accepted as a common starting point*
61 The heretics are described as not possessing a proper sue cession?

62 00 too a succession frost Pythagoras 10 mentioned) the successors

of Noetus are brusquely dismissed, ' and the succession of Sephyrinus
64 and Calllstue 10 also described. * Similarly the idea of an

apostolic succession of bishops requires no proving; it 10 mentioned 

In pao01n& ae an accepted starting point* The idea of apostolic

60 A.f. I. 5 of, XXXVIII. 1-4 ef. &* Blum, "Apootolisoh© Tradition 
and Sukzession bel HippolytH , ZRW (35) 1964* P* 9@*

61 Phllosophour.ena Book 1, intro. 8.
62 Ibid., Book 1, c5-
63 Ibid,, X. a?. 1-4-
64 Ibid,, Book 9f c7*1 - 8 9 i e



86

tradition is also takes for grsaiteif the t@rm oaly 

a couple of timee.

The &raoe of the Spirit, the eharis® of all th® faithful aad 

the special role of the bishop must be seen as coraplesientin^ one 

another ia the defence of true doctrine} they were aot is 

opposition* Moreover among the earthly guarantor of doctrine, the 

main role is that of the bishops; and their special position is 

proved by their succession from the Apostles*

One difference from Irea&e&s' <ioetrine of apostolic succession 

is apparent in that SR®@ end often footed paasage from the 

introduction to the first Book of the Pbiloeopboujaana i,e* Hippoljtus

incorporates the hi&hprlosthood of the bishop Imto the gifts
67 inherited by the apostolic micceseion. ' This is paralleled fey his

emphasis on the ordination of the bishop} & factor which, Blum 

points out quite correctly, now o@me@ to the forefront, while th© 

historical-linear aspect of episcopal succession slips imto the 

background. While we should not mek© too much of it, one passing 

reference of his 4oes have some aignificance in this connection.

65 A.f, XXXnil* 2| Agaimit loeta® 1?* «f* Saaiel ©p, ©it,, 
p* 102| vea Campenhimsea op.cit, t a

Fhilos» Book 1 f imtr0n where Ilppolytus @si|feasist® his 
episcopacy, said the apostolic sm©e@»sioa of* Hafflel op, olt,, 
p* 99-100! 163-4. Bluai op» eit*, p. 102*

67 Fhilos. Bosk 1> i»tr©. 6* 

, eit. 9 p* 10?,



The Apostles first ©f all pasaed on the Holy Spirit to Maen of
69 orthodox belief w | * there is no laabiguous reference here to the

presbyters or ancients of earlier times, much less to bishops. The 

contemporary sueceasore of the Apostles axe the bishops, but the 

identity of the interim success ore la not specif led* Remembering 

the Roman episcopal lists of Eegeslppus and Xrenaeus, the most

probable explanation of this slip mmt remain simple carelessness. 

However the conscious choice ©f such a paras© rewima a tantalising 

possibility, especially i&©a we remember the probability that the

toman Church was ruled by a presbyteral college much longer than
TO some other Churches. *

Mother factor is that Clement of Alexandria never spoke of a 

succession of bishops as a guarantee of orthodox belief, Urigeri 

mentioned an episcopal succession, but it is highly doubtful whether 

he confined this succession to bishop® alone. Whether this 

disinclination m& caused by simple ignorance (a highly unlikely 

possibility, as Clement knew Irtaaeus* writimga), or by mixed 

feelings towards their OTO bishops is a question discussed elsewhere. 

Another possible explanation of their attitudes, and of Hippolytus 1 

slip (mentioned above) is that the position of the bishop as the 

ultimate guarantee of correct teaching, at least on fundamental

69 Philos. Book 1 f ifitro. 6*

70 Of* von Campeishausen op«@it«, p« 166.
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points* was not accepted until some time in the second half of the 

aeoond century fey the Churches of Home and Alexandria* Whatever 

the generally admitted position of contemporary bishops, if their 

teaching funetion had not been recognized as more important than that 

of any other teacher earlier in the century, then we have a good 

reason for Clesaent's not using the episcopal succession theory? and 

for Hippolytus* blurring the identity of the interim characters * 

while accepting present bishops as teachers.

There is some evidence in the consecration prayers for a 

situation in the Roman Church where the bishop was not seen as TK£ 

teacher for the congregation. The consecration prayers for the

bishop are pre-Hippolytanj and it has been pointed out that the
71 notion of apostolio succession has not penetrated them* 1 Similarly

the fact that there is no explicit mention in these prayers of the
72 teaching function of the bishop has been noted* The reference to

«7X

the bishop chosen to "feed Thy (i.e. God's) holy floek" fp no doubt 

inplies soae function, even if nothing more was involved than his 

regular presohingf what, if anything, was intended beyond this we 

cannot guess* MX olaias that these prayers represent the Roman view 

of the bishop before the debates about "apostolic succession" began

71 Ton Oanpenhausen n 103, P*
72 Blu»f op. ait.» p. 108j G* 3)ixf "The Ministry in the Early 

Church" in *fhe Apostolic Ministry" editor K.E. Kirk> 
p* 210s 215*
A.?. III. 4.
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JA
sometime no late? than 170 A.B., bat he never states quite clearly 

whether the teaching function of the bishop was a reality shrouded 

in silence before 1?0 A.D.j or whether the recognition of the 

bishop as the raoet important teacher in each congregation, having 

the last word on questions of orthodoxy, was a new development. 

There is evidence that T)ix accepted the first alternative) for he 

suggests that the third century church's concern with the bishop's 

function as the pastor and liturgical minister of the faithful was *&

return to the normal conception of the bishop's function", after the
75 Gnostic crisis had directed attention on his teaching activities.

For lose at least, this goes beyond the facts* The doubts 

concerning the existence of even a stable raonepiacopal system in 

Rose, ffiuch less a monarchical episcopate during the first half of the 

second century seriously weaken, if not destroy such a theory before 

it is launched. Second century Home with its large number of 

Christian teachers, orthodox and unorthodox, gives little background 

support. Positive evidence in favour of Biz, in the consecration 

prayers, would be sufficient, but it is precisely this which is 

lacking* In Rome, the third century emphases on the bishop were not 

a return but a development, because they included the universally 

recognised status of the bishop as the ultimate personal norm of

74 Bix, op* cit.» pp. 213-4

75 Mxt op* eit, f p. 211,



orthodoxy (&• distinct froa the role of the Spirit, Scripture or 

Tradition), Our er^ainatioa of Bippolytus 1 references to "the 

teachers" will do nothing to weaken this point of view.

If these prayers describe the situation about 170-80 A.D., or 

even earlier (of. Hippolytus 1 claim to be recounting the old Hooan 

traditions) t it must be true that ordination ceremonies existed and 

played an important part in church life at that date. This increases 

the significance of the Apostolic Tradition, as it plaoes the main 

body of this evidence (as distinct from possible changes in details 

introduced by the author) in a different and earlier context.

The ordination ceremonies are closely connected with 

priesthood; indeed it is pointed out that the clergy, unlike e.g.
n£

widows, are ordained because of their liturgical ministry. They 

Bust hare strengthened the position of the clergy Tery much; and in 

particular this Roman fora strengthened the position of the bishop.

The ordinations are clearly regarded as sacramental? it is God who
77 chooses the bishop at the consecration, f and it is the Spirit Hiaieelf

78who descends upon the bishop* The ordination certainly puts the

76 A.?. XI. 5* $»* w®£& used for ministry is
however the context, and especially the contrast with the 
widows who are appointed to pray, shows that it ie a liturgical 
ministry which is intended. The word Aicrcupyck. is in itself 
somewhat ambiguous. In the Dix-Ohadwick version the adjective 
"liturgical** has been joined to the notjn "ministry" to assist 
the sense*

77 A.T. III. 4.
78 A.T. II. 4.



seal of God's approval on the office* and is an effective means of
79 grace. Moreover as vom Caapenhausen points out, the graces

bestowed are different for each office. This is the first record 

have of this development.

The position of the bishop is very much emphasised vis-a-vis 

the presbyters, and especially the deacons. Although Bix elaias that

the ordination prayers of the bishop and the presbyter have three
31 paragraphs in common, the fulness of the highpriesthood and the

power to forgive sins* assign lots* etc., which the bishop receives

still contrast strongly with the lesser attributes of the presbyter,
85 who shares in the presbyterate and governs the people* Only a

bishop can ordain a fellow bishop; all the bishops lay hands upon

the candidate and one of the bishops says the ordination prayer,
04 while the presbytery stands by in silence. A confessor who has

suffered in prison for Christ*s name does not need to be ordained to

the diaoonate or the preshyteratej but he does need ordination to
85 the episcopate*

79 Cf. Bix, op* oit,, p. 210
SO Yon Caape&hausen, ibid., p. 176*
81 A.f.YIII. 1-2 of. A.T. III. 1-5 Botte XII nl. p. 21 denies

that III. 1-5 should be inserted herey cf. Dix-Chadwick version, 
note on pp. 80*1* If Botte is correct it increases the 
difference between bishop and presbytert but his case is not 
conclusive* In either case, the differences rentaln considerable.

82 A.T, III* 4-5-

85 A.T. Till. 2*

84 A.T. II* 3 and 5.
A.T. X. 1*



While the ordination ceremony holds the centre of the stage 

in "The Apostolic Tradition**, the correct election of the bishop is

a necessary prerequisite. The bishop is to be without fault and
86chosen by all the people. At this stage, in theory at least, the

emphasis is on the election by the local community, (no doubt 

including the clerics) because only after this, when the candidate 

has been proposed and found acceptable, are other bishops mentioned
Of

as attending the consecration. ' As with Cyprian, the emphasis on

God's choice of these ministers is coupled with the emphasis on
88 popular election*

The function of the bishop as the watchiaan, or guard over his 

flock will be discussed in the section on penance.

Hippolytus 1 references to contemporary teachers give some 

support to our theory of the late recognition of episcopal teaching

authority in Home. On one occasion the group of teachers is
89 mentioned before the bishops, presbyters and deacons. However

there is only this reference to the group (apart from the slightly 

bewildering- evidence in Mf?he Apostolic Tradition1*)* and it only 

survives in translation.

In The Apostolic Tradition we read of the new converts, who 

are interrogated by the teacher, (i.e. instructor) about their

86 A.T* II. 1.
A.T. II. 2.
Cf. Bix, op. oit., pp. 198-9* 

69 Corns., on Ban. I. 17* 3.
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90 motives for becoming Christians* As catechumens, this same person

instructs them, and when after a concluding prayer he dismisses them, 

he then blesses them by the laying on of hands, whether he be a 

layman or a cleric.' A little later, we are told that the 

presbyters and deacons instruct those of the faithful who attend their 

(i.e. clerics*) daily assemblies. However, in the daily assemblies 

of the laity, it is the teacher who gives the instruction. His 

status, whether lay or clerical is left unaentioned. As the 

presbyters and deaoona gathered together daily, (so limiting their 

availability for other places) it is very probable that there were 

daily gatherings of the laity for prayer, without the presence of the 

city's principal claries. Hie instruction was not always a part of 

these gatheringsr^ whether its occurrence depended on the presence 

of presbyters and/or deacons we do not know.

The only certain evidence we have about lay teachers is that 

they instructed catechumens. Their role in the prayer meetings of 

the faithful is uncertain. Indeed we cannot even be certain that 

these instructors are the teachers referred to in the CoBasantary on 

Baniel, fhis last group sd^&t well have been teachers of theology,

90 X7I. 1-2. Cf. note in Dix~0hadwiok pp. 81-2.
91 JttX. 1.
92 rani. 1-2.
95 XXX?. 1-3.
94 l.g, 3DOT. 2f XKXVJ. 1.
95 Cf. Mattel, op. oit., p. 161.
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having ao relation as teachers to the Chiarch's liturgical life, 

rather than catechists or homilists at (quasi-) official gatherings 

for the Itioharist, or for prayers*

The brief, but important reference to the teachers is 

difficult to reconcile with the teachers* position, and even the 

teaching function, as outlined in the Apostolic tradition. We cannot 

even be sure that the boundaries between the teacher, instructor and
97 lector' were as fluid as Haisel suggests. It is the evidence

which is ambiguous. As the Commentary on Daniel was written early 

in Hippolytus 1 career* around 204-5 A.D., was the reference a seai* 

conscious witness to a past (or passing) situation, which dovetails 

with the situation in which the ordination prayers arose i.e. where 

different Christian Theologjr teachers were important figures , and 

where the bishop's role as teacher and the defender of orthodoxy 

had net yet been universally recognized? Unfortunately this can b<§ 

no more than a possibility} the evidence is insufficient for proof.

96 A.?, XII.

97 Op. cit., p. 161.

98 Q&asten, op. cit., vol. IT, p. 171.



PRESBYTERS, DEA00H5 AHB

Tha word ir(K<y& Jri0c3 ia naad in a couple of senses by 

Elppolytus. la tha firat of these, ha ia a contemporary cleric, 

ranking behind tha bishop and bafore tha deacon. We shall refer to 

this class aa presbyter (as we have done up to this point). In tha 

second sense, the word ia used to refer to teachers or witnesses to 

tradition from paat ages. We shall refer to these aa elders? their 

position in tha Christian community is slightly enigmatic.

The presbyters share in some say in all tha functions of the
QQbishop. We hare aaaa that they taught at tha assemblies of the

faithful, they receive a special grace to govern with tha blahop,
102 and they also share in Ma priesthood. However their position Is

clearly a subordinate one; they form a group around tha bishop to 

share his duties and assist him* Evidence of this subordination can 

be aaan in their minor role at tha ordination ceremonies, and tha 

fact that a confessor naad not ha ordained to tha praabytarate.

99 Aa Haaal points out, p. 175*
100 A.?, XXXIII. 1-2.
101 A.T. VIII. 2.
102 Cf. A.T. IT. 2, where tha presbyters and the bishop join in 

tha offertory. In the ordination of the deacon, unlike that 
of the presbyter, only the bishop lays on hands, because tha 
deacon ia not being ordained to tha priesthood, but to the 
service of tha bishop, A.?. IX* 2? also XI. 4-5 which explains 
that tha widow, unlike the clergy, is not ordained because aha 
doaa not offer the oblation, or have any liturgical Ministry. 
Theae laat two axamplaa show negatively that presbyters share 
the priesthood.

103 Both theae faata were explained a little earlier in tha 
chapter. Cf. A.T. II 5 & 5f X. 1.



The ordination prayers of the presbyter show a slightly less 

specific emphasis. They are compared to the elders chosen by Moses , 

and receive the spirit of grace and counsel to share in the 

presbyterate and govern the people. Le*euyer has rightly pointed 

out the similarity between this and the doctrine of Ignatius of 

Antioch, for whom the presbyters form a college around the bishop. 

The duty of governing coald be one embracing all facets of Church 

life} but once again, as in the case of the bishop, there is no 

specific reference to teaching. It seems safe to assume that when 

these prayers were composed t neither the bishop alone, nor the 

bishop with his presbyters was regarded as hairing a teaching 

monopoly} they probably even had to fight to have the last word.

This contrasts strongly with the role of the elders ( oL 

irfur AJrtpoi' ) °f P*** *&**t always defined in terms of teaching. 

As the presbyteral ordination prayers contain no reference to teaching, 

elder cannot mean presbyter. The elder exercised a teaching function! 

it was not an offioe, although as von Campenhausen pointed out this 

function could be exercised by a presbyter or bishop. Whether these

people were always the leaders of their Churches, as he also claims,
107 is a moot point*

104 A.T. Till. 3.

105 A.T. Till. 2.
106 Op. oit.» p. 431 of* Epistle to the Magaesians VI. 1| 

TfcmlliaialXI. 1.
107 von Campenhausen, p. 162* of. Hwael's view, op. eit., p.157.
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108 109 Samel and Blua* have both noted that in the few scattered

refereaees to the elders in the writings of lippolytmg, th©y are

witnesses to single beliefs or practices, rather than to the whole
110 body of tradition. This certainly provides a© evidence that such

men were Jjg£ leaders of their congregations.

On the other hand, there are references to elders, who wer®

also in fact the leaders e.g. Irenaeua is twice referred to as an
111 elder. There are the "elders" who condemned foetus in Smyrna, for

112 teaching Patrip&ssianisro. These were clearly leaders of the Asia

Minor churches; the problem is whether Bippolytus meant to describe 

them as (clerical) presbyters, or elders* 0*1* morner has argued 

successfully that "elders" was intended? and that the elders were 

in this case bishops* Turner dates the cond emanation between ISO- 

90 A,})., and adduces the letter of Polycratee of Iphesus to Tictor 

of Home as evidence that this Asian province was a well known

106 Ibid., p. 157* &2» quoting a&<| acaepting the opinion of 
Splkowski, "La doctrine de l*%lise dans saint Irenee" 
1926, p. 69*

109 Op. eit«, p. 96*
110 Of* A.T* X3CX?I. 12 shere the elders **©f happgr jaemory*1 handed 

on the practice of prying at midnight,
111 Philoso^onaiema YI. 4^» 1| VI* 55* 2,
112 Against foetus ©I*
115 ®,H* furnerj "The 'blessed presbyters' who oondewaed

in J.f.S, (25) 1921-2» $* 51. Haael, ibid., a5, p. 172 is 
of the same opinion*

114 Ettsebius l.H* Y, 24* 1, who also explains that the "bishops" 
of Asia were led by Polyoratea in this controversy.
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centre of episcopacy* The faet that there were two meetings with a 

considerable interval between them, rules out the possibility of a 

vacancy in the episcopate at the time of the condemnation. The 

strong probability that Roetus was himself a bishop makes it even 

more unlikely that the local bishops would have left the condemnation 

of such a person to a group of presbyters.

The similarity between the bishop and the presbyter, only

serves to emphasise further the distance between the presbyter and
116 the deacon, this is obvious in the Apostolic Tradition, which

bluntly states that the deacon is not ordained to the priesthood, 

nor to be a fellow counsellor of the clergy, but to serve the bishop

by taking charge of any property and reporting to him whatever is
117 necessary. As the wealth of the Church increased, this last duty

explains how a capable deacon could be a person of great Influence 

(especially in a situation where there was a difference of opinion 

between bishop and presbyters). However, all this is in the future; 

at this tine the deacon was an administrative assistant (and cleric) 

of the bishop* His liturgical functions were also minor

115 C.H. Turner, op. cit., pp. 29-31* 

11$ Hamel, op. cit., p. 174*

117 A.T. IX. 2~4» The different versions of verse four all 
agree that the deacon does not receive the same Spirit as 
the presbyters, and that the deacon is to assist the 
bishop*
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116 oneai although hia function at the offertory is the only one
119 specified in hia ordination prayera ' under the general heading of

miaiataring to the church. la thia also evidence that the 

differentiation and atabiliaation of extra-liturgical functions 

only occurred toirarda the end of the aecond century?

There waa also an official group, into which suitable widows
120could be enrolled, if they fulfilled the requisite conditional

Such an enrolment involved accepting office, because widows were 

"appointed". However there waa no ordination, because there was no 

liturgical ministry, They were appointed to pray; a function of

all Christians. Men were similarly appointed to be readers; but
121 there waa once again no ordination* Similarly a aubdeacon is not

122 ordained.

113 E.g. A.T. IV. 2, where the deacons bring up the oblation,
which ia then offered by bishops and preabytera. Of. IX* 11 
and XXIII. 1. The different versions of the verses XTTI. v14- 
32 show aataiguitiea in the role of the deacon in treating the 
aiek, and at the oomnunity meal. XXXIII. 1-2 haa a reference 
to preabytera and deacons instructing the faithful. XXI. 11 
describes the minor (and uncomfortable) role of the deacon at 
baptism, while XXIXI. 7 i« a reference to tile deacons (only 
if there ia an insufficient number of presbyters) distributing 
the water, sdlk and wine at the fiucharlet. XXIV. 1-2 give 
different veraions of the deacon's role in the distribution of 
bread. Cf. Botte XXII* p. 61.

119 !••• A.T. IX* 10-12,
120 A.T. XI. 1-5.
121 A.T* XII* Thia much seems clear, although one version i.e.the 

Apostolic Constitutions doea have a laying-oa of bands.

122 A.T, XIV.
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Virgins and lay-healers are not official groups i.e. people
123are not appointed to these "posts". A virgin is not appointed!

nor is there an imposition of hands, because personal choice alone
124 is that which makes a virgin. ^ There is a similar situation, and

125 siadlar ambiguities, in the position of the lay-healer, although

it is not so much a question of personal choice, as the possession 

of this type of chariem.

The confessor similarly is not an official, at least qua- 

confessor* Indeed so highly was this oh&riam regarded, any confessor 

who had been imprisoned or enchained for Christ's sake, did not need

ordination to the diaconate or presbyterate. Ordination was required
126 for a confessor to become a bishop.

PBHAffCE AKD BAPTISM.

Solar nothing has been said about the bishop's function as 

guardian orer the community, mentioned by Hippolytus in the

123 "Office" is a position with duties attached to it. A person 
needs to be appointed (in some way) in order to hold office.

124 A.?. XIII. Once again the texts differ at this point. The 
Canons of Hippolytus is the only version to speak of sa 
imposition of hands | and only then at a nature a&e* There 
is no reference even to "voluntary separation and naming* in 
the Arabic, Ethiopia and Sahidlc versions. Our interpretation 
follows that of Dix, of. note p. 21. Botte's version XII 
(p«33) iaplies that there was no church ceremony of any kind| 
"sa decision seule la fait vierge".

125 A.T. X?.

126 A.?. X. 1-2.



101

127 Fhilosophoumena. That this power, which ultimately involved the

power of excommunicating, was exercised by his own group is clear

from his discussion of Callistus* attitude to reconciliation and
1 26 his own attitude* That this power was also exercised by the

Church at Rome generally is clear from Busebius* account of Victor
129 excommunicating Theodotus.

The attitude of Hippolytus himself to the penitential

processes is clear enough; for him the Church was a holy society
1 'iG made up of those who live in justice* This meant that those

guilty of serious sia were expelled fron the Church, and could not 

be readmitted. Coamon sense suggests that this was limited to 

grievous sinners | and a passing reference to "sins unto death** 

would seea to imply that he also reeogni2ed a category of less 

serious sins*

Poschaann points out quite correctly that the idea of the 

Church as a holy society need not prevent the readmission of sinners 

who have expiated their guilt. To go on from this (as he does) to 

suggest that Bippolytus* frenzied opposition to Callistus rcight have

127 Fhilosophouaena Book I, intro* 6, where the bishops are 
described as (Dooo^ rS £x*

128 Philosophoumeaa IX. c12 sq.
129 B«H. V. 28. 6, 9*
150 Cos*, on Daniel I, 1?. 5-7.
131 Philos* IX. 12* 21, claims that Callistus did not depose a 

bishop guilty of a "sin unto death", of. Hamel, ibid., p. 77-
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been prompted by CalllatUB 1 omitting the penitential practices, i§
152 to go beyond the evidence* He opposed Callistus not because of a

too hasty reconciliation, but because the Pope forgave sine. " 

Posehnann also suggests that the ordination prayer of the bishop in 

the Apostolic Tradition shows that Hippolytus admitted in principle 

forgiveness of sins through the Church. However the high-priestly 

Spirit, by which the bishop has authority Hto forgive sins1*, 

according to Christ's command "to assign lots" and Hloosen every 

bond1* could refer to the forgiveness of sin at baptism, rather 

than any post-baptismal forgiveness.

The attitude of Callistus on all these points is known only 

through the writings of Hippolytus} any attempt to ascertain these 

attitudes is dependent of how we judge Hippolytus 1 reliability as a 

witness. Whatever we might think of his general reliability, his 

evidence about Zephyrinus and Callistus oust be treated sceptically, 

because of his violent personal prejudices against them* However

it is unlikely that he would lie blatantly, if only because such
137 foolishness would play into the hands of his opponents* In most,

132 B. Poschmann, "Penance and the Anointing of the Sick", p*51*
133 Philos. IX* 12. 20.
134 Poschaann, rp. cit., p. 52.
135 A.T. III. 5«
136 Cf. the wording of the confirmation prayer of the bishop in 

the baptismal ceremony A.T. XXII. 1, where the "forgiveness 
of sins" is given through the **laver of regeneration"? also 
Comm. ofc Song of Songs re o4« Armenian frag* (p.370).

1J7 B»Ales, op. cit., p 5» and Domini, op. cit., p. 175-<> agree 
with these general statements.
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if not all of his aatfttftati&as* there was a grain of truth. On gose

points t y?® do have independent evidence* It is highly unlikely that 

Callistuu practised rebaptism, when we re&eaiber Stephen's confident

appeal to an unbroken tradition against ifebaptista ®oas& thirty year®
1 "IS later. On the question of reconciliation, Soaebiue tells u® how

reconciled a confessor tfatalius» who had 1s©@a a feisihop in

the Beet of

was ir&ry hostile towards tM© Pope, 

sotbing about Hippoljtms* attitttde y 

within the saisa

so ties tells us

if they still

fey this piee© of3/ jt "•

idolatory

Is not whether Hippolyttun regarded heresy a@ the

feat w&ether

that ©aeh was a sin mmto

they distin^oiahed

th@ Roman

fher© is »o ©videae© to

the gravity 'of tae$e two if tiiey

had dome so It would b@ unique in earlj church hiatory.

W© @annot b© ®w?@ how Callistus iimoYs.t@d| but the
141 evideaoe ©hows that there

suggests that the novelty lay IB the regular reconciliation of "

Cf.
pp. 67«70»
E.H. ?•• 28.

y op* cit., p. 79? fleeaw to 
about the nature of the

despite Ms 
» p. 77 •

141 Haael think®
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142 sinners. H Dix suggesta that an earlier sporadic practice was

systematized. * Callistus might have lessened the severity of the 

penitential processes, or abolished Hennas' limitation to one poat- 

baptismal penance, All this does not deny that there *«re segments 

in the Roman Church who advocated a much more ri&orist policy, even 

before Hippolytue 1 break.

The exact situation behind the claim that Callistus allowed 

bishops guilty of a sin unto death to remain in office, is so 

problematic as to preclude all attempts at identification; much 

less to attach significance to this fact, whatever its nature.

Baptism is of fundamental importance in the life of the
145 Christian. Tfcrough it a person becomes one of Christ's sheep? ^' he

146 renounces Satan, n and asserts his belief in Father, Son and Holy
147 Ghost. On a number of occasions, it is stated that baptism

1 AS cleanses away sin.

The preparation for baptism and the actual rite as described 

in the Apostolic Tradition show considerable developments in Homan

142 Op. cit., p. 48.
145 Dix-Chadwick version of A.f. intro. p. XTI.
144 A&ainst von Campenhausen, op. cit., n11% p. 235 and d'Ales 1 

op. cit*, p. 49*
145 Comm. on Song of Songs, re c4- Armenian frag. (p.370).
146 A.T. XXI. 9.
147 A.T. XXI. 12, 15. 17.
148 Comm* on Song of Songs* Armenian fra&s. re c2, (pp. 

re c4. (p.57^). A.?. XXII. 1.
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practice since the ti»e of Justin, who died in Rome around 165 A.D.

These are significant for us, because some show a tightening of
149 discipline with the Roman church*

In Justin's time, there were three conditions for baptism! 

belief in the Church's teaching, undertaking to live as a good
1 cr*

Christian, and repenting of past sins. There was no common 

official teaching for the catechumens, and the moral and intellectual

preparation given varied accordingly. By the time of the
152 Apostolic Tradition there was a three year oatechumenate which

is officially organised, during which the catechumens are
155 segregated, and subject to & series of exorcisms and instruction.

As Oapelle suggests, all this was probably a reaction against the 

very easy entry of former tiaes. The dangers of continuing the 

old and freer systen are obvious in a tine of increasing numbers and 

active rival sects*

149 Por touch of the matter in the next section, I an indebted to 
D. Capelie'a article "L f Introduction du catechumcnat a Home" 
in "Hecherohes de Iheologie anoienne et oe'dieVale", (5) 1933» 
PP. 129-54.

150 Justin's, "First Apology" 61j 65? 66. (P.O. vol. VI).
151 Of. Capelle, op. cit., p. 132.
152 A.T. mi. 1.
153 A.T. XVIII. 1 t 3l XUC. 1.
154 Op. oit., p. 144-5*
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coscursiQH.
The story of Hippolytus is the story of a very capable 

thinker, who was a rigorist and schismatic. At times, he was capable 

of riolent prejudice. He was never excommunicated, but withdrew froc
4KR

communion when Callistus became Pope. Doctrinal differences, i.e. 

his Christology, cannot have been the formal cause of the schism, 

at least as far as Zephyrinus and Callistus were concerned.

Intellectual and social snobbery (Callistus had been a slave) also
156 played a part. ' All together they formed a volatile mixture.

We hare abundant evidence of bishops at the head of their 

communities as leaders, teachers and priests. Whatever the earlier 

Roman situation, the predoainant position of the bishop is now 

accepted without question. Hippolytus' mysterious elevation to the 

episcopate at the head of his own schismatic group demonstrates this.

The accent on office, coupled as it was with tighter internal 

organization (e.g. re* cateohumenate and baptism) and a more 

developed awareness of the world-wide unity of the Church, should not 

be taken to imply a lessened appreciation for the role of the Spirit* 

Officials were to be charismatic, but there was no suggestion that 

they enjoyed a aonopoly; or that office had displaced this same 

Spirit at the heart of Christian life.

155 S.L. Greenslade, "Schism in the Karly Church", p. 48I intro. 
of Dix-Chadwick version of A.T, XXVI | XXXIIIj K. Muller, 
"Der Ursprung des 3oMsir,e.s zwischen Kallist und Hippolyt", in 
2, I. W. (25) 1924i P* 254.

156 Greenslade, op. cit., p. 49.
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The bishop was elearly superior to the presbyter, as well as 

deacons and laity. Eippolytus 9 accusations against Callistus ar© 

proof of the bishop'© importance in both ©xeommimieatioji and 

reconciliation. The latter*® "Isxism" channelled popular support 

to his Church rather than to his rigorist opponents, but Zephyrinue* 

and e-spooially fiotor show that the bishop's position was well 

established b@for©ha&d» Callis tus changes in the penitential 

practices,, which wer® not revolutionary, Aid not bring the monarchical 

episcopate to Rome* On the contrary, it is much more likely that 

Hlppolytttg took episcopal orders (with the dignity and position these 

implied) to bolster hie attempts to impose his views on th© Church e 

lor is there any earlier Roman evidence that the bishop ross to pre- 

eadnenc© as the advocate and director of a (lax) penitential prooefis.

'The **Ape8tolio Tradition*1 has vast eigaificaaoe* fhere we 

ha,ire the doetrin© of the bishop's priesthood (linked elsewhere with 

the apostolic succession), and evidence of ordination e@remoni©s well 

"before the «aad of the second ceHtisry* fh® content of the ordination 

prayers > with no refsrenoe to the apostolic eudces-eion asd their 

ambiguity over the teaching funotion» betray the existence of an

asd different situation at Rota®, when the M shop's teaching

were not r©co@ais©d. by alia

It if® nor© difficult to assess the elevation of dietinguiehed

to the presbyterate without ordiBation^ 'Phi© fflig^it have
15? special pi-ovisiom motivated by the Montaaiart crisis f ' more

157 A* IkrJisrdt. **Th® Apostolic S^ccegisiom** 19538 P• j^- y •»• ™^ ^ A "*— —' -^ »r e'' **^ ir A
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probably it is a left-over from an ©arlisr and looser situation, and 

it is certainly another example of the close links bet?/een office 

and oharism* Svery confessor was not automatically a presbyter or 

deaconj Church authorisation was needed to recognize the confessor f t 

choice of presbyterate or diaoonate, and to separate the confessors
jf (TO

"enchained" for Christ from those less privileged.

fhe confessor's privilege shows the continuing freedom within 

the Hoiaan coiaiminity. So does Callietus' "laxiest", and the faot that 

Hippolytus was not excosjunmicated, but left of his own accord.. Rome 

did reject his rigorism, as she later rejected Novatian's, and as 

Horth Africa rejected Tertullian 1 ®. The concept of official 

episcopal authority was being strengthened in the orthodox 

communities; but suthoritariaaism was ruled out emphatically.

158 A.H. X. 1-2.
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CHAPTER FOT 

CXJKEH3 OF ALBXAHDMA

The life and writings of Clement of Alexandria give us brief 

and tantalizing glimpses into the nature of the Alexandrian church 

at the end of the second century* At first glance his writings seem 

an unpromising source for our investigations. Although devoted to 

the Church, and very smeh opposed to the heretical gnostics, he was 

a teacher, rather than a pastor* He had little interest in the 

sociology of the Christian community, and consequently little 

interest in its organisational forms. Bishops» presbyters* and 

deacons are mentioned in passing. He concerned himself almost 

entirely with an intellectual and moral elitef the leaser breed of 

Christian receives little attention and little sympathy. Nonetheless 

his writings on the norms which governed his little group are 

significant. His attitude to Scripture, to the rule of faith, to 

secret traditions) his writings on the relationship between faith 

and saving knowledge, and his division of the Christian commmity 

into "gnostics'* and siapl© faithful provide us with much baaio 

information, preliminary tout still fundamental to any discussion of 

authority* Finally the relationship between his type of Christianity 

and that of the rest of the Alexandrian church is a question which 

must be examined! the answer is not at all crystal clear*
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LIFE AND

Clement was not bora a. Christian? neither was he born in 

Alexandria. The motives and circumstances of his conversion are 

unknown. After this conversion, he travelled extensively in Southern 

Italy, Syria and Palestine seeking instruction from famous Christian 

teachers, and finally settled in Alexandria to be with his last and 

greatest master, Pantaenus*

Alexandria was then the second city of the Empire, second only 

to lose herself• It was large and cosmopolitan, with a higher than 

average percentage of educated and sophisticated people. As the 

intellectual centre of the Greek speaking world every type of 

philosophy flourished there, as well as astrology, mystery cults and 

every type of religion* The city's great library, whose supposed 

destruction in 6"38 A.D* provoked one of Gibbon 1 a purple passages, 

contained either four hundred thousand, or seven hundred thousand 

volumes at the time of the Ptolemies.

lot unnaturally, the city was also the centre of Hellenistic 

Judaism, and of Greco-Jewish literature* Philo was the greatest 

exponent of this tradition, which was taken over by Christian writers, 

such as Clement and Origan. The Jews who had been in Alexandria 

since the sixth century B.C. at the latest, constituted two-fifths 

of the city 1 a population at the time of Philc, This presence was

gusebius 1«H. VI. 13. a*
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one of the causes of the political turmoil and civil strife which 

recurred there during the first and second centuries. There was an 

amti-Jewish pogrom in 38 A.B. t and more trouble in 53 &.B. I again 

during the years 60*70 A.B., and in the year 110 A.JJ,, culminating

in the revolt of the Egyptian Jews against the Emperor in 115 A.D. ,
2 when they suffered heavy losses. After 135 A. 8. the Jewish

communities declined in influence*

It was in this eity that Clement wrote most of the literature 

extant in his name i.e. before he fled the city in the so-called 

"persecution of Septimiue Severus", sometime during 202 or 203 A.P.

A question of some importance for us is to decide whether 

Cleaent was a cleric or a layman* Busebius identified him with the 

Clement described by bishop Alexander as a "holy presbyter" j 

later writers accepted this identification, and assumed that

ffpicrfeuT^pc* meant a blessed clerical presbyter. In another^ \ » ** "
c

reference of Alexander's also recorded by Busebiust Clement is not 

described as a proabytero fi, Koch seems to have been the first 

modern scholar to deny that he was a cleric* Most modern scholars

2 Gf, article "Judaism in Egypt A.B. 70*135" esp. pp. 41-45 
L*¥. Barnard's "Studies in the Apostolic fathers and their 
Background'* Oxford 1966.

3 Eusebiua S,H. 71, 11. 6.
4 Cf. fatrologia Graeca (Migne) vol. Till, pp« 33 sq. for a 

aeries of quotations.
5 Op. cit., VI. 14* 9.
6 *War Klemens von Alexandrien Priest@r? n in 2eitsshrift fur 

neutestamentliehe Wissenschaft (XX) 1921 pp. 43-8.
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7 8 have accepted this opinion, but this is not unanimous. There is

little doubt that ha was not a presbyter. The attempt to prove his 

clerical status from Paedagogus I. 6, 57* 3» kaa BOW been abandoned,
Q

largely as a result of Koch's article." Even Qoatember admits that

the Paedagogms passage is uncertain, and bases his case for Clement's
10 presbyterate on Alexander's evidence in f&ieebius, This is

insufficient on two counts* (a) there is no certainty that the 

Clement who carried the letter is Cleaent of Alexandria, and (b)

the tern fTPttf- »i>Ttpo> need not mean clerical presbyter. Often in
12 Cleaent, Kippolytus and Alexander hiroeelf , it means & revered

former teacher, who often had been in contact with the apostolic era, 

It describes a function, which could be exercised 1$f a layman or

7 B.g, H. von Carapenhausen, "Ecclesiastical Authority and
Spiritual Power** p. 201, who states explicitly that he was a 
layman. G, Bardy, "La Theologic de l*%lise de saint Irenee 
au concile de ?HceeM n2, p. 111, doubts that he was a 
presbyter. I. Chadwiok, "Early Christian Thought and the 
Classical tradition1* pp. 64-5» says that he wms not wa 
formally accredited and ordained priest".

& S.g» F,L. Cross, wfhe Early Christian Fathers*1 London 1960 
p. 116; also F* Quatember, "Die Christliohe Lebenshaltung 
des Klemens von Alexsndrien nacfa ssineat Padagogus14 * pp. 14-1 7»

9 Op. oit.» p. 43. B« Altaaer, wF&trologi&w (1960 Italian 
edition) p. 135, says the passage is an interpolation.

10 Op* cit., pp. 14-15"
11 Of, Bardy op. oit. f n2, p. 111. This view of Bardy's

represents a change from his article "Aux origin©s de 1*600!® 
d'Alexandrie*, Seoh. 8e. Eel, (OTII) 1937» P» 82 n57» 
he accepts that Clement was a presbyter.

12 Be. Alexander's use of the ter® Koch op. oit., pp. 45-6.
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cleric, rather than an office, fhe translation in this case should 

be "elder**, rather than presbyter.

Clement taught as a layman, Such Christian lay teachers were 

not unusual in the second century e.g. Jus tin, lantaenus; or even 

i» the early third century. A little later in Alexandria* Origen 

taught for many years as a layman, with a formal authorization from 

his bishop* Origen's subsequent ordination and his differences with 

Demetrius Might indicate episcopal opposition to lay- teaching, or 

simply to independent teaching (i.e. independent of episcopal control}* 

Although Demetrius was already bishop during Clement's stay in the 

city, we hare no evidence of any tension between them.

Juat as there is so tension evident between bishop and teacher, 

so there is no evidence that Ms was an official school of the 

Alexandrian Church, despite Husebima* claim that he followed Pantaenus 

as the head of this body. 5 In Clement* « o«n writings, we find no

evidence that he was in charge of a catechetical school for 

catechuzaens, such as Qrigen managed for a time after the persecution 

of 202 A.D. Clement was interested in advanced Christians* Nor is 

there any evidence of a formal commission from the local church to

15 iusabius 1»H, 71. 6. 1. lardy in the Hach. Sc. Bel. article 
of 1937, pp. 71-2, even claims that iiusebius 1 identification 
of Clement's last teacher (mentioned in Strocmtels I. 1. 11, 
2*) with Fantmenua is a conjecture, rather than & fact* 
However Ku«©biue' hypothesis remains "extreme&ent 
vraieemblable".

14 Bardy, 1957 art., cit., n56, p. 82.
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him to run any sort of school. There is a similar absence of hard 

facts about Pantaenus* activities. We cannot even be sure that

Clement formally succeeded Pantaenus as the head of the latter*d
15 private school. Both however were private teachers with their

groups of followers; as such they were accepted by the Christian 

communities as a normal part of the Church scene in Alexandria and 

in Rome, just as Jus tin's group had been accepted aome fifty years 

earlier. Bardy explains Husebius* statement in terms of the Church*s

later preoccupation with the idea of succession, and lusebius* own
16 view of church history as a regular series of successions. It is

misleading to speak of Clement's school as the official catechetical
17 school of Alexandria* ' fhis began when Demetrius commissioned

18 Origen to teach the catechumens; but wore of this later*

fHS OHUBCB.

Clement was not a religious individualist* Much less anti­ 

clerical than Origen, he was also much less interested in the 

Church's ministers* However as the Church is not coterminous with

15 Ibid., p* 90.
16 Ibid., pp. 78-9.
17 Von Campenhausen, op. cit*, 197 ®nd 0. lazzati, "Introdussione 

allo Studio di Clement® Alessandrino" 1959* P» ®» «^e also of 
this cpinior.

18 Cf. J. lunck, "tJntersuchungen uber Klemens von Alexandria"
P-
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her earthly ministers, it comes as no surprise to find that h@ spoke 

of her with the warmest affection, and described her in a series of 

rich isages.

fhe Church is not $ust a this-world reality| it spans both 

Heaven and earth. Indeed it is often difficult to know whether

Clement is describing the heavenly Church, its earthly counterpart,
19 or a reality which embraces both of these* The heavenly Church is

not some shadowy ideal} it is very much a reality, of which the

earthly ohtarch is as image. It is a place where the will of God is
20 completely followed. Christ our teacher leads us to this ohurch

21in the heavens} on earth we prepare to enter the holy assembly of
22 love, which is once again the heavenly Church.

There is auch indirect evidence that Clement believed in an 

organised earthly churoh, fundamentally similar to the contemporary 

orthodox communities, fhis evidence abounds e.g. in references to 

bishops t presbyters , daaconsj to Baptism and the JSueharist, ate*

fe also have direct evidence on this point (of. above)? but two of
g* 

the quotations which Hofaann adduces to show that Clement called

19 J* Bernard, "Die Apolo^etisahe Methods bei Kle&ena von 
Alexandria* i 1968* p* 187* Bardy, op. cit,, p. 120-1.

20 !.&« Stromateia IV. S. 66* 1.
21 PaedagQgtts I. °9. 84- 3*
22 Paedagogus II. °1. 6, 2.
25 1*. Ioffflann t "Me Kiroh® bei Klemens von Alexandrien*1 in

*»Tita« et Veritati** Festgabe fur Karl Adam. 1956 f p. 1S<
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the earthly church a "state", are ambiguous, as rro^cTicrf, can 

he translated "wey of life", as well as the "political const! tut ion

of a city". If the second meaning is preferred, we still do not
25know whether the church, or his own group of followers is meant.

In contrast to the divisions among the heretics* we are told
26 that nothing equals the Church in its unity or its excellence*

27 Following on from the epistle to the Ephesians, he firmly believed

in "the unity in one faith"; which unity did not belong to each 

local community separately. He explicitly tells us of the churches

(plural) which joined together to fozm one body and one coherent
28 29group* Just as there is one race of r,en, so there is one church,

which does not contain heretics*

fhis unity is not merely horizontal i,e» of earthly members 

united in one faith ant one hope, hut also has a vertical dimensim 

of unity between these members and Christ himself. Christ is the

24 I.e. P»«4* I. 8. 65. 3f II 5*
25 H. Marro« f s note on Faed. II, C5* 45» 1., in the

French translation of Paed. Book II (^Sources Ghrltiennes" 
series) n1» p. 98, believes that Clement consciously plays 
on this ambiguity*
Strata* HI* °1?. 107. 6.
C * V- .4* '**

°28 Strom. ?. |. 35. 3-4.
29 Stronu III. °10. 70. 1*
30 Strcaa* Til. °17* 107.

31 Paed, I* C6. 56- 3*
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35head of the Church, and her bridegroom. ' The Church then is his

bridej she la also the school where, after baptism, Christians are 

taught by Christ, the Word." Ihile it is noted that Christ offered
*£

his flash wad his blood in order to nourish Christians (so 

relating Christ's humanity to the Church), this fundamental unity Is

more frequently described SB a uni&m of tfa® Word and Christians,
57 rather than a onion of Christ and his brothers*

In the Pasdagogasj which is for the instruction of th© neophyte t 

the Church is often described a© **motjbter**» *Sh® term never occurs in
2Q

the ProtrepticuSf and only once in the Stromsteis. Th@ Church is 

a vtxjgift-ttothtr} a virgin because she is pure and undefiled (i.».

free of false dootrines), and a ©other because of n&r loving car© for
39her children. * On» isolated statem^at on this stibj&et which will b«

40 / important for our portrait of Clement's orthodox *'gnostic" (i»e*

id@al Christian) is that while the gnostic mst honour his father

32 Paed. II. S8. 73- 3-
33 3P««4. III. °12. 98. 1.
34 Strosu III. ®6. 49. 5* III* ®11. 74* 2j III. C12* 80. 2.
35 P&ed. III. 61t» 9«. 1.

Paed. Z. C6. 42. 3.
37 Hofoann, op. olt., p. 25.
3@ Cf, J.C* Plump®, **Mater Eoolesia", 1943, P« 63.
39 Pft©d. I. 6* 42. 1* Cf. Plumpe, op« cit*» p. 67*
40 In this chapter the terta "gnostic" will refer to the orthodox 

gnostic, the highest type of Christian for Clement. 
Haretioal gnostics will b« specified as such to avoid 
ambiguity.
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(i.e. God) and his mother, th« latter is not his hurean another,
4,1 not the Ohurch f but divine knowledge and wisdom, The idea of

**feoly mother church** ol«ariy was in traded f$£ b^giisn&rs, rath&ar 

advanced Christians.

Cleiaent believed ia th* possibility of repentance and 

ecclesiastical reconciliation (of some form or other) for serious 

sinners belonging to th© Christian Church. At times though he 

close to limiting1 th® otrareh te th© Heaiat8l'»

doVopci » from those «^»o merely "teear th« aaa© (of Christian),
42 not follow th® tea<shio&* While h& at one %ois@iit @^®m@d to limit

th© ohiireh to the perf^et oats, M follows thin up alaoat
44 with a passage where all b^liey^m nr« in-olMei.-^*' This

reflects the perennial problem about the holirieaa of the church; 

church rcembsrs should be boly, but so siany art not. This was a 

special preoccupation at the end of th® second century, wh<m ffisny 

orthodox Christiane taught that at least sosa^ serious sinners should 

b^ perpetually excluded, ^heae passa^ea reflect this tension, imd 

the author's wish (or evm in«iet®iie©) that Christians 1x» holy*

4t Strosu 71.
42 Strom, VII. °14» ®7* 3
43 Strota. TO. ®% 29* 4.
44 Stro®. m. C5. 29- 7*8.
45 Oa th* aignificano* of -Ui^as passages aseut th© wholy ohuroh**

ef* Hofffi®33»» op* oit., pp. 19-21, and •"* Tolkerf
Gnostlk<?r naoh Clems-na Alesandrinua" 1952, p. 160,
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His division of Christians into gnostics and simple faithful IB 

another reflect!on of this earn© basic problematic.

The social cohesion basic to any church implies the acceptance 

of some coarsen norata. For Clement, the most fundamental of these is 

Scripture. Following the nelassiealM antl-Gnostic? line, he gives a 

complete loyalty to all the Scripture i.e. th© Old Testament as well 

as the $tew. Through the Scriptures, Christians are taught by the Sen 

of God himself* God speaks through th# Scriptures. &11 true

gnosis ia based on them.
48 According to Turner, Clement was the first Sens tern writer to

use ths terms **@ldw and ttW©w festalent** of th« Sorlpturee. While all, 

the writings of the New Teatament do not possess equal authority for 

hl»t he does apply the word ^Scripture1* to the writings of Mathew, 

Luke, John and Foul at least ten times. :;tmtember shows that at 

least In the Paedagogus* the divine origin of the Hew Testament books, 

especially the Gospels, is stressed more than In his references to 

the Jewish hooks* In former times, Christ ts&i^ht through

46 Stroau I. °20* 98. 4.
47 E.g. Strom. T. °1. 5, 4
46 Op. cit., p. 246.
49 f>« ^aatemher, **Die chrlstlica® Lsbenehalttang des Kleaens von 

Alexandrlen aach seine® P&dagogus", pp. 58-9* In additita 
he also uses the vord of two quotations from Our Lord, op* 
oit., p. 59.

50 Ibid*, pp. 57-6, of. p. 53,
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intermediaries; now Christ teaches and leads his new people in
51 person.

What books were included in Clement's lew Testament canon? 

There is no doubt that the four Gospels sad Paul's writings hold

pride of place ; most of the other books of our lew fegtament are
52 also quoted* So are Hennas, Barnabas and 1 Clement many times,

together with less frequent references to the Bidaohe and the 

apocalypse of Peter, Other apoeryphal literature is quoted rarefy, 

From this it is not difficult to see why vcn OaHpenhausen claims that

our author's canon is still an "open11 one. ' His references to Plato
KA

as one who tsa$it as though inspired, ^ and in an almost prophetic
55 way" show the difficulty in attempting to decide «feat is, or is sot

**inspiredH or "revealed*1 , one® we move away froa the 

accepted hard core of books. It is not suggested that Plato was a 

serious contender for inclusion, &t least in the 5«w Testament. 

While the fact that Clement quoted an author does not automatically 

ii&ply & belief on his part that Sod was speaking directly through

51 Pa»«U I, e?. 58, 3* While Christ's tea@hing is not confined 
to Scripture alone according to Clemsnt, Scripture is for him 
its most important component*

52 Cf . H. von Oampenhauaen, flBie Satstehung der Christliohen 
Bibel* 1968 f pp. 541-2,

53 Op. cit. t p. 342| as R.P.C. Hansom, "Orion's Do©trine of
Tradition1* 1954 p. 133 points out, Clement has no concept of 
the Qaaoa of Scripture like our own? but he does believe 
that the canon of Gospels is closed.

54 Strouu I. C8. 42« 1.
55 Stro». V. °14, 106. 2.
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that author, it is not insignificant that his quotations of lew 

Testament and other ecclesiastical writers (including heretics) fill 

fifty-six columns of Stahlin f s index of references, while his 

quotations of secular authors fill ninety eolums.

Cleaent is a Scriptural theologian, but not in o^uite the sam© 

sense as Irenaeus or Tertullian, The truth could not be gathered 

from Scripture by any Christian at a first reading, or even by a 

continued study which remained at the level of literal understanding.

It has been written that every study of his works laust begin with his
57 allegorical exegesisj an<i this allegalization is not limited to the

eg
study of the Old festaraent, Imt applied to the Sew Testament as well,7

It is this faxst, which provides the most important foundation for
59 Hanson's claim that the Alexandrian*s arguments are not based on

Scripture, but on ^Scripture rightly interpreted**. Similarly it is 

this allegorization which helps to explain his concern for secret 

traditions, for the rule of faith, and even for his division of 

Christians into gnostics @nd the lesser breed, while at the same time 

ensuring his continued classification as a biblical theologian.

56 Cf. von Caapenhausea, op, cit., n.154> P» 542.

57 C, Monde'sert, "Le Syiabolisme oh©ss Cle'aent d*A10xandrieM in 
tech* So. Hel. (XXVI) 1956, p. 178, quoting J. Muack, 
"TJntersuchungen iiber Klemens von Alexandria", p. 212*

58 Cf. von Campenhausen, op. cit,, pp. 349*51» and H.P.C.
in the Sarly Church" 1962, p. 209.

59 M0ri&en»s Doctrine of Tradition", p.
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When we come to examine the norms other than Scripture, we 

are confronted with a bewildering set of concepts, each of srhioh 

seems to have been used at some time as a synonym for each of the 

others. Theee elastic concepts betray only a minimum of method, and 

an inexactitude ooinplisated by the author's habit of moving at 

different levels of meaning, and switching from one to the other. 

Ths biggest complication comes from his distinction between gnostics 

and simple faithful. Each group (or certainly the gnostics) has its 

own tradition, and rule. We would have been more fully informed,

and probably better informed too, if his book the "Ecclesiastical
60 Rule" had survived.

The public tradition of the church is described in terms such 

as "holy tradition**, 61 "ecclesiastical tradition11 , 62 or "the 

tradition of Christ**. If we use saving knowledge ( w*t<rc.s ) as 

the connecting link, we find that there is an intimate connection 

between this public tradition and the secret (i.e. gnostic) tradition* 

One does not escape into saving knowledge by abandoning or denying 

th© ecclesiastical tradition! th© heretics are rebuked for doing 

just this. * Our examination of the relationship of faith (with 

which the public tradition of the church is primarily concerned) and

60 It is mentioned among his works by Kusebius I>.H. VI. 1% 3.
61 Strosu 1. °m 52. 2.
62 Str©su VII. °16. 95. 1.
65 Stroa. fll. 616. 99* 5| °I6. 104* 1? C17» 106, 2.

Strom. VII. *16. 95- 1.
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saving knowledge will confine the intimate relationship of the two 

traditions. Fundamentally their content is the saae.

There are also frequent references to the rule ( **±vuv ) 

of the church. This is concerned with both belief and conduct, and

is certainly binding on any true gnostic. Once again, it too is
67 closely tied up with saving knowledge* ' There is a wide measure

68 of agreement that this rule is not the Scriptures themselves, nor
69 a fixed formula or creed. 7 Turner writes that the nearest definition

sight be "Christian teaching derived from Scripture and formulated in
rff\

the tradition of the Church". ' The unanimity of these judgements is

well founded on Clement's own descriptions of the rule as the
71 12 glorious and holy rule of tradition, and the tradition of Our Lord,'

For him the content of this rule is the synthesis of the Law and the
7*Prophets, and the teaching of Our Lord,

Hanson goes one step further than this established position, 

when he writes that the rule of the church is not the norm of faith

65 Of. Yolker, op. cit., -p. 564.
66 !.g. Strom. Til. °7. 41. 3.
67 Strom. YII. °16. 105- 1-5.

Yolker, op. eit., p. 357» &2*
Yolker, op. oit., p. 557» »2, quoting H.B. Tollinton, "Clement 
of Alexandria1* vol. 2, p. 206* J. Bernard, op. oit., p. 109, 
follows Yolker's opinion, as does Boffeaaa, op. cit., n5, p. 15*

70 Op. oit., p. 352.
71 Strom. I. °1. 15. 2.
72 Strom. YII. C16. 104. 2.
73 Strom. YI. °15. 125. 2-3»
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7Aand saving knowledge, because it is saving knowledge. As direct

evidence for this claim, he adduces two quotations from the
75 3tromateis. There is no reference to the rule of the Church in

the first of these, although perfect saving knowledge is said to be
76 found only in the ancient Church. In the second quotation also

there is no reference to the rule of the Church, although this term
77 is used a little afterwards. However from the faot that terms such

as "truth", "rule of the Church" and "saving knowledge fro® the 

Scriptures" are each used in turn as norms from which the heretics 

depart, we cannot conclude automatically that these first three terms 

are synonymous. Because each of the terms a, b and e does not equal 

x, we cannot conclude that a equals b equals e.

Although there was no short, commonly accepted formula for the 

rule of the Church, this rule must have involved some specification 

of saving knowledge and secret tradition (which Haneon believes to be 

identical), and therefore some normative function towards these.

74 Op. cit., pp. 57-5®f 61.
75 !••. Stro®. Til. 615. 92. 3. and Til. °16. 105. 1. as

specified in Hanson's later Book "Tradition in the Sarly 
Church", p. 26, where he writest "Cloment identifies it 
(i.e. the secret tradition or >vJ3rci ) or rather confuses 
it with the Church's rule of faith".

76 Stroa. Til. 15- 92. 3» o
u.1 r^ 4/>)(<<r< J<iu A^c-iX- ^ n £UY<- /Uc-tKrii
XfltX £ -p^ ^OVtc otptV'C'^ ALfilrLS .

77 I.e. in Strom, Til. °16. 105- 5-
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Clement himself says as much, "the enquiry (inherent in) the gnostic 

tradition must be la accordance with the rule of truth**.'

All these norms are to be used against the heretics, and as a 

yardstick by which the gnostic can measure Ms belief and conduct* 

This reflects our author's preoccupation with the intellectual and 

spiritual elite. His use of the rule of the church against the

heretics was a commonplace among; third century writers! it was
79 always a more sophisticated instrument than the baptismal creed.

He was unusual in connecting it so closely with secret tradition.

The question now arises as to whether Clement ever mentioned 

a baptismal creed, which would hare been used as an initial 

yardstick for converta, or for the simple faithful generally. There 

is one passage in which we hare a passing reference to such a simple 

"creed*. We are told that no Christian can transgress the rule of 

the ohurchf and especially that profession of the essentials ( TtJV

} which the heretics also transgress. From

Strosu IT, 1. 3- 2. *j >c*w* XctTflt roV

«c iccrfwj; (|)o<rtoA<mk;ef. Strom. VI. °18. 165. 1 
by H. Chadwick op. cit., n*11$, p. 55) i*e. saving knowledge 
goes beyond catechesis but abides by the Church rule.

On this point as on many others ooncerning Alexandrian 
Christianity, X ana mich Indebted to Father A* Meredith S.J. 
of Campion Sail, Oxford. However I would not want him to b© 
held responsible for ray conclusions.

79 Of, a.P.G. Eaason, "Tradition in the Early Church", pp. 92 sq.

80 Stroa. Til. °15* 90. 2.
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the quotation itself we can see that this profession of faith is 

distinguished from, and simpler than the rule of th© Church, It is

quite probable that it was used at baptism, as in other contemporary
i~ v 81 churches.

At this point we East return to the doctrine of a secret 

tradition, and examine its nature in a little more detail. Clement 

was the only one of the pre-Ilcene fathers who "claimed to possess 

an esoteric, unwritten authentic tradition of doctrine independent
QO

of Scripture**. lanson believes that his conviction about the

existence of such a tradition came from Fhilo, and probably from
83 Barnabas. ' While such a notion would have been common in intellectual

circles in Alexandria, Clement's ideas on this point bear a strong
A*

resemblance to those of the Yalentiniana.

He believed that this secret tradition went back to Our Lord
OK

himself (a belief which Turner described as "over optimistic", and 

scholars are united in rejecting), who handed it on to Jaaee the 

Just, John and Peter. Theee gave it to the other Apostles, who in

81 Cf. Tdlker, op. oit., n2, p. 557* «3f- Lebreten, **La Thlorie <te 
la cosnaissanee religious© chess Clement d^lexandrie" in 
Rech. So. Eel, (XTIl), 1928, pp. 471-2.

82 Hanson, op. cit., p. 26.
83 "Origen's Doctrine of Tradition", p* 68*
84 Cf. 6. von Caapenhausen, "Die Bntstehung der Chris tliohen 

Bibel", p, 548.
85 Op. cit., p. J16.
86 Cf. Hanson, "Tradition in the Early Church", pp. 26-7 quoting 

Mondesert, van den j^ynde and Danielou.
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87 turn passed it on t& the seventy, which included Barnabas.

It is generally considered that this tradition was unwritten. 

Clement was not at all convinced that more important doctrines

should be consigned to writing, as the opening passages of the
86 Stromateis show. A teacher is needed to explain the hidden

igysteries of the Scripture f indeed th© elders of former times did
89 not write, because they were too busy teaching. *

These texts speak for thesselves. However there is evidence 

that Clement also believed in a secret version of at least one Gospel. 

In a letter discovered by Profeseor Morion Smith in the library of 

the Syrian monastery of Mar Saba and ascribed to Clement, the author 

admits that a secret version of Mark does exist, but claims the on6

circulated by the heretical Carpocratians is a mixture of truth and
90 heretical errors* If this does belong to Cl©B!®nt, it will b@ an

important piece of evidence for those attempting to situate the place 

of his group in Alexandrian Christianity, and Christianity generally. 

It would place hi® much closer to the heretical gnostics«

Because of the intimate connection between these secret 

traditions and saving knowledge, we can hazard some plausible

87 Eusebius II. 1. 4*
88 £«p. Stroai. I. G1. 13« 4t e*» V. °10. 64. 5-
89 Kelogae Fropheticae 2?. 1 sq.
90 This information is taken from W. Jaeger's, "Early

Christianity and Greek Paideia", Oxford 1969i PP» 56-57t 
©sp. n22, p. 57•
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conjectures as to the content of th« former. If Strom, IT. 1. is

any indication the contents would b@ made up of a lot of Alexandrian
91speculations, based on a very enthusiastio alle&orizatioa*

would aeom to be another reason for not identifying the rule ©f the

Church and th® secret traditions.

All this demonstrates Clement's eclecticism, his originality, 

and his unique position on the borders of orthodoxy, even by late 

second century standards. Be combined the suooession theory of the

philosopher®, the idea of a secret tradition used by the heretical
92 gnostics i and the Church's theory of apostolic tradition into &

coherent theory around the Bible teaching of his maters. As «® 

shall see, this has little to do with an apostolic succession of 

teaching1 bishops.

TBB SJfOSTJCS &m tfm, LUSSEK BREED.

Societies need many things to be viable e.g. nonas, leaden, 

discipline. They s,leo need some sort of ideal member or model, whoia 

their members esn admir© and perhaps iaitate. There is no doubt 

that decent believed his gnostic to bo such a parson; the writing® 

are built around his needs • H© is the shining example of lived 

Christianity.

91 Cf. Yolker, op* cit.» p. 3^3-4? Hoasoa, W0rifen«s Doctrine 
of Tradition", pp. 63~4«
Cf. J. Bernard, op. oit., p. 103.
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That his ideal Christian should be called the "gnostic" is 

significant; he IB so called because he possesses saving knowledge 

). It clearly demonstrates Clement's intellectualu^~o

preoccupations; his function was above all that of a Christian 

teacher, and his followers *ere students , although the lessons 

taught were not confined to academies * Us fundamentally uneccleai&i 

train of thought is also manifest. The model is not defined by his 

function in the church, or by any sort of relationship to the church* 

Qua model, he is not bishop, or teacher, or martyr , but someone who 

knows God and himself * and lives out the consequences of this 

knowledge. Intellectualiem in this sense is aiuch opposed to the 

teachings of the Gospels and of St. Paul; it was ultimately rejected 

by the Christian Church, even in Alexandria* So complete was this 

rejection that the term "gnostic" is now always taken to imply 

heresy or paganism.

As a preliminary to a fuller description of the orthodox 

gnostic, some attempt most be mde to clarify the relationship 

(according to Clement) between faith ( fTterccj ) and saving 

knowledge* Some of this discussion rune parallel to that on the 

relationship between public and secret tradition, and once again it 

is difficult to bring all his statements imto a rigid consistency.

Saving knowledge is not opposed to faith, and does not leave 

faith behind as as irrelevant preliminary. The two are always 

closely combined j just as the Father is never without the Son, so
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02
there ie no saving knowledge without faith. lo a$$e than this is

intended in the early passage in the P&edagogus, where baptism seems
94 to bring illumination and even perfection. Usually the two terms

are considered as closely related stages by which the person ascends; 

from an initial unbelief to faith, which is the foundation of all 

further progress; from here to saving knowledge, and ultimately to 

love ( ;«

Yolker has pointed out successfully that faith and saving 

knowledge should not be seen as (irrational) belief and science 

(Slaaben und Wissen). Saving knowledge is not merely intellectual?
Q7it is not just "eine Sache der blossen Spekulationen", for the aim

of the gnostic is not only contemplation* but action too* In this
96 sense, it is rightly described as a "habitus practious anirai" i.e.

93 Stress. V. 1. 1. 4.
Paed. I» C6. 21. 1. cf* Yolker'a comments on the significance 
of this passage, op. cit., p. 371.
For the difference between faith and saving knowledge e.g. 
atrom. VI. °14« 109* 2. Cleaemt explains that love is the 
crown of the processj is Stro®. VII. °10. 57* 4l VII. °10. 55« 
6| Bel* Froph* 19* 1 sq* J. Moignt describes the first part of 
this development in "I»a Chios* de Clement d'Aleiandrie dans see 
rapports avec la Foi ot la Philosophie" in Hech* Se. Eel. 
(X3DCTII) 1950 pp. 230-51? the seoond stst^e is described in
op. cit., (xxr/m) 1951, PP. 97-101.

96 Op. cit., pp. 375-81» @ap. p. 379-
97 Ibid., p. 577-
98 A* Koander, MAllgemeine Geschichte der christlichen Religion 

und Kirchew I. 3* Hamburg 1890 pp. 603i 605, quoted 1?y VSlker 
op. cit., p. 377- ^or a discussion of the gnostic teacher's 
activity, and en explanation of how this is more than 
theoretical, or academic of. von Campenhausen, "Eco. Auth.% 
p. 210.
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that disposition of the soul which enables ua to act* Intellectual 

knowledge is included} but so too is a, religious understanding fed 

ce the Scriptures, and a moral conversion and penetration into the 

Godhead itself."

While the simple faithful do not participate in this 

distinguished condition y there is no preselection of the gnostics by 

a divine command. The Church's insistence that mankind is not

divided irrevocably into two classes is explicitly recognized in
100 principle even if C lenient'a elitism blurs this in practice* This

fundamental equality of all Christians* based on the sacrament of 

baptism, is stressed in the Paedagogus, and was meant to imply 

that any Christian who did not become a gnostic failed through his 

own fault* This was not a viable proposition* as Clement's ideal 

depended so much on an intellectual attainment beyond the possibilities 

of many Christians. There is a real difference between his teaching 

and that of the heretical gnostics* as he would be the last to deny 

human freedom and responsibility} but his teaching remains unattractive 

and less than Christian. At its worst it could be dangerous and 

misleading! as when he suggests that gnostics' actions are perfect, 

those of lesser Christians are only "so-so", while the pagans* are

99 Cf. Turner op. cit. f pp. 400-1; Vo'lker op. cit», p. 379» and 
the similar view of B. de Faye "Clement d»Alexandria" 
p. 287-313.

100 Strom. V. °1. 3-4*
101 Paed. I. V 26-30.
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102 sinful. At its beet it reaains priggish and slightly ludicrous

e.g. the human "body leads the gnostic to admir© God, but for the
105 plebs it is only an enticement to sin. One feels that in the

lost resort, he was pleased that the gnostics were to be separated
1 *\Afrom the rest in Heaven. If his doctrine was followed too closely, 

a situation oould easily aris© where the number of perfect Christians 

was severely limited, not because the others oould not understand, 

but because the teachers refused to teach.

This ideal man is the gnostic, not the teacher. On occasion 

he is described as a teacher i.e. someone who reveals in a suitable 

manner those things which are hidden. The lists of his qualities

vary. Sometimes there is no mention of teaching, and sometimes 

an emphasis which is postively hostile to it. Those who are nmore 

elect than the elect", "the salt of the earth0 , are "aors elect in

proportion as they are less conspicuous tt j "they hide in the depth
107 of their mind the unutterable nysteriesw « Are these two divergent

emphases mirrored in his remark that the gnoetic by teaching
108 increases his dignity in the best possible wayt Perhaps his

102 Stroau YI. °14« H1« 3.
10? Btroffi, IV. C18. 116-1?? VII. C13» 76.
104 Stroffi, VI. C14. 108. 1-2,
105 Stroa, II. °10. 46. 1? VII. °1. 4, 2? VII. °1. 5. 4«
106 Strom. IV. C26. 163. 3-4»
107 "The Rich Man's Salvation*, p. 5&»
108 Stroa. VII. 9, 52. 1.



gnostics friends did not all share his enthusiasm for this work; 

perhaps he at times was tempted to weaken. In any event, he himself 

chose to describe his model as the gnostic, rather than the teacherj 

and for this gnostic the really important task is the imitation of 

God himself. 10*

Teacher or no teacher, the gnostic remains a very grand person.

He acquires a new vision, a new @ar, a new heart, equals the
111 112 11*5 angels, and becomes similar to Christ, and God himself* At

a scarcely less exalted level, he is a true king and holy priest

ui )of Sod* * He is the perfect martyr, because he always
115 bears witness to the truth, * Clement never tied up the Judaeo-

Christian notion of sacrifice with the idea of martyrdom* The truly

holy maa is not the fflartyr* but the true gnostic who lives according
116to the Gospel for the love of God. It is not surprising that he

chose to flee, and so live to fi&ht (or bear witness) another day, 

when persecution did arrivej and it is scarcely less surprising that 

we have a© evidence of popular clamour by the non-gnostics for his

109 Stroffl. II* °19. 97-102.
110 Stroa* II. C4* 15. 3-
111 Stroffl. TI. 13. 105. 1-
112 Strom* YH. 9. 52. 2.
113 Stroia. II. °19. 97.
114 Strom. Til. °7« 36. 2,
115 Stroia. IV. °9- 70. 1? II. 020. 104. 1. 

	Strom. IV. °4. 15* 5-
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return afterwards.

•The ®aostio could never abandon the teachings of the Scriptures 

and the rule of th© Ghuroh. But there is evidence that the hi^ier 

ha ascended, the more independent he became of teachers and

institutions. Th« true gnostic! mother is not the Church, out divine
117 knowledge and wisdom. He is able to do without not just earthly

teachers, but oven without the ministrations of the angels* as he is
118 taught by Christ himself. All this does not imply an official

rupture with the Ghuroh, if only because it is not entirely certain
119 that th© true or perfect gnostic exists. Yet -fens general

direction is clear enough. Development takes place within the Church, 

and her sacrament of baptism is a necessary starting point. fhe 

celebration of the Sueharist, commemorating Christ*s death for us is 

accepted without comment, even as it does not play an important part 

in Clement's theology. Many of his references to th© Body and Blood

of Christ are used as starting points to allegorize on the life of
120 the Spirit, or the necessity of faith, and he remains

uncommunicative on the nature and importance of the gnostic's
121 partioipation in these celebrations. Th@ sdnisterial hierarchy

117 Strom. VI. C16.
118 Strom. TO. G13. 81. 3. Meignt, op,cit. f (XXXni) 1950 pp. 232- 

36, discusses the role of the angels in the development of 
the gnostic.

119 Stroa. IV. °21. 130, 2. of. Pluwpe, op.oit., p. 68.
120 Paed. I. °6. 3®. 2f I. °6. 43- 2? II. 2. 19. 4 m& I. 6.42.1-3-

. VII.07. 49» 2-6, discussed by Eofroann op.cit. p.26.
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would have nothing to say to such a gnostic, unless by chance one of 

them also happened to possess a similar gift* Therefore any talk of 

an official ministerial teaching authority over the gnostic would 

have been rejected by Clement as irrelevant.

The teaching gnostic did enjoy sonae such authority because he

had the task of passing on the secret traditions, af teaching the
122 path of duty, and ensuring that what is holy is not given to dogs.

This is done so much better by oral teaching than by the written
123 word* As such a functionary, ho enjoyed a double relationship

with the Apostles? he inherits the secret traditions first given to
124. some of the Apostles, and through his fidelity to £od and the

125 Gospel he becoaes worthy to be ascribed in their number* ' He takes
•JOis

their place in their absence* The teaching gnostic's authority is 

that of the expert, open to rational examination from an agreed set 

of premises* These premises are the claim to possess and teach the 

very core of the Christian message transmitted by Scripture and 

tradition, and understood throu^i prayer and study. I'hese teachers 

have no srapernaturrl charism, and make no appeal to blind faith or

122 Strom. 1, °12. 55- ?•
125 Yon Catapenhauaen, op.cit., pp. 204-5, discusses the

relationship of oral and written teaching for Clement.
124 SMU K*H. II. C1. 4} also Stroa. VI. °8. 68. 2-3 re. the 

revelations made to the Apostles*
125 Strora. TI. C13. 105. 1-2* 106. 1; IV. °9. 75. 1-2; 

I* «1. 11. 3.
126 Strom. Til. G12* 77- 4*
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blind obedience*

Their function was much acre than a catechist's. In some ways 

it resembled that of later "spiritual directors" i.e. men who 

directed, or advised their "clients'* on the steps necessary for 

growth in spiritual perfection. These spiritual directors, like the 

earlier gnostics, did not impose themselves on their followers, who

freely elected to Join them. The well known passages in "The Rich
127 Man's Salvation" ' bear out this comparison. Yon Campenhausen has

pointed out the novelty of this relationship for Clement's time,

noting especially the "voluntary submission of the 'penitent' to a
198 director of his own choice". While the Christian was free to

choose any gnostic as a teacher, Clement seems to have anticipated 

the spirit of the later Counter-Reformation, or even of Pascal and 

the seventeenth century Jansenists, in his general insistence that 

Christians, especially the rioh and powerful, must have a director. 

It is an absolute necessity that such men have "a trainer and pilot",

whom they honour as "an angel of God", and who will in his turn act
129 as an ambassador for them with God himself.

The teaching gnostic differed from these later spiritual 

directors in as much as he was usually the leader of a group; he 

also taught the group as a whole, rather than confining himself to

127 3.g. 13 sq| 551 41-
128 Op. eit., n14&, p. 200, of. Chadwiok op. cit., p. 64.
129 H.IL's. S., 41. 1-6.
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individual spiritual "dialogue*". There was also more emphasis on 

Intellectual training than was always the ease in later history* The 

groups were very similar to the philosophical schools and to the 

groups of the heretical gnostics.

The authority of the teaching gnostic in his own group, with 

the important exception of his work of individual spiritual direction, 

was not new in Christian history. Me was anticipated by orthodox 

teachers such as Jus tin, and by many heretics. More unusual by the 

standards of later church history is his relationship with the Church 

at large. Ton Campenhausen is again correct in claiming that the

teaching gnostic's authority "has virtually nothing to do with an
130 ecclesiastical call or authorisation**. This also was not newt

second century Rome knew of many such groups which functioned within 

the Christian community, except when they proved to be openly 

heretical and were expelled e.g. the Valentinians and the Marcionites. 

At that early stage in Rome, and in Clement's time in Alexandria, 

official Church approval (by the bishop, or by the bishop and 

presbyters) was not necessary before one feegan to teach; official 

intervention only cajie when it was obvious that such teaching was 

erroneous. Demetrius* appointment of Origen to teach the catechumens 

was something new to Alexandria, and significant.

These groups were introspective, middle class or higher, and

150 Op. cit., p. 201.
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puritan. They profeaaed a complete loyalty to Christian teaching 

and the "Church" spanning heaven and earth, and strong opposition to 

heretical while maintaining in fact an ambiguoua attitude to Church 

officials. They were strongly preoooupied with their own problems, 

and in some ways bear a striking resemblance to the groups which 

constitute the "underground church" in the United States today. 

These twentieth century groups are also intellectual, at least middle 

class, and introspective, if not always puritan. No more than with 

Clement is their model the ministerial priesthood, although they are 

more articulate than he waa in their enthusiasm for the liturgy. One 

important difference ia that many of them are explicitly opposed to 

the organisation of the Church, and to Church structures* while 

Clement was) not. *• shall see from his passing references to clerics, 

and especially the penitential processes, that he accepted this wider 

aspect of Church life} it waa just that all this had little to do 

with the gnostic.

The gnostic ia nowhere urged to preach at the liturgical 

assemblies. Hone, except Clement, committed his thoughts to writing. 

They can hardly hare been influential public figures in the Christian 

community, and we are not even aware how well known Clement waa in 

Alexandria. His tart references to the "simpliciores" show that if 

he waa well known, he was not the object of universal enthusiasm. 

It remains significant that for this limited and "aristocratic" milieu 

the decisive formative influences were not the Eucharist communities,
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or the whole of the local Church under tile bishop and presbyters, 

but the sub-group of the unofficial teacher and his followers.

Clement's was the first significant attempt of an orthodox 

Christian to reconcile Christianity and Greek culture. Previous 

efforts were sketchy or had been marred by a professed anti-Hellenism 

(or an ti-intell«o trail BIB), which the Christians had inherited from 

the Jews (especially after the struggle in the time of the Machabess), 

and which found its great and «ost forthright ohaapion in Tertullian. 

Such a reconciliation was an absolute necessity for the history of 

the Church| it is only a pity that Clement, who did so Bach to 

initiate this tradition was so unsympathetic towards the sinpliciores. 

They were not only excluded fro* the secret traditions, but were

excluded by being compared to e.g. dogs, or children. ' He was not
152 aerely unsympathetic, but often hostile. Apart from his references

to baptisttf he never developed a theology of the people of God, nor 

explained their role in the conservation of tradition* or any other 

Church procedure. Without doubt, the opposition or lack of sympathy 

he encountered was coloured by class differences and (anti-) 

intellectual considerations} he never showed any awareness that the 

conservatism of his opponents had been sharpened (and rightly so) by 

the antics of the heretics, or that there were any reasonable grounds

151 Stroa. I. *12. 55- 3? T. *1. ?• 3t X. °1. 13. 3*
X. °1. 14* 3.

132 Stroau X. V 45-
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for the suspicion that he alght be in error* He believed himself to 

be faithful to the teachings of Christ, and the Apostles. For him 

this was enough; and it was not an unreasonable an snap t ion, granted 

the theological areas as yet uncharted , the lack of theological 

expertise among his opponents* and the ambiguity about the nature of 

the teaching function in the community, what was unpardonable was 

the suggestion, implicit but very real, that the religion of the son 

of a carpenter could only really be practised by the literati. In 

his own words, a person can be both virtuous and ignorant, but an 

educated person does have the advantage. Unlike the Gospels , 

Clement thought the eduoated had every advantage* His view was hotly 

opposed then and later*

ELDERS, 'PHI BISHOPS AWD TH8 PRESBYTERS.

As a preliminary to examining element's few but important 

references to the bishops, presbyters and deacons, some attempt nust 

be Bade to disentangle his references to Oc, TT^OT Bunpc^ . Were 

these men always clerical presbyters* or sometimes revered (former) 

teachers? Was this second group always formed of clerics, or did it 

include laymen?

There are some occasions when the term definitely refers to 

former teachers, whether they were writers or confined themselves to

133 Strcsu I. °6. 35. 2-5.
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oral teaching, Susebiua tells us of Clement's decision to write down 

the traditions of the elders of former times ( r^v kp )(,*<. , >w r 

jV 5> for the sake of future generations. ^ Slsewhere he

explains "teat these elders did not write because they were too busy
135 teaching. ' On the other hand the author of th® first epistle of

1 '^6 John is also described as an elder, y and in the Iclogae Prophetlca©
1 Y7 he speaks of th© written confirmation of the elders 1 teaching. '

Twice the term is used of teachers \ teachers, probably - but not 

certainly - frora former times.

There is no reason to think that these elders were being 

described as clerical presbyters. This conclusion is also valid for 

a middle group of reference® (fdLth one possible exception), trisere we 

cannot be sure whether presbyters or teaching elders are referred to. 

In two such cases, w© are asked to honour these persons (whatever

their function). In th© third and last of these examples , we are
** 

told of Scripture's teaching about the TTp^.(rp«ur-ipoui , the bishops,

deacons and widows, *' At first glsme®, because of the close

154 B.H. ^1. G13^ 9« c^« VI • °14* $•> for another reference to 
Clement and the tradition of the elders ( fT^ttr- 

Ttp-^v ) about the order of the Gospels.
135 Seloga** Prophetioa« 2?. 1.
1^6 Fragment on 1 John °1.V1,( G.C.S. vol.3. 1909 pp. 209-10),
157 27. 4.
158 Prot. °XI* 115« 1» Bo. Proph, 11. 1.
159 Stroia. If. C17. 108, 1| VII. °1. 2. 2.
140 Paed. III. °12. 97. 2.
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proximity of th© bishops and deacons, it seems that clerical presbyter 

should be the translation. On th© other hand, the/ are mentioned 

before the bishops| a fact difficult to reconcile with Clement's

belief in a monepiseopate, and a reversal of the order he uses on
1 AAother occasions. ^

This last and unique quotation is the only tenuous ground for 

believing that Clement identified the teaching elders and the clerical 

presbyters, i.e. that the former elders were ipgo facto clerics , (th« 

reverse side of the coin i.e. that all former presbyters were teaching

elders certainly is not a possible interpretation of his thought), fa*d
1^2 this evidence is insufficient, De Fey© is correct, when he says

that they are called elders, because they are teachers and witnesses 

to tradition. Lazzati is also on strong ground in pointing to the 

ambiguous meaning of th© term? his next assertions that the elders 

had hierajncMoal authority (autorita gerarchica), and are to be 

connected with the rise of written, rather than oral teaching, are 

misleading. The elders were intimately connected with oral tradition. 

Their function was not incompatible with holding presbyteral or 

episeopal office, ^ but it could be exercised by a layman, A final 

proof that the function of the teaching ©Iders was not th© preserve

141 Stroia. ?I. °13. 10?. 2.

142 E, de Faye, "Clement d* Alexandria*1 , p. 29.

143 Yon Caiapenh&uaen, op. oit. f p. 162.
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of the clerical office is the fact that Clement says so little about 

the teaching function of contemporary bishops and presbyters. Rather, 

the elders had been the teaching gnostics, and these same gnostics 

were the contemporary teachers.

Just as certainly, Clement recognized and accepted the 

existence of bishops, presbyters, deacons. He had hoped to write at
1 AAgreater length on these personages (and the widows)? if this wish

was fulfilled, the final product did not survive. He recognized the
145 bishops in the lew Testament? more than this he explicitly

accepted the existence of a monepiscopate, and the episcopate's 

apostolic origin. Just as a father is in charge of the family unit,
1 so a bishop should preside over the Church. "*" The apostolic origin

is shown by his statements that Peter, James and John chose Jamee
.the Just as bishop of Jerusalem, ' and that John journeyed from

14.8Bphesus to appoint bishops. 'f'hat these traditions should have been

mentioned in his writings (without also receiving a developed position 

in his theology), shows that the theology of the episcopate zsust have 

been flourishing in some circles with which he came into contact. 

Clement might have believed in the apostolic succession of

144 Paed. III. C12. 97. ?•
145 Stroffl. III. C18. 108. 2,, where he quotes 1 Hii. °5 

on the qualities of a bishop,
146 Strom* III. e12. 79. 6f of. HI. G18. 108. 2.
147 Eusebius ti.H. II, 1. 3.
148 H. M»s. S. 42. 2.
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bishops (he never disavowed it), but he never used it as a

guarantee of correct teaching. The truth had been given to the

150 Apostles, and transmitted by the elders i.e. the teaching gnostics. '

He did not believe that the succession of bishops guaranteed the

truth of the ooimEon faith ( rr*- 0^*-* ), while the teachers guaranteed
151the tradition of saving knowledge? a theory suggested by Laaaati

152and Bardy. There is no suggestion of this in his writing, and

his belief in the fundamental unity of faith and saving knowledge 

malces it even more unlikely,

However, there is evidence that some circles of the 

Alexandrian Church, and ©specially th« ruling bishop and presbyters 

did see themselves as responsible for at least the basic teaching. 

There was the fixed duration of th© cateohumenate i.e. four years 

This would have been decided by the bishop and presbyters, as the 

gnostic's authority was limited to his own group, and he had no 

official position from which he could legislate for the whole 

community. These sam@ officials would have supervised the baptismal 

interrogations. /'The bishops, presbyters and deacons are judges

149 Gf. Bernard, op. cit., p. 105*
150 Cf. 'Pumar, op.eit., pp.3?9~50? Hofmaan, op. cit,, pp.15-16.
151 Op. cit,, p. 34.

s152 **La Th^ologrie d& I'^lise de Saint Ir£n£e an Concile d© 
Hic&*", p. 127.

153 Strom. II. C 18. 96. 2.
154 These interrogations were probably very closely connected 

with the profession of tha essential® ( T*3V pfcvtVtrwsr 
opoAe^U^ ) Strom. VII. C1% 90. 2. (ef. notes 80, and 
81 of this cliapter.
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) as well as administrators} th© presbyter, even if 

he is not honoured with "the first ssat" in this life, will be seated

on on© of the twenty four thrones mentioned in the Apocalypse to
156judge the people in the next. ' EJv@n if this pre-eminence is

«x®rcis@d in th© penitential processes and at baptism, rather than 

in the direct teaching of doctrine, the recognition that clerics are 

judges on thes© occasions presupposes so®© recognised teaching 

capacity. They had to judge the faith as well as the morals of 

candidates for baptism (and probably they did th© same to those 

seeking reconciliation with the Church). Unless a man is recognized 

as a teacher, he cannot teach on baptism and penance*

111© bishop also preached at the liturgical assemblies! but

the final confirmation of the bishop's claim is the appointment of
157 Qrigen by Demetrius to be head of the school for catechumens.

Such an appointment would have been impossible, if the biahop did not 

regard hiiaself as responsible for at least basic teaching.

Two things remain to be said on this point, 'She episcopacy's 

awareness of its teaching powers is no guarantee that it appealed to 

the apostolic succession of bishops to bolster this olaisu Secondly

155 Stroau YJ. C13. 10?. 2. 
196 Stroau YI. G13« 106. 2.

157 Eueeblus S.H. YI. 3. 8. Demetrius was bishop of Alexandria
during Clement's stay in the city cf. Kusebius 2.H. V. 22. 1,
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Demetrius 1 later history, and his differences with Origen, show that 

it is extremely unlikely that he believed his supervisory powers 

were limited to basic eatecheais. Was Clement f s us© of the term
c/ n ^
$<~ rrpierpurcpoA- for both elder© and clerics (although traditional 

in some sense,) a studied ambiguity to avoid provoking a 

confrontation with Demetrius?

Clement recognized clerical presbyters with functions in the
159 local Church* While he also accepted the monepiscopate (th©

"I &C\bishop is compared to the head of a family), he often writes aa

though there were only two essential orders in th© ministry, the
161preabyters and the deacons. Th© person to whom John entrusts the

16?care of th© young man is described as both bishop and presbyter.

After mentioning the earthly bishop, presbyter and deacon, only th© 

latter two flourish in Heaven. It is the presbyter, deacon and 

layman alone who are limited to one wife. Th© gnostic who doss

156 Gf. Ireneeue, Hippolytus, Origen? sad Clement of lorn® 1 Ep, 
1*5* 21. 6.

159 tnere the rr^cr^ Jrl^e^ are mentioned after the bishops
and before the deacons, it is safe to assume that presbyter 
is meant, e.g. Strom. VI. C15. 107. 2. *?h@y ar@ also 
included among the Judges and administrators.

160 Strom. III. C12. 79- &•
161 Cf, Hofmann, op. cit., p. 15. Bardy, "La Theol.", p. 119.
162 R* M's. S. 42. 3-4. It is poseibl© that Clement is

transcribing here direct from an older written authority.
163 Stroia. VI. °13* 10?. 3.
164 Strom. III. C12. 90. 1.
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God's will is the true presbyter and deaconj not those Rho happen to
165 have been ordained by men.

From this we can conclude that the bishop was such closer to

being a "primus inter pares", rather than a monarchical bishop i.e.
166 one who could act independently of hie presbyterate. Indeed,

nowhere at this time did a bishop act independently of his presbyterate

We do not know when the power of ordination, or consecration to the
167 episcopate was reserved to the bishop in Alexandria. This probably

began after Clement, The presbyters shared a basic dignity and 

importance with the bishopf with him they "ran" the Alexandrian 

Church, This situation was open to development in at least a couple 

of directions. A gnostic group such as Clement 1 a oould come close to 

a de facto independence within the coiominity, ©o limiting the power 

(or preventing the development) of a monarchical episcopate* ?he 

second possibility is that a capable, foroeful bishop would be elected, 

who would dominate the presbyterate and th© whole community, and mo*® 

imperceptibly but truly towards a more monarchical style. There Is 

no great chasm in practice or theory between the cjonepiscopate (i.e. 

one person designated as bishop among th© presbyters t and ruling with 

them), and the monarchical episcopate i.e. a bishop able to legislate

165 Stroa. VI. C1% 106. 2.
166 Cf. de Pay®, op. eit., p. 20.
167 Gf. appendix "Episcopal Consecration in Alexandria" at the 

conclusion of Chapter 6.
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» It is possible that Demetrius v like Cyprian, bcjcame more 

monarchical and lees aonepisoopal as h« extended his effective 

control over all the Church* Y©t the Arian struggle in the fourth

century showed that the Alexandrian presbyters were still far from
168being rubber stamps*

For Clement, membership of the ministerial hierarchy

presupposes a certain dignity, fhsse orders are imitations of the
149 glory of the angels f but this dignity come© l^sss fro® the office

than from the purity of Itf© required in suom a person* as he

hastens to add that all thos© who follow the Apostle®

sad live according to the Gospels will gh&re in this ©am© angelic 
170 The disparaging reference to the pretsbyters and deacons 

ordained tey m^s ( u(T* IvQ^frwv ^UoCo^o^ y wc3) confirms this
171 emphasis* Holiness is the really important f actor § and only just

should h© mad© presbyters. Cliari©® i@ mot opposed, to

58 E. Hsusohildt, K >t*r>ur*fo^ IE Agyptan is I-III
*1 in 2. F, ff* (IT) 1fOJ,

of 
tbe elerg of th« @©4 Solmopai

©f the Tillages (p
* TI* G13. 107. 2 

170 Ibid.

1?1 Stroa. TI* °13* 106, 2 

172 Ibid.
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but office holders most be charismatic. They also received 

ordination; for Clement this was secondary.

Neither did Clement have any great enthusiasm for the massy 

business of the penitential processes. 'Typically his writings tell 

us little about the role of the hierarchy in it, He and his friends 

were absorbed in the struggle towards spiritual perfection, and his 

aristocratic disdain for those otherwise employed sometimes babbles 

to the surface* There certainly is joy in Heaven over the

repentant sinner; but how much greater is the joy over men such as
174. Abraham, who always did as the Lord ordered him. Sometimes he

eeems more concerned to persuade the gnostics to forgive their 

enemies (seventy times ©even times if necessary}} than in

pursuing lost sheep himself*
176 The sinner must repent. Sincerity is absolutely necessary.

The healing process of personal renewal is at the heart of the 

matter. ' Even the interventions of God are seen principally in

this light; H© does not exaot vengeance (co rip*
•— 1 chastises ( *£>X ^j^0 ) the sinner in & useful way i.e. useful

175 Cf. Bernard, op.cit. f p. 106.
174 StroBu II. G15. 70. 3.
175 Stroia.VlI. 0l4.85.5j also Til. °12*74-5f °15.81.1| °14.«8.4.
176 Paed. I. °2. 4. 5l I. G6. 32- 1.
177 £.g. Stroffl. II. °15« 70. 3-
178 Stroia. Til. C16. 102. 5? IT. C24. 154. 1-3.
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both to the individual concerned, and the community at large. An

important part of this healing process is the help given by fellow
179 Christians* and especially by the gnostics. ' It is the initial

concern of the previously mentioned spiritual directors"? their 

real work is sore concerned with perfecting than healing.

Converts should be baptised; not Just because baptism is the

foundation of all further progress, but because it removes our
1 80 previous sins. If a person sins after this, baptism cannot be

repeated. While he knew the writings of Herraas, quoting him at

one point to distinguish the free remission of sins
182 from other repentances, he did not limit this type of remission

) to baptism. The gnostic muat seek remission from the
4 fiX

Judges for those who offend him| in fact he obtains ( *
184 this pardon for sinners, presumably by asking God for it. The

a 0gf

angels seek this remission for all of us.

179 E.g. H. M's. S. 41. 1-6 etc. | Be. Proph. 15- 2* the angels
also intercede for sinners. Sxcerpta ex Theodoto 35 • ?•

180 E.g. Paed. I. G6. 50. 4i I. C6. 52. 1.
181 Strom. II. °13. 58- 1f II. °1% %• 1.
182 Stroa. II. °12, 55. 6 quoting Hersas. Mandatum 4. 3} II. °15. 

70. 3.
185 Stroffl. VII. °14. 85. 3.
184 Se« Proph, 15-2.
185 Excerpta ex Theodoto 35* 3« Also the verb is used twice?

the gnostic must forgive his enemies * M ^<^i^c-«- w Strom. 
VII. 13. 81, 1| "*<Dt{v rt5 w Strom. VII. C14. 88, 4.
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Hennas' influence is again evident in the belief that only 

one remission is possible after baptism, although Hebrews e10 Y26 

ia iiBaiedlately quoted to exclude deliberate sins* From other 

references, we can see that Poschmenn ie correct in assuming- that 

this is because they presuppose an impenitent state of mind. ' In 

fact no sin is excluded fro® this one remission. The robber chief
1 fiQ has no trouble with St. Johnj the adul tress is forgiven, y and

190 so is the heretics. However, this penance cannot be repeated,
191 because further grave sin can only b© followed by a sheaa repentance.

A second penance is a spiritual and moral impossibility, which the 

Church's prohibition reflects.

Prayer sad fasting were th© necessary expression of repentance
192 for sins, especially sins unto death, 7 Whether there was an

official category in the Church for those guilty of serious sin; 

whether there was aa obligatory reconciliation ceremony at the end of 

these penances, and what part ^e clerggr played in this reconciliation, 

we do not know. However the importance of the first public penance at

186 Strom. II. C15. 56-7-
18? B« Posohjuann, "Penance and the Anointing of the Sick" (1964) 

p. $3. Also J. Hoh, "Pie Buss© bei Klemens von Alexandrian" 
in Zeitachrift fur katholische fheologie (%} 1932, p. 1?9»

186 H* M's. S« 42. 1 sq. Clement quotes this story to give 
confidence to penitents*

189 Strosu II. °23. 147. 2 sq.
190 Strom. YII. C16. 102. 2.
191 Stronu II. C13- 57. 3-4? 59- 1.
192 Stroai. II. °15« 66. 4-5.
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baptism, and the reconciliation of the robber chief by St. John 

imply that the olerios probably did preside at a reconciliation 

ceremony. Their description as judges enhances this probability. 

The uncertainty ov@r the nature and very existence of this official 

intervention shows the difficulty in ascribing to Clement a notion 

of "sacramental tt forgiveness by the Cnareh. Ood forgives! while 

the sinner purifies himself within the Church &nd with the help of 

the Church. 194

COirCLOSICW.

Cleiaent was not a presbyter, end was not the head of an 

official catechetical school. The existence of an Independent lay- 

teacher and his group of followers shows the loos® organization of 

the Alexandrian Church. His minimalist conception of the bishop as 

teacher, and his refusal to accept the apostolic succession of 

bishops as a guarantee of truth show that the bishop's teaching 

function was somewhat obscured, at least in Clement's circle. On 

the exact relationship between this circle and the other Alexandrian 

Christians, we hare no hard evidence. He described his opponents as 

siBpliciores, but we do not know even how many "intellectual*1 

Christians followed his brand of Christianity* There is no evidence

193 Stroia. VI. °13* 10?. 2.

194 Cf. von Gaapenhausen, op. oit,, n 219» P»
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of a clash with Demetrius. However, his emphasis on the retiring 

gnostic does give a distorted and dream-like quality to his portrait 

of the Church. At best the gnostic t&ught his small group of 

followers? they were not the leaders or administrators of the 

general Church, although they w«r© its theological pace-setters.

For Clement, they were the models for all Christians, They 

were the teachers of secret tradition, and they, rather .than the 

bishops, took the place of the Apostles in the oouBSuaity. They did 

not hold office, as gnostic circles s&w little need for office in 

general, much less for themselves. Their authority derived froa 

their holiness and competence, and made no appeal to blind faith. 

They were Christian philosophers, each with a group of followers.

His sympathy for contemporary culture and willingness to 

"dialogue" with the world (to use a more modem turn of phrase) 

represent the Church's coming of age for literate society. The saute 

qualities, with their attendant divisions among baptised Christians, 

secret traditions, and closed, introverted little groups, alBO show 

the danger of a sellout, inherent in any dialogue? just as surely 

aa the history of a man such as Tertullian shows the danger® of a 

blind reaction to civilised values.

He is especially sensitive to the difficulties of an educated 

Christian, when confronted with less "enlightened** Church officials. 

The loose organization of the time enabled him to avoid this problem 

by ignoring the hierarchy on all Blatters he considered important.
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Grigen was not as fortunate, and his personal history wa@ l©es happy 

as a result. But Clement's Christianity had to be changed, if the 

Christian message was to become a, mass religion- Fewer divisions, 

no secret traditions, less exaltation of the intellectual type of 

faith, and a greater ©aiphasis on the sacramental life were all 

necessary if Christianity was to prosper, and remain true to its 

origins. This gnortic world ^ith wao serious interest in the

intrusions of an alleged authority" and little concern for
195 "professional office0 7 was too rarified for late second century

Alexandria. Simple people need more than allegory and intellectuals; 

they need the Gospels, and teaching pastors interested in their 

welfare, fhey also need "officers* to provide that basis social 

cohesion, which even the orthodox gnostic groups presupposed.

These tensions remained unresolved, and perhaps unsuspected, 

until his flight froia Alexandria, Origin's approach was brusquer 

and more Biblical. So too was that of Demetrius and the simple 

faithful, They did not want condescension, and they wanted more thai 

an ambiguous silence on the pieties dear to them. With all this, the 

scene is set for further developments.

195 Von Campenhaueen, op. oit., p.
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CHAPTER SIX

ORIOEH

Unlike Cl©is©nt, Origen placed out his rol© at th© centre of 

organized Church life, A rigorist, a churchman, and above all a 

theologian, his academic achievement is rivalled only by Tertulli&n in 

the pre-Nicene period. To th© service of an uncompromising affirmation 

of faith, more characteristic of th« simpliciores in the anti-gnostic 

struggle, he brought a prodigious learning snd a formidable 

intelligence. So city, and no Christian oo»unity except Alexandria 

oould have produced such a figure, except perhaps Rome h®rs©lf.

Although he gav© us no systematic treatment of th® Ghuroh, or of 

authority within the Church, his writings and his persoaal history are 

a rich and explicit sourc© of information, Just as surely aa several 

factors imped© an exact assessment of their significance. While a great 

volume of his work has survived, too snioh re&aias only in Latin 

translation. Some of his appeals to Christian norms e.g. the rule of 

faith, and references to t@achera hav® foe^n changed in translation. 

Whether, and to what ©xtent these change© are also deformations of hie 

thought are question® which isust b© examined. His ©athusiasms for 

allegory and all things spiritual and eternal aid hi® @3c@g@gi8 and 

spiritual progress, but divert his attention from an accurate 

description of many matters of interest to us. Also his life story is

by no means complet®, and has been "isythologised" to a greater or lees 

extent.
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However, it ie clear that the theory and exercise of Church 

authority differs frora that of Clement's portrait. Some of the earlier 

tensions bubble to th© rurface, aa the organisational patterns in 

Alexandria become clearer aad firmer,

HIS LIFE.

As Origen was so deeply involved in the ecclesiastical life of 

:Uexandria and Caesarea, several incidents in his life are significant 

for tha study of authority in th@ Chareh. His own letters have been 

lost, and so h&a moat of Pamphilua* defence of his life and work. The 

primary source remains JiJuaebius * "Ecclesiastical History", whar© most 

of the sixth Book is devoted to his story.

Recently the accuracy of emeh of this material has been
<j 

questioned, and this deasythologisaing has thrown soae interesting light

on the thre© incidents in hia life which do concern us i.e. his 

appointment aa head of th« catechetical school, th6 motives behind his 

ordination to the pr©sbyt$rat@ and Demetrius' opposition to this; the 

nature of the sentences passed against him by the two synods.

As the evidence is so scanty, we ar@ often dealing with 

probabilities, rather than established truths. This remains true of 

th© conclusions drawn up at the end of the demythologrlsing process.

1 M.Homechuh, "Baa Leb^i d@s Origeaes und die Entstehung der 
aleacandrineeohen Schulew in 2©it«chrift ffir Kirch@ngeschichte 
1960 pp*1-25j 195-214. Hornschuh n12, p.4» claims that the only 
writer who had deaythologiaed this account previously was H.Koch 
in his artiol©, "Ori&enes" in Pauly-Wissowa HReal«^icyolopMi@ 
der Classieehen Altertusiswiss@nechafteaw 18.1/1839 sp.1036 ff.
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Such a method entails real notations. It ie always a risky business 

(if often a necessary evil) to conjecture motives for an historian's 

choice of materials? and even sore risky to conjecture incompetence on 

the part of the historian to explain inconvenient facts which cannot be 

fitted into a pattern bf,sed on the conjectured "motives". Finally a, 

logical sequence of events deduced from a mass of conflicting evidence 

is no infallible guarantee of historical accuracy.

Apart from these general considerations, Homschuh's

desythaiogizing is based on the premise that Susebius* account is
2legendary, and on s. preference for Porphyry as a more contemporary and

reliable witness. iis first premise is generally acceptable} the 

problem is to discover how far this legendary account is historically 

inaccurate. Secondly the anti-Christian polemic of Porphyry is hardly 

a source worthy of complete confidence, any more than Eusebius f 

reverential portrait.

We have seen that Clement of Alexandria was never at the head of 

a catechetical school. He taught advanced Christians in a private 

school, which was not an official organ of the Alexandrian Church. 

The official catechetical school there began when Demetrius appointed 

Origen as its head. This information taken from Susebius (i.e.Grigen's

2 Ibid., p. 4^
3 Ibid., pp. 14-15.
4 Cf. Chapter 5, section a. of this work.
5 Susebius 8.H. TI. J.S.



appointment by Demetrius) has been accepted by all. In one eenso, the 

date of this appointaent is irrelevant for our purposes. But Homsehuh 

has given some good reasons why this did not occur immediately after 

the so-called persecution of Septimius Sevenis. Whoever instigated this 

persecution, it is difficult to see how a special school for Christian 

converts could have existed then, Origin's age at th© tisae, seventeen 

years, also makes such an appointment less probable, but by no ffleans 

impossible. Eusebius was concerned to establish an historical 

continuity or succession between the heads of an official catechetical 

school i.e. Pantaenus, Clement and then Origen. That Origen should have 

assumed this appointment almost immediately after Clement fled the city 

fits this pattern. As Clement never headed ©n official catechetical 

school, and it is highly doubtful that Drigen was ever his pupil ( Origen 

never mentions MJB)» the last link in Busetbius 1 account on this point 

.e. the d&te of Orig^m's appointment) mist also fall under suspicion.
7 As en alternative date, Homschuh guggegts 217. Until then, Origen had

taught privately at a more advanced level than e&t@ehesis, and had pagan 

as well as Christian pupils. After hie appointment he reverted to a 

similar task, when he gave Heraclas charge of the catecheticalf »ta* Si* ^

6 instruction. Presumably this higher education remained under Demetrius'

official protection* It also appears that his school in Caesarea had

6 Cf. Eomsohuh op.cit*, p. 13.
7 Op.cit., p. 203s n.88.
8 Susebius E.H. VI. 15.1.



159

pagan as well as Christian students, and that th© training- #iven was 

largely philosophical. By it, he hoped to win over his pagan hearers 

to Christianity, or at least predispose them towards it, and perhaps 

give a philosophic training to would-be Christian silseioners. These 

conclusions have been deduced fro® the silences in Gregory the 

Wonderworker! Panegyric to Origen about the Incarnation, the Church,

the sacraments and even specifically Christian motivations for the
9 spiritual life. The farther conclusion that this school was not an

official church institution is unwarranted, although it was not a 

catechetical centra, nor a purely theological school. We simply do 

not know of its relationship with the local episcopate, but it must 

have enjoyed at least a semi-official approval.

Demetrius 1 appointment of Origen shows the extension of episcopal 

supervision to the teaching function within the Church, whil© the 

tension between the two of the® shows that this episcopal supervision 

was sometimes resisted in practice, if not is principle,

According to fusebius, Origin received ordination to the 

preebytorate from the bishops at Caesarea, sometime during the 

episcopate of Zebenus at Antioch, and Pontisnus at Home. Wliy did h@ 

accept this ordination after such a long period as a lay teaohsr, and

9 H.Crouxal, "L'Eeole d*Origin® a Clsare©** in Bulletin d© 
Literature Ecolesiastique (UXI) 1970 pp. 15-16$ 19.

10 Ibid., p. 1?.

11 S.H. VI. 23.5-4-
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outaida his own Church? There is a wide range of possible answers to 

this question, fhere is the first and unlikely possibility that hia 

decision was taken rashly, and that he had not wished for ordination in 

Alexandria. If this is untrue (and it probably is), had Demetrius 

refused to ordain him because of suspected heresy, or because he was a 

castrate? Or were the bishop* s later objections and earlier refusal 

motivated by simple envy, as Eusebius had suggested? Had Origen eoae 

to believe that a Christian teacher usually should be a clerio?

What we know ©f his character mskes it improbable that such an 

important step was taken on impulse| or that it was a merely political 

gesture to strengthen his hand against Demetrius. It was a considered 

act involving more then just a political m&nouvre, although these last 

considerations must have been present to some degree.

While there are good reasons to believe that much of Origea's 

trouble derived from the suspicion of doctrinal unorthodoxy, ' and some 

inconclusive evidence for rejecting the tradition of Orion's self- 

imposed castration, the relationship of thes© factors, and ©specially 

the second, to his ordination ie a slightly different question. Jourjon,

12 K.I. ?I* 8.4,

15 H.Chadwick in **Early Christian Thought and the Classical 
Tradition" (1966) pp. 99*100f n.1?» pp.

14 H.Chadwiek ibid. f pp. 66*6?. iusebius, a devoted admirer of 
Origen would act have included this story if he had any doubt 
about its authenticity. l.F.C.Haason, "A aote on Origan's self- 
mutilation*1 in Tigiliae Chris tiaaaae (20) 1966 p. 82 claims that 
it is "oaptioua" to doubt that he did not perform this act in his 
youth.
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who also does not doubt the reality of the self-mutilation, has proven 

that there was no church law then on this point, and that while Demetrius 

was shocked, it is also an exaggeration to sp^ak of a common practice 

against ordaining eunuchs* The castration was a secondary motive for 

Demetrius 1 opposition, and a convenient peg for it. Th© differences 

were doctrinal.

If this goes SOSJQ way towards explaining his bishop's position, 

Origan's motivation remains obscure. One other incident is relevant 

here. It is usually held that he was ordained around the year 231, and 

that it was »om# fifteen years earlier when he preached, while still a 

layaan, in the presence of the Christian eossmunities in Caesarea. 

Demetrius was horrified by this unheard of procedure. Alexander bishop 

of Jerusalem, and Th©octietus bishop of Caesarea caiae to his defence,

and denied any lack of precedent. However as von Caiapenhausen justly
17 noted, they can only produce three far-fetched examples to support

their claim; they conclude by affirming the probability of many other
18 examples unknown to them!

Hornsohuh has suggested that these two incidents (i.e. his 

preaching in Caesarea and his ordination) were not separated by fifteen 

years, but that the ordination was the imediate Palestinian reaction

15 M.Jour,1on, MA propos du 'dossier dj ordination 1 d'Origene** in 
Melanges d© Science Religieuse (xv) 1958 p. 46*

16 Ibid., pp. 45-47.
17 "Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power*', n.85, p. 250.
18 Eusebiua E.H. VI. 19-18.
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to Bernetriua* protests. This offers a very tidy solution, but it does 

not explain why BJusebius introduced the long gap into his narrative. 

It serves no devotional or apologetic purpose, and can only be explained 

away by the historian's incompetence. However, even if ISusebius* 

account is true as it stands, the action of the Palestinian bishops is 

still best explained by their desire to render Demetrius' objections 

worthless, and to respond to Origin f s own. wish for ordination.

At this stage, he must have sincerely wanted to b© a presbyter)

and it remains very probable that he had been refused this by
20 Demetrius. In both Palestine and Alexandria, lay teachers rarely

preached at the liturgy. Demetrius insisted that this was unheard of; 

& statement which is somewhat difficult to reconcile with the earlier 

presence of lay teachers such as Cleaent and P&ntaenus in the community. 

As the teachers were so obviously the leaders of their circles (in 

Clement's portrait), and together made up the theological experts for 

the wider community, the natural situation, in an age not orach bothered 

by lay-clerical differences, would have been for them to preach at the 

liturgy. But Demetrius' claim for the Alexandrian coaaaunity was never 

refuted; neither by Origen or his friends, and for this reason must be 

accepted, Part of the explanation might lie with the indifference of 

some lay teachers towards the liturgy, and it certainly does presuppose

19 Op.oit., pp. 198? 209-211.
20 Von Campenhausen, op.cit., p. 249, asserts this refusal as 

accepted fact.
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a strong clerical self-awareness, arid a determination that the liturgy 

ia their preserve. From this, there is only a small step to an 

accepted situation where theological teachers are usually clerics.

Karl Rahner has accepted this premise in suggesting that Crigen
21 received ordination so that he could teach in a regular or correct way.

Such a motivation would not b© inconsistent with Origen'e own writings 

on the teaching function in the Church. He probably did eo&e to the 

belief that teachers usually should be clerics.

It would be a mistake to view the differences between Demetrius 

and Origan as essentially a struggle between clergy and laity. If this 

had been the case, ordination would have solved all problems? but it 

ia Just this to which Demetrius objected. The situation is to be 

explained by the bishop's determination to exercise effective control 

over all teaching in his community, either of clergy or laity. Even if 

most teachers then were clerics, Origan's status as layman or otherwise 

and his physical condition are secondary considerations. The 

differences were doctrinal. One Immediate objection to this theory 

arises. If the fundamental differences were doctrinal, why should the 

bishop appoint him head of the catechetical school, and then deny him 

ordination? Theory and difficulty are not irreconcilable. Perhaps 

Demetrius hoped to establish effective episcopal control over teaehing, 

by bringing Origwa aore fully into the organised lif® of the eossaunity.

21 MLa doctrine d'Ori&ene ©ur la penitence" in Kecherches de Science
Religieuse (37) 1950 p. 51t n.7.
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and placing him in oh&xg® of catechesis where he could do little harm. 

If this was the plan, it did not succeed as Crigen soon handed over the 

©lementary teaching to Heraclas.

The refusal to ordain is explained on two grounds. By it,

Demetrius would have sanctioned Origan*a teachings, and made him "an
?2 accredited representative of the Gospel"j " secondly ordination to the

presbyterate would have increased hie independence of the bishop, rather
OZthan decreased it, and been contrary to Demetrius' purposes. Clement 

believed that presbyters shared a basic dignity and importance with the 

bishop, and acknowledged their quasi-eptseopal status, ^ while Arius 

showed considerable independence of Athanasiua, The only evidence we 

have for th© intervening period concerns episcopal consecrations in 

Alexandria, and this too ie not inconsistent with a powerful and quasi- 

independent presbyterate. Crigen's ordination would have reinforced 

the older Clementine situation, and ran counter to the bishop's 

reforming and centralizing endeavours.

The motivations of the three parties i*e. Orlgen, I)e®etriii3, and. 

the Palestinian bishops in this struggle are different end obscure. 

But Demetrius* exalted notion of the episcopal functions is clear enough.

Our third and final task in this section is to examine the nature 

of the two sentence© passed upon Origea in his lifetime.

22 E.Cadiou, "Gri&en, His Life at Alexandria." 1944* p. 30} suggests 
this. However the work is marred by it® uncritical acceptance of 
kusebius '

25 Homsehuh, op.cit., p. 212.
24 Chapter 5* section e. of this work.
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is considerable doubt about the circumstances in vrhieh ht* 

finally left Alexandria, and a shortage of information about the? n&.tur«

of the sentences. Eusebius gives no details of an expulsion, and dees
2s* 

not mention the two synods. He merely tells that Driven left the city.

Both these omissions are not conclusive, aa such ©vents would b# 

inconvenient for the author's purposes. Driven himself left no 

reference to an expulsion, telling us that he was rescued froai Sgypt by
nf

Odd. Th« fact that he left Heraclas In charge of the catechetical
27 school, (the implication being that he chose his sucoessor) is a

strong argument against expulsion, ¥©ry probably after his ordination, 

he never returned home owing to Demetrius* opposition.

Our principal source for these events is the ninth century writer 

Fhotius, who professes to have derived his account from the Apology for 

Ori&en. According to him a synod of bishops and presbyters ordered 

Origan to leave Alexandria (so displacing him as head of tfe® school),

while a second synod of Egyptian bishops deprived him of the
28 presbyterate . ' Jenaste*s account goes even further and suggests that he

was excommunicated by Berne trim®, and that the bishops of Palestine,

25 B.H. n. 26.
Corns* on John 6*2. Except when otherwise stated, all chapter and 
section headings are tsaken froa the G.C.S* series. Otherwise page 
references are only given when paragraph references are missing 
or insufficient e.g. in the homilies on Luk«,

27 gu0ebius 8«H« Tl. 26. The case against expulsion is outlined in 
H.J.I^awlor snd J.f^.Oulton's, "ITusebiufl" Yol.ii. (1928) pp. 214- 
215f 218-219.

28 Bibiiotheoa ood. 110 (,;; .G. 10$. 596 *».),
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29Arabia, Phoenicia and Achaia refused to accept the sentence.

The situation raises important questions for inter-church 

relations. That Origan was ordained outside his own diocese and ©gainst 

th® wishes of his own bishop vaa contrary to custom, and Demetrius had 

every reason to b@ upset. If th@ sentences only dismissed him from 

leadership of the school (leaving aside the question of oxpuleios from 

th© city), and demoted him from the pr©sby terate , they were not unduly 

severe. This was probably due to popular support for him, as isueh as to 

any kindliness on tfee part of Demetrius. A more usual course would here 

been excomisunioation, as Jerome, also an admirer of Origen's, reports. 

We have no way of choosing between the two accounts f although the 

probability oust lie with Photius because of his greater detail.

While there had been cases of a Church accepting a person

in some other coEsirunity, e.g. the Boman acceptance of

Mareion, these arose in all probability through ignorance of the earlier 

situation. It would have been unprecedented for a community to receive 

into full ooMsunion someone known to be excoBastffiicated by another 

orthodox Churchf th© acceptance of someone Md@pri@3tedw elsewhere was 

another matter, though potentially ae offensive as the former.

This incident, with Origan's journeys to tfe© synods of other 

Churches (and indeed his >ihol® personal history), shows th® increase of

29 Sp. 5%5 (CSSL LI7, 259) 'Dawnatur a D&metrio ©piscopo? «?xoeptis 
palaestinae et Arabia© ©t >Jho«nices atqu© Aohaiae sac^rdotibus in 

eiua cone«ntit orbi®. *
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official contacts between the distant Christian coffiffiunities . It 

emphasises the independence of the local churches, even as the 

disciplinary dispute over the ordination contrasts with the desire 

among the Churches for soiae sort of doctrinal unity, at least on the 

ill-defined "©ssentlals11 marked out tentatively by th© rules of faith 

and baptismal confessions.

It has overtones of deeper fiigsificanoe also. The supporters of 

Driven implied that they did not share Demetrius' doubts about his 

orthodoxy. The dispute was never seen as sufficient ground for an 

official rupture between the differing Churches, There was no mechanists 

for dealing with these lesser differences! although a more serious 

difficulty on a doctrinal level oould hava been referred to an episcopal 

synod representative of the different Churches, fhe incident alao 

highlights the fallible nature of official pronouncementsj a theiae 

which Origen mentions. Exoomsjunioation was seen aa expulsion not just 

fro® the local community, but from the Church Itself. Is th© 

excommunicate free to search for another Church willing to receive him? 

Origen would have replied that this depended on whether the sentence 

was just or otherwise; he himself had no second thoughts about the 

legitimacy of his deliverance from %ypt.

30 Cf. Coraia. on John 6,2.
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Any examination of Origen'a writ ings aiust begin i#ith a previous 

examination of th© reliability of the Latin translations in which most 

of his works survive* 3ufinus explained that in his translations

31followed Jerome in smoothing over statements likely to cause? offence,

because these had been corrupted by heretics arid ©vil persons. He 

balanced this with the claim that any corrections were based on other

statements of Orion's, rather than being simply interpolations of Me
52own. The difficulty is that th© presuppositions of a fourth century

writer from the West are very different from those of an Alexandrian 

who began teaching nearly one hundred and fifty years before Rufimis*

birth. The possibility for innocent misinterpretation and "correction11

33 is considerable. Jerome is generally considered more reliable,

although Eufinus* claim that he wa« following aim in, correcting Origin 

gives us reason for caution. To some extent, this isdll be confirmed by

our studies,

There is no ground for abandoning ^ufirms as fundamentally

inaccurate, ^ although none of the Latin translations can be taken at

31 De Priaciplie 1. ^ufliras 1 preface 2. For information on this
pointf cf. M.ft•Wagner, "Hufinuo the Translator*1 (1945) Washington, 
and for further bibliography V.V.Buehhett, tw?yraimil Ruflnt 
Wbroruffl Ademaatii Orlgonia A&revmu Haereticos Interpretatio" 
(1966) Munich n»? t p. XI,

52 Ibid., pref. J,
33 R.P.C.Hanson, "Origen's Doctrine of Tradition" (1954) pp. 42-43.
)4 E.G.Baud, "Lea regies -de la theologia d'Origene" in R.S.I1.(55) 

19^7i P« 1^4» n»9» lists six authors who are inclined to accept 
Kufiaua' "basic accuracy".
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their face value, Hanaon is a little too sceptical of their worth, but
35 the Greek must remain our primary authority, is the translators'

zeal for correction varied from topic to topic, BO the reliability of 

their translations varies similarly, and must be examined point by point* 

Origen is distinguished from Clement by his almost complete

dependence on the Bible as the source of doctrine* While Clement quotes
?6 non-biblical sources more frequently than the Hew Testament itself,

his compatriot never quotes any non-biblical source as his authority
37 for doctrine. Unwritten tradition is sometimes used to justify certain

practices. A $r@ek fragment of his commentary on the book of Proverbs 

demonstrates this dependence on the Bible, and the occasional and
*a 

limited appeal to unwritten tradition. This fundamental difference is

further exemplified by the immense volume of Origin's exegesis of the 

Old Testament^ and more significantly of the lew. Only his contemporary, 

Hippolytus, might have anticipated his lew Testament exegesis; but 

little of this survives and it was on a much smaller scale i.e. on 

Mat.thew; the Two Thieves: John's Gospel and Lazarus' Besurreotionf the 

Two Talents and the Apocalypse. His Old Testament @x@g@sis was founded

55 Hanson, op.cit., p. 47*
36 Cf. Stahlin's index in Vol. 4, G.G.S.
37 Hanson, op.cit., p. 49 «
38 Fragment on Proverbs P. 0.17. 157 »• " IT^-TfoS pH

3 64 r**
c«r<Kcv ro v>n<rr*v ftv 'i v

J V __ f „ . -„ ,

I POL (LUu means Old and lew Testament.
. M
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on his massive work, the Hexapla comparing the differing available 

editions.

This appeal to the Bible does not imply an absolutely fixed and 

closed list of books comprising the New Testament. The reference to 

"canonicas scriptures" might be some rough equivalent for the original, 

but it would be anachronistic to suggest that *&v*v or *-<*vcv
59 was used in this sense. The Gospels are limited to the four we now

40 know, and he had no doubts about the inspiration of Hebrews , James , 2

Peter | 2 and 3 Joan and Jude. He became progressively more sceptical 

about Her&as, and was possibly a little uncertain over Barnabas. Hia

criterion for inclusion was not apoetolicity, but whether the Book had
42 been accepted for use in the Church. Ho more than any other criterion

at the time could this one provide clear answers) nor is there any 

indication that a hard and fast decision for, or against, the inclusion 

of every pious book in an official list was felt to be necessary. 

Hanson is probably near the truth, at least for marginal cases, in 

suggesting that Origen like Clement accepts "as Christian evidence any 

naterial he finds convincing or appealing".

39 Hanson, p. 46; D.van den Eynde, "Les formes de I'Bnseignement 
Chrltien" (1933) P« 230.

40 Eusebius S.H. VI. 25. $-6.
41 Cf. J.Kuwet, MLes antilegoaena dans les oeuvres d'Origlne" in

Biblioa (23) 1942 p. 42f H.von Campeahausea, HDi® Knstehung der 
ohristlichen Bibel" (1968) pp. 369-370.

42 Against Celsus 6.20. Cf. Baud, op.cit., p. 
45 Op.cit., p. 143.
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Origen believed the Christian faith to derive from Scripture, 

and Scripture always remained for him. as much a source of doctrine as a 

standard. The whole Bible, ©specially the Old Testament, was a sea of 

mysteries which had to be decoded by spiritual men, H@ had very little 

sense of history himself, and little interest in the literal meaning of 

the sacred books, except as a starting: point for his untiring 

allegorization. Through this w@ arrive at a spiritual understanding of 

Scripture, and are snatched up beyond the law, the prophets and the

apostles to Christ himself. The spiritual meaning is better than, and
45 distinguished from, the psychic and physical or material senses.

Several consequences follow fro® this difficulty in attaining the 

true meaning of Scripture* As well as the Bible, ecclesiastical 

tradition in the font of preaching and teaching is necessary for the 

attainment of truth. His o«m life and irnrk bear this out. It follows 

also that there are two types of faith; the higher based on the 

spiritual understanding of Scripture, and the lower not reaching these 

heights.* This explains his division of the Church into two separated 

classes of adherents.

Origen often appeals explicitly to tradition. But th®r® are no 

extant Greek references to the ecclesiastical or apostolic variety, 

while most of the others vhich do survive are about Jewish or rabbinic

44 Coma, on i Thess. 4> 1? (?•<*. 14. 1302).
45 Cf. H.von Campenhausen, "The Fathers of the Greek Church" (19&3) 

pp. 48-49-
46 E.g. Comm. on John 10.37 (21).
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4,7 tradition. To demonstrate that his theory was not entirely at

variance with his practice (which did show his belief in ecclesiastical 

tradition) we must quote on© passage which puts the absence of Greek

evidence into perspective i.e. his appeal to M th@ rule of Jesus Christ
/ x 

based on ( >t^r£ ) the tradition of the Apostles of th© heavenly
AH Church". This exemplifies his other-worldly eccleflialogy, and the

tradition mentioned must be tied up with the spiritual uaaderstending of 

the Bible derived by allegorizatioa. "

This same spiritual understandlug achieved by an elite from th®
50 Bible is the subject matter for his secret traditions* He never

appeals to an oral and secret tradition, transmitted by the teacher®,

and independent of Scripture, and on one occasion he emphatically
51 rejects the secret traditions of the gnostics. With equal emphasis,

he explained that hie profound truths are not to be imparted to those
Kg

incapable of receiving them. So some truths are act to be written

down| because the subject is too solearn or because they might stir up
53opposition. This is not dictated by a prudent fear that pagan® will

47 Hanaon, op.oit., p. 75. There are Latin references to 
ecclesiastical tradition, c.f. Comic , series in Mt. 39?

48 De Principiis, 4* 2,
49 Van den i<ynd@, op.oit., pp. 507-308 lists the three principal 

interpretations of this passage.
50 De Principiis 1. O's pref. 3«
51 Frag. 19 on 1 Cor. (J.T.8. 9« 1908 p. 357) cf. van d©n Eynde ope 

clt., pp. 251-232? Hanson, op.cit., pp. 74-75«
52 Cofflm. on Eofflaas. 6.8. (P.O. 14 1078 a)j 8.12 (P.G.14. 1195 c.). 

Against Gelsue 6.6.
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sdsuse these truths, but is employed within the church itself. The 

similarity with Clement, the heretical gnostics and the philosophers is 

obvious.
X

The rule ( L*VW/ ) and rule of the Church are also nonas for 

him. However while "regula" appears more frequently in the translations 

(and more f recently in Rufinus than the other translators) than
KA

does in the original which we possess, there are a number of instances

where x**v*ivr is us@d, and means norm or standard.
56The rule is sometimes used as a synonym for Church teaching,

57 and it is very probable that it did not have a fixed oredal form,

Katurally it was based on Scripture , and yet had an independent
CQ

authority. There is no remson to doubt that Origen believed that 

orthodox Christians should adhere to the brief eredal summaries, evolved 

in the anti-Gnostic struggle, and occasionally found in his works 

The anti-heretical role of the rule is a slightly different matter,

54 Cf. Hanson, op.cit., pp. 44-47
55 E»g» Cora®, oa JB. 15»1^j Howily 5»"*4 on Jeremiah j D© Frinoipiis 

4.2| Frag. 74 on 1 G0r«(j«,T.S,10. 1909 p. 42) etc. These 
examples sake it unnecessary for our purposes to examine in 
detail Rufinus 1 use of the term MregulaM . The Greek fragments of 
the Be Prinoipiis do show that Sufinua introduced the term when 
there was no literal equivalent.

56 E.g. Horn. 5» 14 on Jer.
57 Hanson, op.cit., p. 95 where he also quotes Bardy and Cadiou. It 

cannot be proved that the brief credal summaries which do occur 
in Origea's writings e.g. Be Friacipiis, Orig@n*s Preface 4-10 
are what he meant by the ecclesiastical rule.

58 E.g. the Dialogue with Heraclides c10. p. 16 (Soherer,1960 edition).
59 E.g. Be Princ. Origen*s preface 4-10,
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although there is one Latin text where the heretics are rejected because 

they do not adhere to the rule of apostolic trath is their allegoriaation 

of Scripture. Shatever th© accuracy of this translation, th® function 

of the rule is severely liaitad by his belief in a double type of

truth, fhe holy and perfect man transcends th@ rule of faith of the
62 majority of Christiana.

Origen was content with traditional anti-Gnostic norms i.e* a

professed loyalty to the Scriptures, and adherence to th@ traditional
63 (if variable) suffiamries of belief. ? His real interests were in exegesis

and doctrinal synthesis? in finding the hidden meanings of Scripture

for the chosen few, and explaining it for their spiritual development.
64 The summaries and the rule were accepted, but unomphasised, aa his

first preference was not for th© mass of Christians, much less for 

clarifying- formulae to distinguish them from th© loss orthodox. He did

not believe that Scripture was over the rule f or vice-versai they
65 different aspects of the same Christian teaching. His whole life

showed that ecclesiastical teaching is a necessary complement to th©

Hoa. 4.1. ©a Psala 36 (P.O.12. 1351) **!» ipso sates* spirltali 
intellectu apoatolica© non ten@ant regulaa veritatis".
O.Bardy, "La regie d© foi d'Origime" in R.S.R.(9) 1919 p. 196 
Corara. on John 13.16.

63 Ibid., 32.16(9)1 Fr&. 4 on 1 Cor. (J.T.S.9. 19^8 p. 234).
64 H.E.tf. Turner, "The Pattern of Christian Truthtf (1954) p. 354.
65 Of, Bardy, op.cit., p. 195.
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Bible | if the truth is to be reached. In fact, a whole host of 

presuppositions, religious and philosophical, were needed to arrive at 

the end-product of his allegorical exegesis. Thee© presuppositions and 

his intellectual ability were not siiared by all his fellow churchmen? 

and significantly not by th© Church officer, i.e. Demetrius his bishop, 

who claimed a supervision over Christian teaching.

S CHURCH.

Origen was fascinated by th© Church! but this Church was a 

heavenly reality, or at least trails-historical i.e. embracing heaven and 

earth. The nature and organization of th© earthly Church receive only 

incidental treatment. The functionaries of the Church receive a nor© 

adequate coverage, although it is much less sympathetic. His frantic

allegorising further bedevils the situation, as e.g. when h« sets out to
66apply all the details of Solomon's femple to the Church.

laturally the biblical scholar derives many of his itaages of the 

Church from this source. We have seen her compared to Solomon's Temple §

she was also the city of God, the virgin ssdf© of Christ, as well 

His Mystical Body, * and the spiritual dwelling place for the holy

66 Coaau oa Jn. 10*59

67 Against delBUS 3.30.

68 Bom. 12.5 on Lev.

69 CQSM. on Jn. 10.35 (20).
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70 priesthood* In hia lees sanguine moments, and these were not

infre<3uent, he confessed that eh© was also & den of thieves, which
71 caused Christ 1 s name to b© blasphemed among the Gentiles.

One aspect of Origin 1 ® supra-historical approach) which he share* 

with Clefflant, was his belief that the Church had existed fro® the

beginning of the world, founded upon the Old T©staia#at prophets of whom
72 Adam was the first. fkis eaise approaoh has interesting repercussions

in his use of the concept mother-church. Most examples exist only in

Latin translation, and again there is reason to suspect Rufinue of
73 interpolation. Generally it is the heavenly Church, whioh is described

7 A 7S 76as such; * sometimes the earthly Church is both daughter ? and mother.

Driven recognised that there were people of varying spiritual 

accomplishment inside and outside the Church* What sort of divisions 

did this iaply within th© Church? Were the "saints* i.e. th© perfect 

Christians still within the Church? Were sinners still within the 

Chureh, and was there salvation only within the Church?

For him, there was a ol^ar distinction between the spiritual

Christians (roughly equivalent to Clement's gnostics) and the lesser
77 breed who fear God but do not love hi®, This division is closely

70 Ibid., 10. 39 (25).
71 Coaaa. on Mt* 16. 21-2?.
72 Coiaa. on Cant. Cant. Book 2 (SCS Vol.8 157).
73 J.C.Plumpe, Plater Bcclesia" (1943) p. 79-
74 Cos®, on Mt. 11. 17} 14« 13l Horn. 12. 4 on L©v.
75 Frag, ©n Frov. (r.G. 17. 157).
76 Hoe. 6. ? on Gen.} Ho®. 11. 3 on Levit,
77 Horn. 7» 4 on Gen.; COJIM. on Mt, 1J. 26.
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connected with hia belief in the different levels of Scriptural

understanding, and that certain doctrines should not be taught to the
78simple faithful. He -sas frankly ©iitist, although admission to the

79 select few was - in theory at least - always open to the humblest.

the differences among Christians in thsir ability to assimilate 

doctrine, as well as in their general religious sensibility and moral 

attainment, must be recognized by any pastor, Origen wag inclined to 

overemphasise these distinctions, and tempted to base th@& on intellectual 

ability rather than piety. But we should not paint too black a picture,

If the primary work of the riord is to save the more understanding people^
80 as they are more appropriate to him than the less intelligent, and

philosophical training is needed to be able to understand the profounder
81 truths, an uneducated believer still remains superior to the w@ll

82 educated pagan.

fe shall see that while the elite can become independent of 

teachers and Church ministers (or at least have no n@«td for them), 

still remain within the Church, Indeed those without spot or wrinkle
Git

make up the true Church} yet it remained a souro© of pugalement for

78 Against Celsus 1.7$ Horn. 9« 10 on Levit.
79 Hois. 16. 4 on 6&Q.f Against Celsus 6.14*
80 Comm. on Mt. 11. 17j of. Horn. 1. 3 on Ezechiel.

81 Against Celsus 5*58.
82 Horn. 5. 6 on Pa. 56 (KG. 12. 1340-1). Flato and th@ wise men of 

th© Greeks are also eondeimed for confining their instruction 
and attention to the so-called better class of society and 
despising the multitude, Against Celsus 7
Boa. 1*6 on Gen.
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that th© dividing line between good men aaad evil was not the 0ane 

as the division between the Church and those outside. * I® certainly 

wrote that th®r@ is no salvation outside th© Church. "Wo one is saved
acoutside the Church| whoever goes out is guilty of his own death". 

This oould be due to Hufinus* and perh&ps refers only to Christiana who 

lw&® the Church, rather than thos© born outside. But another text of 

the hoB8ili©s on Jeremiah is more @aiph&tio on this jK>int, with no 

possibility of an interpretation limiting the condemnation to ex- 

Christians* On th® other hand Christ died for th© whole world not just 

believers, as the Father gave up his Son to death, for th© wicktd also,"

Yet if being outside the Church remained a haaard to salvation, 

if not an insuperable barrier, membership did not bria^ with it automatic 

entry to Heaven. fh@ "so-called brother"^ and the ^Church members who 

ax® thought to b«r believers*1 , do remain within th© Churoh. This Is

84 H.von Balthassr, «t« a^st^rion **0xl&en«« in H.S.R. (2?) 
pp. 40*42 9 has clisousaed thiB unresolved ienoiort,

85 HOBS. 3. 5 on Joshua "extra bano doisum, id eat extra ecolesiam 
nsfflo salvaturi si quis forss exi@rit, mortis suae ipse fit

86 Horn, 5* 6 on Jeremiah.
07 Coj^a, on Krai. 3. 8. {?,$. 14« 94^)«
88 Ibid,, 4, 10 (F*G. 14- 99fi). H© does r^oognize tbat th« guilt of 

those who ar© outside the Church is much less than sinners inside. 
Xeitber do they equal fotjd Uaristi^ns. They are not golden or 
silver vessels? neither ar« th0y elesn, being made of ooismon 
clay. But they are necessary for th& future household (i««« 
heaven?) Horn. 20. 5 on Ji»r. (P.fi. 13* 530). This test exists only
in Latin. / ^ , \

89 COSM. on Mt. 13* 20, otHXcpoS ov o 

Coaaa. on Mt. 12* 12. rr<.<rC:U'Kv wcu
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explicitly stated; but it avails little, lasting as it does only until

the day of .judgement, when there will b© a definitive separation of the
91 wheat from the chaff. On other occasion it seems as though h@ even

excluded second class Christiana (not out and out ainnara) fro© the
69Churoh, while not denying them salvation through Christ f a name. 

Obviously he is here referring to the Church without spot or crinkle, 

rather than the earthly Church,

It will becom© abundantly clear later that th© Church did have 

sociological dimensions and organization. At this stage it is enough to

cite his remarks in the Against G@l,su@ that within each state there is a
93 somewhat similar sociological reality i.e, the local Church community,'

which has its own leaders. The unity of the Church is presumed, and

the theme is less developed than in Clement, Schisa and heresy occur
95 where there is sin.

The similarity of auch of this doctrine to Clement *a is clear, 

For both writers the Church is aometiises haavenly, sosa©times o» earth,

91 Horn. 20. 3 on Jar. (P.O. 13. 530). This survives only in the Latin} 
but the theme is dw^loped at such length, that it could scarcely 
be an interpolation* (Cf. not® 88).

92 Horn, 1? on Lucas (G.C.S. 9» 110) H©um vero, qui sit difamu8 9
licet bonam habuerit conver&ationsm et csteria virtutibua poll eat,
tafflen non ess© de eccl@sia * *• sed esse de eecundo gxadu et de 
his qui iavocant nom&n doiaini ©t qui s&lvantur quiden in aoaine 
Jesu Christi" cf. Comai. on Horn. 8. % (p.G. 14. 1168).

93 Against Celsus 8. 75.
94 Ibid., 3. 5.

95 Horn. 9» 1 on Ezech.
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and sometimes it spans both. It transcends and at the same time exists 

through all history. There is a shared belief in fundamental divisions 

among Christians, based on intellectual capacity, and a shared ambiguity 

about the relationship between Church membership and salvation. The 

differences between the author® will be clearer when w© examine Origen's 

view of the Churches ministers.

A final point to notice is that Origen has no unambiguous belief 

in the sinlessness of the earthly Church, which could be used as a 

justification to deny ecclesiastical reconciliation for serious sinner®.

TUACHE8S AND PHOPHSTS,

Origen was a teacher during the whole of his adult life, and as

Danielou wrote "All his works converge more on the sacrament of

% Scripture than on the sacrament of worship". For him, the teachers

were without doubt the most important figures in the community, and 

teaching the most important function. The identity of the teachers i.e. 

lay or clerical, episcopal or otherwise, and the type of authority they 

exercise, are the central issues of this chapter.

The teacher is Origin's ideal. This represents a significant 

shift of emphasis from Clement, where the gnostic held this position. 

The gnostic is not defined by any eeclesial function, whereas the 

teacher is by definition an ecolesial figure. He unfolds the mysteries 

of Scripture to Christians within the Church, But even in hie own

96 In "Origen* E.T. 1955. P- 45-



lifetime, the actual situation moved beyond Origin's position. He had 

moved beyond Clement, but not far enough to please Demetrius, Be 

represents the earlier tradition of Hoaan and Alexandrian Christianity 9

*here teachers (lay or clerical) taught their own groups of followers,

*ith only a minimum of Interference from the official l©&d@rs of the 

coaaaunity i.e. bishop, or more probably bishop sad presbyters. 

Elsewhere the bishop had not only moved to effective leadership over all 

important functions within the ooffimuuityj there was a strong tendency 

to see him aa the "best" Christian e.g. in Antiooh, and Hippolytan BOJ»©. 

There is no reason to doubt that Demetrius saw himself in this role. 

The ideal of the Christian teacher, as a speculative thinker and exegete 

and (hopefully) fortified by a strong spiritual life was soon to b@ 

amalgamated to the office of bishop. Heraol&s, Origen*s successor and 

bishop after Demetrius is the first Alexandrian example of a theologian- 

bishop.

There is little danger that the references in translation to the 

teachers hsvs been exaggerated beyond the original, text. The increased 

emphasis on the sacramental life and the tendency to see teaching as a 

clerical monopoly make such exaggerations unlikely. Indeed tfese© 

developments imply that the possibility of distortion lay in the opposite 

direction i.e. any original suggestion of lay or independent teacher* 

would be "corrected". There ie ©Iso eome Internal evidence for this.

Despite the fact that the teacher ( M h&itrMifoS M » "doctor" or 

"stagister" in translation) enjoys a remarkable versatility, his first
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duties are inevitably to unravel the meaning of Scripture for the
Q7 OA

people. To this end, he cannot be ignorant, and must be devoted to
QQthe pursuit of wisdom as well as the study of the Scriptures. So 

exalted is his calling, he can sometimes be described as the lips of 
Chri.t. 100

But teachers were not sere academics, or even intellectuals whose 

only task was to expose the failings of organised Christianity. They 

themselves had positive ecclesiastical functions, being the "eyes" of

the Church, who construct her upon the foundations of the Apostles
102 and prophets. With the priests (saoerdotes) they must beget sons as

St. Paul did* Debtors to all men, they must help all men? a task 

which cannot be achieved unless allowance is made for the different 

levels of religious understanding in the community. Since they are 

to defend the oosmrunity against pagan and heretical attacks, they are 

compared to the beams of Noah's irk which support the "animals" within, 

and repel the waves without

97 Horn. 20. 5 on Josh.
98 Com®, on Cant. Cant. Book ? (Q.C.S.8* 149).
99 Horn. 13. 4 on Gen.j Hois. 17* 2 on Joshua.

100 Sel. in Pealaos Ps. 59-10 (KG. 12. 1412).
101 doom, on Cant. Cant. Book 2 (G.G.S.8. 154-155).
102 Hom.2. 3 on Gen.* Hoa.9- 3 on laced.; ibid., 13« 4? Hom.1. 4 on Lev.
103 Horn. 6. 6 on Lev.
104 Horn. 13. 4 on Gen.
105 HOBS. 6. 1 on Hum. | Horn. 12. 7 on tevit.
106 Horn. 2. 4 on Gen. They are described as ^doctores" and "magistroa 

	atquo aeeiulatores fidei". Of. Horn. 1C. 4 on Ex.
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Their authority extends far beyond the preaching of th® Gospel. 

As there were Old Testament officials to judge offences, so the Church

now has Christ, or hie representative the teacher of souls for thia
107 purpose. vftiil© judgement Is seen as teaching justice (a power given

to Peter and Paal and other teachers through the a#ea), Origen was 

none too fussy over the methods used to impart these lessons. The

teachers are to oppose the demons and every fom of vice; and notorious
109 sinners are to be expelled. There is one ©specially exuberant

development of this theme, which demonstrates beyond doubt hi® zeal for 

the purity of the faith, and his determination to defend it in every 

possible way. Origen would have be@n a hard-line bishop. The te&ehers 

share the duty of catching the yotmg foxes, of destroying the scorpions 

and serpents, of crushing th« heads of th© young Babylonian children; 

all of which dutias were to b@ executed before the victims were old 

enough and strong enough to resist. It is due only to metaphorical

10? Horn. 10. 4 on Kau
108 Expos, in Prov. chap, 29 (P.Q. 17« 248).
109 Horn. 8. 7 on Josh. The nature of the expulsion depends to some 

extent on the identity of the teachers* There is no reason to 
believe that non-clerical teachers could themselves excommunicate.

110 Cofflffi. on Cant, Cant. Book 3(4) (G.C.S.8. 240-1). In a similar
passage Rufinua speaks of this power being given to the wsodalesw j 
•Ifae Greek text of Frocopius has

Toi& OtXcuJ C VU

, . 
these things the spouse spoke 'to nis frionds, either angels, or
holy men, just so long as they are teachers in the Church 
(G.C.S.8, 235)-
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excess that these enormities seem to be heaped OB young heretics rather 

than incipient heresies, but it amply demonstrates the hardness of 

spirit produced by the persecutions and the anti-Gnostic struggle and 

the ferocity with which each group defended its concept of truth. 

Origen had every reason to compare the teachers and bishops to the 

faithful servants whom God will place over his possessions.

The teaching; function was not confined to his contemporaries.

The other-worldly dimension to the Church is apparent, when the angels
112 are described as our teachers, while of course Cod is the true and

perfect teacher.

The Apostles and especially St. Paul are often described as
114 teachers, although the latter are sometimes mentioned with the

Apostles, * and with the evangelists. The fact that Paul had 

included them among the groups of the Hew Testament Church is recognized
f% w 4 4 *7 c» v "I 1 ftby Origen. Both 1 Cor. 12. 28 ' and Bphesians 4. 11 are mentioned 

by him.

111 Scholia in Mt. 24. 43* (#•<*. 17* 501).
112 Seleota in Psaliaos on Pa. 6?, 55- (P.S. 12.
113 Enarr. in Job. on chapter 22. 2. (P.O. 1?. 80),
114 Ho». 3. 4 on Gen.? Horn. 9, 3 on ^t*t Ho»« 5. 3 on
115 Horn. 11* 7 on Num.} Seleota in Psal. ?s. 126. 1. (P.O. 12. 

	1641)} Coaam. Ser. in Mt. 61.
116 Sel. in Psal. on Ps. 39* 10. (P.G. 12. 1412).
117 COB®, in Rom. 7* 5* (P.O. 14* 1116).
116 Cossa. on John 1. 3(5)f Horn. 12 on Lie. (S.C.S. 9» 73).
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Was there a somewhat similar .group of teachers in the 

Churches, distinct from the clergy? Before the evidence of his writings 

ia examined on thia point, a couple of preliminary observations should 

be made. Clement had taaght as a layman, as did Origen for many years. 

They could not preach at liturgical ceremonies (or at least Origen could 

not), and this practice also was not coasion in Palestine. This internal 

evidence would suggest that there were individual layteachers, whose 

freedom of action was increasingly United as they came under episcopal 

control, ifheir functions in large measure were being absorbed by the 

clergy, as Origan's ordination shows. Bo his writings also reflect this 

situation?

It is difficult to find references to a group of conteapor&ry 

teachers, as distinct fro® the Few Testament grouping. Ton Gampetihauaen

has pointed out that they ar© not mentioned with the other groups worthy
119 of respect and special maintenance i.e. widows, martyrs and ascetics.

leithsr do they figure in th® lists enumerating the different grades of
120clerics. On top of this, some of the teachers' most important

121 activities belong very much to the bishop, who must be a teacherj

the episcopal role in expulsions ®Bd reconciliations is also very 

pronounced.

119 "Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power", p. 250 f n. 85.

120 Horn. 2. 1 on Num.? Coiam. on Horn. 8. 10. (P.O. 14. 1188-1189)} 
On Prayer 28« 4. There is an easbiguous reference in Com®. Ser. 
in Mt. 24.

121 Horn. 10, 4 en Bx.f Against Celsus 3* 5-



186

Before we hasten on to identify these two roles into ona office, 

we isust consider the occasions when th© teachers are named with the

bishops. In the Greek fragment of the thirty-fourth homily on Luke's
122 Gospel, the hotel keeper in the parable of the Coed Sajnarltan is tha

type of the Apostles and their successors the bishops and teachers. 

In the Greek text both th© last two nouns ar© tisad without tha 

definitive article j sn ambiguity which Jerom© neatly removes by
4 f)A

identifying the Apostles' successors as weeel©siaa pra«sid@sift * There

are siany similar references. The faithful and wise servant shorn God

T 
126

125eets over His possessions is seen to be the bishops and teachers. The

sins of the people are imputed to their leaders (principos) and
127and the priests (saoerdotes) and teachers b@g©t children for the Chiirch.

Harnaek Interpreted these pmsssges as evidence for a group of 

teachers *fin juxtaposition with the episcopal organization of the
1 28Churches" , and so did d© Faye, ' while van Csiapenhaiasen has gone to

122 G.C.S.9., P. 29^» frag. 168,
125 x«^c foGs rocrwv ^stc&^o^i ^iir co-xo^rroo'^ >L«t^ <Jt <fac e- JL«T Xo

124 G.C.S.9. 191 » where yet asiother Sre©k text is given, or P. GU 15. 1887.
12$ Com. Ser. in Mt. 61? Schol. in Kt. 24. 45. (P.G.1?. 501).
126 lorn* 20. 4* o& If&su
127 Ho®. 6» 6 on Lev,
f28 wfhs Mission end Sxpansloa of Christianity" (E.f . of 190® Oorww 

Edition) p. 560} History of Dogma, Vol. 2. (E.T. of thfced 
German Ed.) pp. 70-2, n, 3«

129 K. de Faye, W0riglne. Sa Tie, Son Oeuvre, Sa Pensle" (192@) 
vol. 3, p« 277 »®« » v^®w similar to Haraack's.
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the opposite pole and written that "Orlgen nowhere envisages a
150 1 teaching profession 1 independent of the clergy*. As not even Cle&ent,

and certainly not Origen, ever denied explicitly the general leadership 

role of the bishop, no teaching profession was envisaged as being 

independent in this sense. However von Caiape&hausen f s statement cannot 

imply ft clerical monopoly of teaching, much less an episcopal monopoly. 

One possible solution moat be put forward., only to be rejected. 

This would see teaching as a permanent funotion in the Church, rather 

than an office; a description to be applied to any competent pereon. 

In time, these cane more and more t© be dories. Such people would 

rese&ble the Old Testament prophets, who arose spontaneously end required 

no ordination, or even appointment. Unlike the prophets, these teachers 

would have been a permanent phenomenon. In the strictest sense, this 

theory of a teaching function is seriously embarrassed by the frequent 

repetition of the noun ^teacher" (rather than its use a« an adjective),

and especially by the references to bad teachers i.e. morally or
1 %1 doctrinally. However the strongest argument against a purely

functional viewpoint ia Demetrius 1 appointment of en official catechiet.

Gri&en'a use of the term is fluid, sometimes signifying an 

office, and sometimes an indeterminate position, not requiring ordination 

or even appointment, but more permanent than a temporary function. It

1*K> Gp.cit., p, 250. B*van den J^nde, "Lss lormes d'Enseignessent"
(1933) PP«232-5, ^^ K.Kahner, op.cit., p. 51 hold similar views.

131 *Badw teachers e*g> Hora. 2. 4 on Es©chlel} OQ/SSIB. Series in ?
14; Host. 3* 3 on Kzechiel.



188

is possible that his views were never the same on this point as those

of his episcopal superiors in Alexandria or Palestine, and that the

1^2ambiguity is exemplified in the Greek fragment quoted. ' "Bishops"

and "teachers" are used without any article, definite or indefinite. A

similar usage occurs in the title of C.P. Snow»a sequence "Strangers
153and Brothers". ' The terras are not necessarily synonymous* nor

mutually exclusive as the term "the strangers and the "brothers" probably 

would be. A person could be both of these things, either of them (or 

none). ?on Ca&penhausen is correct in his claim that M there is hardly 

one passage where they (teachers) caa b@ clearly distinguished from the 

clergy".

Just as teaching is an important function of the bishop, so it is 

with the presbyter, a position Origen held for over twenty years of his

teaching life in Caesarea. The presbyter is charged with preaching
1 ^sGod 1 s word, surjd only one© does he explicitly distinguish between

presbyters and teachers, where von Campenhausen insists (perhaps too
137plausibly) "the biblical text corapels? him to do so." ' In any case the

connection between presbyters and teachers is not weakened, and there can

152 Boss. 34 on Lake* (G.C.S.9* frag. l6a, p. 296).
133 A similar usa^e also OOQUTS in the title of ft.ffaugh's second 

volume of hie wartime trilogy, i.«. "Officer* and

134 Op.clt., p. 250.

135 Horn. 7. 6 an Joahuaf 'dam. 1. 4 on Lev.

136 Horn. 3» 7 on Szeoh.

137 N. 86, p. 250.



be no attempt to establish a presbyteral teaching monopoly (apart from 

laymen, there are th«s episcopal teachers). There is also other 

indirect testimony for the connection, while the teachers are the 

successors of the Apostles in interpreting Scripture, the contemporary

counterparts of the Apostles are not the bishops, of is&o® Christ is the
1 59type, but the presbyters. Jy A similar end-product is achieved by

another example of his wonderfully fluid typology, because the New 

Testament bishop who had to be a teacher is also compared to the
1 A^presbyter. VThile Origen never intended these passing references to 

be systematiaed into a link between the lew Testament Apostles and 

bishops on one hand, and on th® other hand the presbyter-teaohers of the 

contemporary Church, they do serve to emphasise the teaching role of 

the presbyters.

Fro® this it would seem that a rough parallel occurs between the 

evidence internal to hi® works and what we know otherwise of the 

contemporary scene. Bishops are teachers? there is strong textual 

evidence that there was no episcopal monopoly, aad that ®ost of the non- 

episcopal teaching was done by th* presbyters. There is suoa less 

testimony urging a separation between presbyters aad teachers. He is 

silent on just who among the teachers is to have th© last word on

138 Ho»* 20. 5 oa Joshum,
139 Coism. Series on Ift. 10.
140 Against Celsus 3» 4®» cf. Ep. to fltas 1. 9«
141 Seleota in Psalmos. Ps. 11* 6 (P.O. 12. 1201).
142 E.g. the contemporary bishops have to b@ fitted into the scheise.
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contentious pointa of doctrine, although he would have been the last to

demand that teachers must be clerics. All who are devoted to studying
145the word of God can be teachers i.e. just m@n who have received the

144appropriate grace.

Th© identity of the teachers is important in charting the types 

of authority exercised. As most were- bishops or presbyters th© question 

becomes marginal, except that the lay teachers never had en important 

role in th© penitential processes (not in this capacity at least? the 

role of the lay confessors is a different matter), and never more than 

sn ambiguous role in questions of doctrine,

As the position of the teacher and intellectual changed 

considerably in Alexandria during Origen's lifetime i.e. from Clement's 

semi-autonomous position to the predominance of Bernetrius ! point of view 

following Origin*s departure, it is not surprising that his terminology 

is a little bewildering. This language always remained that of a 

particular theology i.e. stressing the word rather than worship, and of 

a slightly earlier and different situation when the coHstmaiity was 

dominated by the struggle with the Gnostics over th© nature of saving 

knowledge, and the teachers with their followers enjoyed mich less 

episcopal supervision.

145 Hon. 10. 1 on Jer. j Horn. 15, 4 on G«n«
144 Enarr. in Job o22. v2. (P.O. 1?. 80). Baniliou op.oit., pp. 45-50 

has an excellent discussion on the role a&d identity of the 
teachers, although h© probably drawa too sharp a distinction 
between the two earlier types of authority i.©. preebyteral 
(worship, and martyrdom as sacrifice) and teachers 1 (Scripture, 
and martyrdom as true knowledge) (p. 5( ! 5«
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His writings as they survive in translation prevent us from 

concluding that a separate group of lay-teachers existed under the 

bishop in the community, but this judgement depends on our accepting 

the fundamental accuracy of these translations. Both Rufinus and Jepea»«

were nervous of Orlgen's references to teachers, and eaoh on at least
145 one occasion amended the® to remove this ambiguity. *J The possibility

must remain that they indulged in a very considerable touching-up \ not 

least because in the middle of the third century bishop Dionysius of 

Alexandria called together th@ presbyters and teachers of the brethren 

in the villages to consider th© etras&e doctrines of Kepos! ^

While the Old Testament prophets shared a position of first 

importance as historical religious personalities with the Apostles,

Origen was aruch less enthusiastic about contemporary prophets.
147 Many were false prophets, who were in fact anti-Christs, did

not teach the message of the Holy Spirit, or the word of God, but
1 jfQ

the falseness of their OTO heart. More cannot be expected of them
150 because they have not risen through baptism. v@ cannot be sure what

145 Hoffl. 54 on Luke (G.C.S.9* P* 296$ p. 191h Coaw. on Cant, of 
	Canticles 5(4) (G.C.S. vol.8. 235).

146 £asebius E,H. VII. 24. 6.
147 Cossn. Series in Mt. 47-
148 fioia* 2. 1-2 on Szechiel*
149 Selecta in Kaeeh. c13. (P.G. 13. 604).

150 Horn* 2* 5 on. Ezech.
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exactly constituted a false prophet for him, or stoat distinguished thesa 

from a false teacher. In fact many ao described w©re probably only 

pagan or heretical teachers, whom the rigoriet Scripture scholar

rejoiced to condemn as false prophets, rather than under more p^destriaa
151 titles. Once he did describe the pseudo-teachers under this heading.

Others s©eiB to have been Montaniats, «rho indulged in ecstatic utterances.

His reference to the shameful antics of the false prophetesses in
152 chapter thirteen of Szeohiel is an example of this. He never showed

any sympathy for this movement, no doubt being repelled by their 

fundamental anti-intellectualism and emotionalism, although sharing 

their desire for a purified Christianity and (to eose extent) their 

rigorism.

The Old Testament prophets share a special place adth the
153 Apostles in the foundations of the Church, but his attitude is

ambivalent towards tha contemporary prophetic scene. On one hand he 

seems to suggest that prophecy stopped with Christj tlhe Church no longer 

needs the rain showers of the prophets because Christ the river has corns?

to us. This in turn is a cause for lament j the absence of prophets
155 being, ha fears, due to the community's sinfulness. On the other

151 Selecta ia Szeeh. c15. (KG. 13. 804).
152 Horn. 3. 2 on Bzech., cf. th© other references on this point 

collected by P.de Labriolle, "Lea Sources de l f histoire du 
Mont&nisrae" (1913), nos. 52-57, pp. 52

153 Cowm. on Cant, of Cant. Book 2. (G.C.S.8. 157).
154 Ibid., Book 3(4). (G.C.3,8. 226).
15$ Selecta iia Psalmos Hosu 3. 10. oil Fs. % (P.G. 12. 1545).
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hand, he tometimea admits that contemporary prophecy (the true variety) 

is a fact, even claiming in a moment of weakness that he and his

fellow scholars are similar to the prophetst without honour in their
157 own country. A finding to which Greek history also witnesses! Such

prophecy still remains inferior to the Old Testament variety, as the 

former seed to work and study before Qod grants the grace, while the 

earlier prophets received the gift directly from God. 5

Sot unusually many of Origen's first premises show through quite 

clearly in this discussion; his respect for the Bible, and especially 

his intellectualis*. He is convinced of the second-class quality of 

Christian prophecy, which he (perhaps unconsciously) limits to teachers 

and scholars* These remain his ideal, and while he showed little 

sympathy for his uneducated fellow churchmen, he has considerably less 

for those outside the Church, especially if they happened to be ecstatic*.

CLSRGT jaro urn.
Origen was obsessed with the ministerial hierarchy, criticising 

fiercely the shortcomings of the office holders while developing an 

exalted theology of office itself. A couple of points should be 

recalled as preliminaries* He eventually chose to become an ordained 

presbyter, so that his anti-clericalism is not based on any fundamental

156 Seleota in Threnoa Jeremiae c4« v20. (P.O. 13. 660).
157 Comia. on John 1). 55(54).
158 Comffi. on Rom. 9. 3. (P.G. 14. 1215).
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objections, as the position of the latter-day Tertullian «?as. Secondly, 

much of his writing on the teachers refers to the bishops end clergy. 

The ambiguities in this situation will be examined further in his 

writings on the Apostolic succession, and on the penitential processes.

Orlgen was a formidable personality, who knew nothing of the 

dogma of impartiality and had no interest In the flatteries and M«hlte- 

lies" which facilitate all social contacts. He did not share Clement's 

preference for polite dinner-party society, but breathed a little of the 

spirit of John the Baptist while looking back to the former times of the 

Churchy ffhen she was acre truly the bride of Christ. Obviously this 

personality and his background explain many of his strictures against 

the clergyi the struggle with Demetrius is especially significant. 

However more is involved than a clash of personalities, because many of 

his anti-clerical attacks were made during his time in Caesarea and 

after the bishop's death.

His high theology of office was partly responsible for his
159 criticism. More is demanded of the clergy than the laity, because

the offices of deacon, presbyter and bishop (while entailing greater 

responsibilities* and demanding a greater spirit of service to the 

eoamanity) also bring the office-holders closer to God. As von 

Campenhausen has pointed out he has applied the (orthodox) gnostic 1*

159 Hon. 9* 2 on 3«ech.

160 Horn. 11. 5 on Jeremiah.
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161 ideal of perfection to the clergy and demanded it from all of them.

this is typical, as he believed the ideal could be attained and must be

attained. Like many a rigorist, he was determined to outlaw human

weakness in himself and others, and the result was not always pleasant.

Any criticisms from a writer who claimed that the truly wise man, like
162 God, does not need to repent cannot be taken at face value. Clement

Bight have lacked the common touch, but Orlgen certainly lacked a touch 

of common sense.

This was not always the case, as many of his demands flowed 

directly from the Gospel, and were eminently practical. We can understand 

his belief that bishops should have only one wife, and should be 

imbued with the spirit of service rather than acting like prince® as 

they are responsible for the wellbeing of the Church, Christ's raystieal 

Body. 5 Granted his premises there is no special difficulty in 

understanding that the higher the rank the greater the punishment for
+ £L£L

misdemeanours. This insistence begins to take on another dimension 

when he emphasises the point that a bishop sins who does not minister as 

a servant to his fellow servants, with no fewer than ten Scriptural 

quotations. All ambitious men ar© to be excluded from the

	Op.cit., pp. 253-4.
162 Boss. 18. 6 on Jeresiah.
163 Corn, on Mt. 14. 22.
164 Coaiffi. on Mt, 16. 8, of. Horn. 6, 3 on Isaiah; Horn. 8. 4 on Jer.
165 Horn. 7« 6 on Joshua.
166 Horn. 5» 4 on Eaeoh.
167 Corns* Series in Mt. 61.



196

168 episcopacy, and we wonder at the versatility of bishops described as
169 immoral, sinful, ignorant and dishonest.

It is difficult to judge the general moral condition of the 

clergy from these references. -ith the increase in numbers of both 

clergy and Christians, moral indifferentism and self-importance must 

have increased among Church leaders. #* should remember that at all 

times Orlgen remained the teacher, and many of these passages were 

written to increase popular support for holy leaders, and perhaps to 

induce a repentance and conversion among the guilty. There is another 

brighter side to this grist picture drawn largely for home consumption

which we see in the Against Celsus where the Church leaders are
170 described as generally superior in morals to their secular counterparts;

Many of the clergy were not just Morally indifferent} a good

percentage seem to have been untutored in either Christian or profane
171 studies, and this produced a delicate situation in their relationship

with the theologians, frlgen's thoughts on this point move 

simultaneously in a number of directions. Just as Jesus was obedient to

St. Joseph, we are told, so roust the superior man obey his inferior
172 bishopj ' while on a broader, but less specific, approach to the same

166 Against Celsus 8. 75-
169 Comm. on Mt. 16. 25> of. list of quotations collected by A.Harnack 

"Kirchengeschichtliche 8rtrag" II in Texte und tlntersuchungen,
xlii (3). 1919, PP- 129-141.

170 Against Celsus 3* 30.
171 2.g. Bom. 9* 2 on 55zech.
172 Horn. 20 on Luke (G.C.3.9- 122).
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problem the leaders of the Church (principee) must examine all teachers,
175 and decide what doctrines should be destroyed. Neither of these two

statements is irreconoiliable with Origen's conduct during his 

differences with Demetrius, but a process of reasoning is required to 

arrive at this reconciliation. The key to this process lies in the

proviso (whioh concludes the second reference) that man's judgements are
1 TA. not always those of God. '* FJlsewhere he develops this theme further.

Those fortunate enough to have been kissed by the lips of Christ i.e. 

directly illuminated by Christ himself, no longer need any human 

teachers* or even the Apostles, prophets or angels. There is a 

fundamental similarity here (at least in the second branch of the 

development) with Clement's position, in as much as the "gnostic" elite 

needed teachers and supervisors hardly at all; although contradiction

was avoided by the fact that he found bishops who did support him
177 against Demetrius* The principle of obedience to the episcopacy was

upheld, as it always must be when the bishop was not sinful.

*• now return again to his theology of the episcopacy and 

presbyterate to examine it in more depth. Typically this ranges over

173 Horn. 9* 1 on Numbers*
174 Ibid.
175 Comm. on Cant, of Cant. Book 1, (G.G.S«8. 90-1).
176 Comm. on Jn. 1. 25(24)*
177 A.Ehrhardt, "The Apostolic Succession" (1953) p. 154, writes "it 

Is clear that he (Origan) saw himself as a gnostic who was 
superior to any institutional ministry". This is true, but he 
did not see himself as bein# independent of them.
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heaven and earth for its comparisons, and equally typically the matter 

is complicated by Gri&en's belief in an internal hierarchy of spiritual

men* These holy enlightened people are the true priests and Levites of
178 the new people of God. The spiritual demands he makes on the

ministerial clergy demonstrate his belief that the inner and external 

hierarchies should coincide. It is incorrect to view the internal and 

really important hierarchy as one composed of a group of human teachers, 

distinct from the clergy. The saints and scholars should be clergy. Tn

a similar way, the ministerial hierarchy must not be seen just as a
179 reflection of its internal counterpart. It has an importance in its

180 own right, and performs essential functions as e.g. the whole Church
181 1ft? rests on the bishops* However, while these offices demand sanctity

they are neither substitutes for it, nor automatic sanotifiers, and no 

cleric whatever his rank should imagine that an exalted position will
4 OX

ensure salvation. Even the angel which each Church has as its bishop 

must be faithful to his duties. 184

These angels are not the only heavenly type of the bishop. Christ

176 Horn. 17. 2 on Joshua.
179 "f. von Balthasar, op.ait., p. 45.
180 Yon Caapenhausen, op.cit., pp. 254-6, has a full discussion of 

	the nature of Origen's "double hierarchyw .
181 Comm. on Cant, of Cant. Book 3 (O.C.S.8. 177).
182 R.g, Horn. 11. 5 on Jeremiah,
163 Ibid.
1t4 Horn. 15 on Luke (G.C.S.9* 30).
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hiftself is the true bishop, just aa Abraham, Isaac and J*cob, and in the

New Testament times the Apostles are the real presbyters, while the

seven archangels are the type of the deacons. This exaltation of the

episcopacy through connecting it with Christ goes back to Ignatiua of

186Antioch, who spolce of the bishop presiding in the place of God, and

being similar to Christ. 167

As Origen had little concept of development or change in the

history of the Church and a full respect for the law and Prophets as
18$well as the New Testament, it causes little surprise when he draws on

Jewish institutions in his theology of the Christian Church. This is an 

obvious source for such comparisons. Greek secular culture had little 

to say on religious organization, although his intellectualism and the 

teaching-ideal derived from it. Neither is the New Testament, much less 

the Apologists, a very fertile source. From this process of elimination, 

the Old Testament emerges strongly as potentially useful, although the 

Alexandrian's loose allegorical exegesis, his concern with the inner 

hierarchy, his unpolitical other-worldllness and his many references to 

the teachers all combine to weaken the connection between the Jewish and

Christian ainistrles, even if many passing references show thet It is
189 presupposed. Christ transferred the sacred offices from the Jews to

185 Coma. Series in Mt. 10.
186 £p. to the Magnesians 6. 1.
18J Ep. to the Trallians 2. 1.
168 Coraat. on Cant, of Cant. Book 2. (G.C.S.8. 152).

Cf. vcm Baltaasar op.cit., pp. 4p sq.; ^hrh&rdt, op.oit., p. 150.
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190 the Christian community, as the Apostles combined. In themselves thr-
1Q1 rulership orlth the priesthood, i.e. the roles of Joshua and Sleazar.

The Church leaders are to judge offences as their Jewish counterparts
192 did, and the sins of the Christian people will be imputed to thera, a

Jewish sins were imputed to thoir leaders.

tfhile these themes are undeveloped, the relationship between the 

clergy and th© Hew Testament personalities Is an area of special 

confusion. To an already fluid situation (i.e. the Hew Testament 

evidence), Origen brought an added measure of complexity. Some of his 

references are only pastorally useful analogies, and are entirely

without theological significance e.g. pastors a.re like the shepherds at
194 1 Bethlehem and the hot^l-kseper In the parable of the Good. Samaritan, *

196while the bishops ar# also compared to the cypress rafters of the house.

The role of the Apostles is one source of ambiguity, as the term

is not limited to the Twelve, The other seventy- two whom Christ chose
197 for the ministry are Apostles f as in fact is anyone who is "sent".

190 Coma, on John 10. 25(16).
191 Ho®. 18. 1 on Joshua. This Idea is similar to that of Hippolytus 

(fh© Apostolic Tradition 5. 2-5} ^her© the princely spirit and 
the priesthood are combined not only In the Apostles, but in the 
bishops. Unlike Origin, the idea is developed in the context of 
the ordination ceremonies.

192 Bom* 10. 4 on Ex.
195 Horn. 20. 4 on Numbers.
194 Hoa« 12 on Luke (G.C.S.9- 73).
195 Horn, 54 on Luke (G.C.S.9. 191)•
196 Against Celsug 3» 3»
197 Horn. 27. 11 on lumbers, of. COBUB. on ROB. 10. 21 (p.G. 14, 1286).
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Following this reasoning, Christ ie an Apostle of the Father. .'s 

already stated, the dignity of the j&postlea is not in question. They
1QQare the light of the world, y ' being the first to unravel the inner

200 meanings of Scripture, and those who bring the whole Church of Cod
201 into the house of wine. The ambiguity arises when we attempt to

chart the relationship between them and the latter-day clergy, and to 

identify precisely their successors. Once again, the reliability of our 

Latin translations must be doubted; although even when we include the

Latin references to succession and the Apostles there still remains a
?fi? reluctance (as F&rhardt has noted) to link the Apostles exclusively,

or even too closely, to the bishops. They are the type of the
203 contemporary presbyters, not the bishops, although in one Greek

fragment the bishops and teachers are named as successors to the
204 Apostles, and Ignatius is named as the second bishop of Antiooh after
205 St. Peter. Origen believed in the continuity of the Apostolic

teaching function within the comfsttnlty, and his life and writings show

198 Ccffitt. on John 32. 17(10). ?or our immediate purposes this meaning 
	can be ignored.

199 Horn. 1. 6 on Gen.
200 Hoa. 20. 5 on Joshua.
201 Coffiia. on Cant, of Cant. Book J. (G.C.3.8. 191 )•
202 Op.cit., pp. 156-7.
203 Cosa. Series in Mt. 10.
204 Horn. 34. on Lk. (G.C.3.9- f.l68, p. 296).

205 Hoa. 6. on Lk. (G.C.3.9. 34).
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that the bishops shared in thia, just as surely as he refused to 

explicitly identify these successors as the bishops alone. His thought 

is beat explained by saying that if the teaching function is the

preserve of anyone within the Church, these would be the spiritual and
206 •oral elite, who usually are the clergy. Beyond this he was not

prepared to go, because it was the teachers (identity unspecified) who
207 continued the Apostles 1 teaching function. The significance of this

is two-fold | not only did he refuse to give an unequivocal endorsement 

to the teaching authority of the bishop as embodied in the Apostolic 

succession theories then current elsewhere, he also refused to move in 

the direction of Clement and the (heretical) Gnostics with their belief 

in secret traditions of doctrine independent of the Bible, and preserved 

by a succession of teachers from the Apostles. There is even a remote 

possibility that he was wary of the succession theory, because it had 

been used so much in unorthodox circles, as well as because it was now 

being used to bolster (excessive) claims for episcopacy.

Origen wrote next to nothing on the relationship between the

bishop and the presbyters except to express his belief that the presbyters
208 are also priests, and the general admonition that presbyters should

206 Cf. his reference to the succession of the Apostles of the
heavenly Church, De Principiie 4. 2. A similar thought probably 
underlies his frequently equating the Apostles with the 
"ecclesiastical men". Com. Horn. 3. 1. (P.O. 14. 924) J 
2. 2. (876),

207 Horn. 20. 5 on Joshua.

208 Horn. 12. 5 on Jeremiah.
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209 submit to their bishops. He gives no information, one way or the

Other, whether the position of tho presbyters in -lexandria differed 

from that of Oaespxea.

To conclude from Origen's antipathy towards some clerics that he 

was a champion of the great mass of the laity against an expanding 

episcopal po^er would be a misreading of the situation. He was certainly 

no populist in this sense; neither was he a democrat, but a strong 

believer in the first importance of a spiritual and intellectual elite. 

These were the people who counted, and the moral and intellectual 

attainments required for membership debarred the majority of Christians* 

Entirely unaware in any "political" sense, he had no interest in 

regulating the sociological stresses within the Christian communities by 

any system of counter-vailing powers, or by using the laity as a counter­ 

weight to the episcopacy or the clergy. His concern was to foster a 

competent elite and hope that they would in fact be the Church laaders.

He was aware that all Church members constituted Ma chosen race,

210 a royal priesthood, a consecrated nation", and that the laity's

211 priesthood demanded the ornamentation of holy life and behaviour.

212 Those who hear the word of God are kings, because Christ rules in them,

209 Horn. 20 on Lk. (G.C.S.9. 12?"). his text should not be
overemphasised | it presumes urigen ia speaking as a presbyter.

210 ^.g1 . Horn. 1. 5 or. Joshua; Horn. 12. 2 on numbers.

211 Horn. 6. 9 on Lev.

212 Horn. 6. 3 on Judges.
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while any person with the requisite qualifications of faith and 

knowledge is a priest and levite. *

It is anachronistic to imagine that these dignities should have 

found expression in the day-to-day running of the Church, as indeed most 

Christian theology today would demand. For him the inner life of the 

Spirit was his primary concern, and he left others to worry about who 

precisely should be leaders and administrators. Such positive disinterest 

has long term disadvantages as dangerous as an excessive preoccupation 

with the dignity of office, or legalism.

Yet while he never developed his theology of the laity at a 

theoretical or practical level, he did recognize that they exercised 

real, if limited, sociological functions in the community. They had to 

take a regular part in the assemblies, although what this means beyond
51 A.participation in the Eucharist is not clear. They should take part 

in the election of presbyters and bishops because they know who is holler

and more learned among the candidates, and can also help to prevent the
215 candidates retracting or becoming scrupulous, although they should

never accept bribes to clamour for a particular candidate.

In the actual "juridical'* processes of penance the laity played 

no more than the role of witness, albeit sometimes vocal ones, as they

213 E.g. HOB. 4* 6 on Levit.f Horn* 9» 5 o» Joshua.
214 Cf. Dialogue with Heraclides c5» p. 64.
215 Horn. 6. 3 on Levlt.
216 Hoau 22. 4 on Hurabers} Horn. 9- 1 on Humbere.
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did in the discus 3 tone about Hereclides 1 possible heresy. Th© power to

bind and loose given to all people meant personal advice, reproaches
217 etc., and perhaps the necessity of denouncing public sinners to the

Church leaders. The martyrs or confessors did not pardon the lapsed

(or other serious sinners) then, as they did later in Alexandria in one
219 recorded instance under Dionysius, but they did have a special place

220 in the work of expiation.

The consequences that can be drawn from this, including his 

concept of office, can be better seen when we have considered in our 

next section what he had to say on the penitential processes. But 

several preliminary observations can be Bade. His insistence that there 

is no dignity of office entirely independent of sanctity and spiritual 

understanding, is paralleled by a reluctance to glorify the position of 

the general run of Christians, and is based on the same principle i.e. 

to be really effective Christians the gnostic ideal of perfection must 

be attained! and too many clergy and most of the laity failed to make 

the grade. Furthermore the effectiveness of office is severely limited 

by ignorance and moral indifference In the office holder, and by the 

superior intellectual or moral attainments of any other Christian inside

217 E.g. Cows, on John 32. 10-1?(7).
218 Horn. 3. 2 on Levit.
219 ^usebius E.H. 71. 42. 5-6. "Tiey did not grant full reconciliation 

to the penitents, *ho could attend services but not receive
Comiaurdon.

220 HOB. 10. 2 on Nuabers.



206

or outside office, fe shall also see that serious sin in the office 

holder absolutely destroys his effectiveness, but that Origan f 9 l&ofc of 

politioal consciousness prevented him from drawing the political 

consequences of his beliefs, or from advocating the mechanisms needed to 

translate them into action.

Origen is one of the foremost theologians of penanee in the early

Church, sud his doctrine© on this subject have produced a number of
221 conflicting interpretations, with some casting Mm as a rigorist, who

222 denied that some sine could be forgives in this life. However, since

the writings of B. Poschssann th©r@ has b@@n a wide measure of &gr@@iaent 

that for Origen all post-baptismal sins could be forgiven at least once.

*£his is also von Campenhaus©n f s view, who explicitly acknowledge©
225 Poschmsjin'e contribution. ^

In this vi«m, the immediate pardon granted at baptisai 

is distinguished from other forms of pardon i.e. it **had the meaning of 

an absolutely gratuitous condonation of guilt, ae opposed to expiation 

ef sins by penauc©1** ^ Sine© baptism is unique, thi» typ® of

B*Fo0olnuam f "Faenitentia ©ecunda" (1940) pp. 425-26 outline® 
these different views.

222 £«g. G«D.fatkias, *»A History of Pena»oeM vol.1 (1920) pp* 140-1*
223 Op.oit*, n 126, p.

224 B.Posohmann, "Penance and the Anointing of the Sicfe* 
p. 66.
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forgiveness could not be repeated, except in martyrdom. Such a 

remission is denied in the Greek text of the Exhortation to Martyrdom,

where we read that wthea?e is no receiving of remission of sins without
225 baptism," * while nothing is said of the other types of forgiveness,

obtainable by some form of penance. While such an explanation prevents 

this text being used as a proof of Origea's rigorism, by Itself it is 

also insufficient to disprove the charge. lis belief in the powers for
*2*f£.

forgiveness is proved from many other references. Cle&eat also knew

of this free remission of sins, distinguishing it from other types of
227 forgiveness, but not limiting it exolusively to baptism. f

In contrast to ^(fttcrcj , there is the remission described as
fc •"

*p.*Y> ro1 i/«Lr«c , a process in which sins are 

taken away, in serious oases through excommunication, the performance of

225 Ixh. to Mart. 30 co,* io-rcv
rr ro- p

Baptis® does grant this type or forgiveness. OOBBB. on Mt. 16. 6. 
K.Bahner, Mla doctrin© d 1 Origin© sur la penitence" in Rech. So. 
Eel. (57) 1950* n 77» P« ^4 discusses th© possible textual 
difficulties against Poschmann's '^'ic-U theory. If this 
theory eould be disproved', there would be no alternative to 
believing that Origen was a rigorist, at least initially,

226 Other passages sometimes used to prove his rigorism are also 
ti»si*ffi©ient e.g. th© passage in "On Prayer11 28. 9 > where the 
priest, like his Old Testament counterpart, eannot offer 
sacrifice for some sins, does not make it clear wheth@T the 
impossibility derives from the sin, or from the dispositions 
remaining in the sinner. So too with sins "against the Holy 
Ofeost" e.g. Conaa. on Jn, 28. 1$(13)» (On this last poiat cf. 
Fosohmann, "Paen. sec." p. 426).

227 Cleiaent of Alexandria. Stroaj. II. e12. 55» 6? II. o15« 70. 5f 
and Strom. VII. c14. 65. 3. (of. Chapter 5, section f . of this
work.)
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228 the requisite penance and then readsdssion. It also contrasts with

the Sere® types of reaiasion for sins described in the Latin text of the
229 homilies on Levitioua. ' There is no need to doubt the accuracy of

<r

this translation as "reudssio" could b® a translation of Cru>Jf lrw f»1 ''? >

rather than kflK«r<J , for the remission granted by the ecclesiastical
250 processes.

However these must not be seen as something like expulsion from a 

modern political party - an entirely legalistic procedure. Hather the

heart of the matter is the progress of all mankind towards salvation,
251 under the leadership of Christ who penetrates into the Heavens* The

first emphasis is not upon the validity of the Church minister's action 

(and Origen does have some interest in this), but in the interior 

renewal of the penitent, and th© resumption of his interrupted progress 

towards salvation. This was not achieved by the ex-sinner's performance

of some extrinsic sentence, but ms viewed as a washing away of the
252 stains and sores of sin* Penano© was a medicine which only becerae

233 unnecessary when the patient was cured.

228 Horn. 16» 5-7 ®n Jermaiah.
229 Horn. 2. 4 on Levit.
250 For examples of how the Fathers, including1 Clement of Alexandria,

used fr^/^^p^ of. G.W.H.Lampe, WA Fatristio Greek Lexicon0 
Oxford (1961) p. 1266. 'lire x£X « ^>t.s ia also a possibility, 
ibid., p. 52$. r?h©re are too «aany references in tr@aslatioa to 
the penitential processes, as well as eoiae in the original Greek, 
for a belief in his rigorism to be retained.

231 Horn. 10. 2 on Numbers.
252 £.£. Horn, 6. 2 cm Levit,} Hon. 17 on Uc. (G.C»S»9« 108).
233 Hoa. 2. 4 OK Levit., ef. references to physician who take away 

aim. Horn. 1. 1 on Psalm 37. (?.G, 12. 1369).
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While this penance was not regarded ad retribution, it also bad 

a deterrent value. The ri$fet balance between severity aad laxity had to 

be struck, BO that the weaker brethren jsigfrt be helped, ^ and the wheat 

might not be pulled out with the tares.."

Above all else it was a requirement that the patient i.e. the 

sinner wished to be cured, but during his cure the help of Christ and

the saints was absolutely essential. Christ and His sons, the Apostles
236 and martyrs have taken airay the sins of those saved, snd Orlgen even

femrs that a scarcity of martyrs will prevent his own generation being
237 healed of its sins. Similarly the Old festejtent prophets, Peter and

Paul, and those placed in the Church to cure wounds are the physicians

of souls, because Cod does not want the death of the sinner, but his
238 repentance*

Some sins were regarded as beln^ more serious then others, and
239 240 as such were described as sin unto death, " mortal sin, ^ or sin

241against the Holy dhost. '* fhee® serious sins are not limited to the

trio of idolatry, nurder and adultery, as they include immorality and

234 Coiasi. on Hois. 10. 6 (p.C. 14- 1219).
235 Horn. 21. 1 on Joshua.
236 Horn. 10. 2 on lumbers.
237 Ibid.
233 Horn. 1. 1 on Ps. 57. (P.O. 12- 1369).
239 &*g. Ho®. 11. 2 on Levit.
240 £•£• Horn. 2. 2 on Jer.
241 Coffifiu on Jn. 28. 15(13)*



210

"other aerloua alna". In every caae they auat be very aerloua

offences, aa they are compared to the sins which merited death in the
243Old Testament tlmea* and now, unlike the leaser Bins, merit

excommunication. Origan proteated very atrongly a^ainat prleata who

forgave serious ainnera without obliging then to undergo the penitential
244proceaaea* ^

He recognized the difficulty of diatingulahing the greater froa
245 the leaser, ^ and the added complication that such gins could be either

public or secret. At one ata&e> he aeemed to auggeat that only public
246 and aerloua misdemeanours warranted excommunication, and common

practice would have largely followed this, deaplte his insistence that
247 even our secret thoughts should be revealed. ""hat he waa concerned

with something more than appearancea and the common good of the community 

la obvious from the detailed instructions he glvea to any penitent in 

doubt about the gravity of hia fault. Such a person should consult a

"physician" to dlacover whether his sin should be confessed before the
248whole congregation, and act on the recommendation either for or

againat thia. ° The Identity of the phyalci*»ns ia dlaputcd, and la, I

242 On Prayer 28. 9-
243 Horn. 11. 2 on Levit.
244 On Prayer 26. 10.
245 HOB. 10. 5 on Fjcodus.
246 Horn. 21* 1 on Joshua.
247 Horn. 3« 4 on Levit.
246 Horn. 2. 6 oa ^a. 57. (?•&• 12. 1336).
249
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believe, paralleled by the dispute over the Identity of the teachers. 

The phyaiclana were usually clerics, but not necessarily so.

A public sinner needed no such advice from a physician, and the 

bishop would have been able to decide through public knowledge, and no

doubt with the enthusiastic help of the community, if a public aln was
050 

of sufficient gravity to merit excommunication. ' The formal act of

excommunication performed by the Chureh leaders in the presence of the
251 community must not be confused with the private advice of the

physician, or the corrections which all good Christians can administer* 

Excommunication meant not only exclusion frost common prayer and

assemblies, but expulsion from the Church, and separation from
254 the Body of Christ. For him, these terns were synonymous. The

entire process of expulsion and reconciliation could take place only
9RK

once after baptism, (a limitation to which Clement of Alexandria also 

witnesses), and left some permanent disabilities, In as much as a person

after It could not resume any ministerial functions in the Churoh, or
2*»6 be advanced to them. This is somewhat at variance with his

"medicinal" concept of penance, but It emphasises the stringent demands

250 Against Celsus 4* ??•
251 Bom* 14* 14 on Jeremiah.
252 Against Celsus 4* 27*
253 Horn. 21. 1 on Joshua.
254 Horn. 2. 5 on Judges.
255 Horn. 15- 2 on Lev.
256 Against Celsus 3* 51.
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he made on the clergy and His underlying rigorism. $hi« is the earliest

evidence •«* Ji&ve f 02? rae©aeil&& penitfi&t® keeping «» inferior standing
257 in t&s OlraraJu yf fh« length of tto peiiaaae to fce jHarfonsea varies

with th@ sewritj of t&0 aln, aai th& degree &f vtpottaaae shown fcy the 

ai»»«ef fcut is longer than the juried of probation repaired Isefoa?^
OCQ

baptism* Only when this was successfully completed did the rite of 

reconciliation occur? once again a public ceremony performed by the
J^KQ

bishops ?7 assisted (we d© not feaw feow ^Eaetlgr) prot>afely by tfe® 

psfealstyters. fhe position of th$ "paffttitttttty11 i!i relation to tfe& 

Church is similar to the catechumens ** In other words they were then 

partially» not totally excommunicated.

It now remains to examine the eignifioence of the ministerial 

Interventions at the diffor0nt stages in the process; the nature of 

erroneous decisions by a good hiehopp and any sort of decision by a bad 

bishop. A® an initial clarification* the previously mentioned

of

2$7 Poschmann, "Fenance and th© Anointing of the Sick" pp. 68-9« 
Againet Celeus 3* 31.

. 1« 1 ©a Ps. 3? (#«G, 12, 1569)1 H©m« 2« 4 om kevit,
5* 14-15 (r$« aaoiatia^ of siok) i$ meatioasd in 

context.
E*^« GOBJBI. ©a EOB* 2. 2 {F*G. 14» ^75) I Boa. 5* 5 ®& Ii0vit«j Ton 
Campenhausen op.cit., a 155, p. 260 9p@a)KS of "the aet of 
reconciliation, which @nly the biahofs saaa perform*** As the term 
"oacerdotee" 10 mot limited to bishops (this is the t$r& used in 
the hofiaily ou l*^vitieus) 9 von Caap@nMat3.s@n s g conolusioii is a bit 
too sweeping, te hav@ no da tails of the part the presbyters 
played in the actual rite, or the &e®o&pax^i3i$ official decision 
making. Forual eoelasiaatieal reconoiliation eanuot b^ granted by 
laymen, of* von Oampdi»h&ua0m op«oit« f n 1>9? PP»
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261 the modern Catholic practice of sacramental private confession. There

is no mention of a priest, and it is a private preliminary to the 

processes, or a type of spiritual direction*

Since excommunication excludes sinners from the Mystical Body of 

Christ as well as the earthly Church, the bishop's actions do not concern 

Just the external realities, but are related to the life of grace and 

heavenly realities* Official reconciliation, and the previous expulsion 

and imposition of penance, are necessary conditions for the return of 

the sinner to the Church and the life of grace, and Banner's application 

(following Harnack) of the term t^Tfoi or crJ&oXov to explain
rt/f l\

their relationship to spiritual realities is an enlightening one. 

Origen's writings give no further clarification on this point, and whether 

we define the so-described ministerial interventions as "sacramental" 

depends very much on our notion of sacrament* In normal circumstances 

they were necessary if grace was to be given, but there was no "ex opere 

operate11 guarantee attached to the bishop's activity •

Demetrius' quarrel with Crigen highlighted the fallibility of the 

hierarchy's disciplinary activities, and this is reflected in Origen's

own writings* The man unjustly excommunicated is still within the
26*5 Church, J while the grievous sinner avails himself little by avoiding *

261 Cf. Poschmann, op.cit., p. 70; K.Rahner, op.oit., pp
262 Op.cit,, p. 448*
263 Horn. 14* 3 on levit.
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public excommunication. * Ultimately justice is always done. Problems 

arise from this on a couple of fronts} (i) if the unjustly treated 

Christian seeks redress in the Church, and (ii) when Origen strikes 

further at one of the roots of the trouble by directly attacking sinful 

bishops» and not merely their sinful or unjust actions.

The ideal solution to the first problem would be to discover 

episcopal or clerical support elsewhere for one's grievance, as he 

himself did. If this was not forthcoming, he mentions no alternative) 

and to suffer in silence would seem the only solution. He did display 

some awareness of the dangers inherent in those who imagined themselves

unjustly expelled, acting on their convictions, as he threatened dire
26*5

consequences on excommunicates who start schisms against Church leaders*

Origen in his statements was completely uncompromising on the 

efficacy of clerical activity, stating that it depended on the sanctity

of the office holder, ^hen the bishop is like St. Peter his activity is
?66 effective; otherwise any bishop, presbyter or deacon guilty of self

O/%7
seeking cannot give the true teaching of the Church. Such unworthy 

leaders are bad yeast which corrupts the whole body; they should depart 

(presumably from their official positions to take their place among the
rt/Ta

penitents). Political mechanisms needed to translate these

264 Ibid.
265 Horn* 10. 1 <m Eaech*
266 Coon, on Mt, 12. 14*
267 Ibid., 11. 15.
268 Selecta in Jeremiam 58- 19 (P.O. 1J. 585)* ibid., 29- 21 (13. 

5SO)f Horn. 10. 1 on Ezeoh,
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prescriptions into effect were never advocated by Origan* His approach 

to the problem aimed at achieving the election of saintly office 

holders, and at their avoiding serious sin while in office* It is also 

safe to assume that he never considered some of the further spiritual 

consequences of his position. Rahner has argued at some length that he 

was primarily interested in guarding against unjust excommunications;

what of just excommunications and reconciliations performed by a sinful
269bishop? ' The most we can say is that if he did consider this

particular aspect of the problem while possessing our modern Christian 

sensibilities, he might have reconsidered his position* tfs cannot 

conclude from it in the face of his explicit contrary affirmations, that 

he believed episcopal and clerical authority was independent of the 

moral suitability of the office holders.

CONGLOSIOH.

Grigen's life and writings spanned a period of considerable 

development in the Church, and his theology was deeply influenced by his 

personality and background* His concept of office shows this* He 

exalted the office of the episcopate, but almost exclusively in terms 

better suited to a purely functionalist approach; and functions that 

need not be the preserve of the episcopacy. The bishops were important 

because of their teaching (an enphasis he absorbed from contemporary 

culture), and because of their sanctity (this at least is thoroughly

269 Op.cit,, pp. 261-2.
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biblical); and they were required to be saintly and scholarly not so 

much because they were appointed to their office, but because they 

performed the function of leaders of the Christian community, and as

such should be pre-eminent, fie shows no great enthusiasm for their
270 liturgical functions. This peculiar understanding of office is

mirrored in his approach to ordination* He recognizes that a bishop 

oust be elected and consecrated, but any man who has the qualifications

Paul outlined to Timothy is a bishop in the sight of God, even without
271 the ordination of men. '

Clement's ideal of perfection for the gnostic was demanded of the 

clergy, and if this was not attained their capabilities were severely 

limited. Stupid and easygoing bishops were of little service to saints 

and scholars, although toe went further than Clement, at least in 

principle, in urging that the elite does have to obey such indifferent 

clerics. Serious sin destroys the clergy's effectiveness altogether* 

He makes no apologies for this viewpoint, although it is aiuoh better 

suited to preventing trouble arising, than to dealing with erring office* 

holders*

The ambiguity in Clement about the relationship between the 

bishop and the presbyter has been removed, and the bishop is now clearly 

distinguished in theory, despite the absence of information on his day- 

to-day working relationship with his presljytery. A theoretical

270 B»g. Horn. 7» 5 on Levit.
271 Gown. Series in tft. 12.
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ambiguity also remains* Caught between the demands of expanding 

episcopal control, at least in Alexandria, and those of a serious 

academic tradition not confined to episcopacy or clergy, Qrigen refused 

to designate the bishops as the only successors of the Apostles, and 

only guardians of the truth. The teaching function remained 

undifferentiated i.e. no clear distinction was drawn between the 

defence of a primitive and essential kerygcaa, and the development of 

religious theory? and the identity of the teachers was not specified 

beyond admitting the important role here of the bishops and clergy*

It would be misleading to conclude frora this that Origen had any 

great interest in sociological theory, or the theory of authority. The 

De Principiis has no chapter on the Church, and his interests always 

remained with the work of the Spirit, especially as carried out by the 

inner hierarchy of the moral and intellectual elite. He shared this 

snobbery with Clement, and it explains his disinterest in the political 

life of the Church, involving (as it would have) intimate and 

sustained involvement in the affairs of the mass of Christians. He 

drew few practical consequences from his refusal to accept an episcopal 

teaching monopoly, or his convictions about the effects of sin on 

office, or his acceptance of the priesthood of the faithful. These 

problems were worked out largely in the West.

His norms were those of the Church at the end of the Gnostic 

strugglei a complete loyalty to Scripture, and a fundamental disinterest 

in oral tradition independent of the Bible as a source of
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272 doctrine. But his passion for allegory and the limited importance

he gave to the rule of faith and doctrinal summaries are aore typical 

of the Alexandrian tradition, than that of the whole Church.

As a non-episcopal teacher, Origen suffered from all the tensions 

which Clement managed to avoid, as he brought his academic prowess to 

bear at the heart of organized Church life. Little of this tension 

rests with the penitential processes, as its broad outlines are 

commonly accepted. Rather it centers on the perennial problem of the 

intellectual pathfinder's position in the Christian Church, and his 

relationship with an episcopacy claiming a pre-dominsnt teaching role. 

He was ill equipped to contribute much to the practical solution of 

this problem, and while he might have overstreseed the necessity of 

scholarship he was certainly correct in insisting that Church leaders 

must not be sinners.

272 Hanson, "Origen»s Doctrine of Tradition" p. 189; 192, writes 
that Origen »ark* the final stage in the disappearance of euoh 
oral tradition.
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-SIX - APPENDIX

consB0iygn:oN

astute of oi^dia&tiewa ceremonies la J&eKaadris before th© Council 

has fee@a th® smb^t of recurrent debate in the English 

iwarld *inoe the first years of thie ettottuvy* Efrlaeopal

60&0e$r&tioa father thaa ortiustioa to th« pres^rt@rate or

has &«es the centz5© of iat©r©st, I3ee«a»€ most of our witom is on

foxier point, aai l>ecaais© ^ie sfttare of t&e

«» isipartaiit e0n^«i?a of satch wmt-^ef ar®eti<*- • ^

As the main point at issue is wnether the Alezandritm presbyters 

themselves consecrated their bishop by the laying on of hands, we shall 

l>y britH^f restating the te&sMjags of Cl^sseat of Alexandria aad 

oa the episcopate aiid pr^sby tsrat ? a a^t them ex--?minins their

evideaee on ordlaattoja'-coaseeratiom eeremonieft*
gthe ©onepisoofat© wi^ its implied differentiation

fro® -^ie preshyterate, but he often wrote as though there ww© only two
3 essential eapders in th« minis isxy^. pre«)9grtejr« aa4 deaeon®» Orlg.«n had

1 The tsrsis sconseeratioii* And. "ordiBaidcm*1 aj»® used osly to
distinguish fc®t»eeia th® rites for ovdalsisg bishops, .and rites 
used for other cleric s a

2 Stroa* III, 12* 79« 6* where tfo# bishop is eo^parecl to th© head 
of a

I e.g. the Eieh Man's Salvation 4£. >4j Btrom. VI. 13* 107, 3j 
III. 12. 90. If TI* 13* 106, 2*



no *C *<

«

tso
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not man does tfce ehooaiag « The natur© of the eeraaony , and the 
identity of those who ordain remains unclear*

The thre© principal sources of the theory that the Alexandria* 

Church had a different consecration pit* ape the latter of J©rom@ to 

S^angelua (written between 356-3Blj, A.D.), the latter fro® ejdl® of 

Severus of latioeh to the orthodox of Htsessa (written between 

518-538 A»B.)» and the Aatiales of Sutyohiua in the tenth century« fhe

writings of AEbrosiastor* a eontwpor&ry of Jerome provide no secure 
foundation for preabyter&l ooaae«ratioiu fhe reading Telfer used as 

a basis for this claim "si deslt episcopus, eon$eerat presbyter" is
unsupported in many manuscripts ?*hich read "ai desit episcopus,

12eonsignat presbiter" * The historical reliability of Spiphmlus ia

so much open to doubt that his theory of iititneai^ts episcop.il

9 Horn* 22* 4* on Numbers? Host* 23. 2« on Joshua.

10 The use of the word "ordinare* (HOB* 6, 3* on I»@ir| Hoau 23* 2* on 
Joshua) is aabiguoua* and could refer to the whole election process* 
rather than the rite used for bishops an^or presbyters* In either 
e&se* we learn nothing about the identity of the "eonsecr^,tors%

11 P.LO 35« 2302* Quoted V w« Telfer W%iseot3^1 Suoeessi^m in 
Journal of Seul@siasti.oal History (3) 1953 p*6#

12 ef * Gorpis Seriptonm Seelesiastieorum Z»&tiaorum TO! 50* 
This wag pointed out by J* Leouyer in *La suGQ@ssiojj tea 
d'Alexandrie aiuc prsaaiers sidoles" in Bulletin d@ Litterature 
Booleaiaati^e (70) 19^9* p*

13 «f » ^* "r » Kemp "Bishops and Preabyters in ^laxan&'ia*1 in th© Journal
of Keeleaiaatiodl History (6) 1955» p»13^» ^ho shows that Achillas 
®aa bishop before .Alexander, and did not hair© a three month 
episcopate alter him and before Athaaasius, as ^pijihaniua auggeats 

Fenarion Ha©r« 69. 11* (P*S. 42.
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succession (so preventing neighbouring bishops having tlm© to arrive

and participate in the election) at the very least needs independent

support before acceptance* In any event, this need not preclude later
A . 1&consecration *

Of our three principal sources •Jeroa« i Severua smd '^uty^iius only 

the last one certainly apesfea of the presbyters'9 imposition of

distinct from preal^yter&l noedxiation* Also ^utyshius is the only

on® oertain when the euatom oe«»ed ascribiBg the ehang© to

althou^a the most natural explanation of J@reme is that it
17 until Biosysius aad Hernias t and then ee&ae£* Certaialy Athanaaius
1$expressly denied that a presbyter «an oxdsiB •

A new diisension is added to the tebat© by Eut^ehius 9 elai® that 

until Demetrius appointed three bishops, and his suoeesaor 

twenty * there had been only on© bishop at a tSs© in Kgypt •

ie notorious, but attempt® to prove the existence of a 

plurality of Egyptian bishops before Dosetriua have

14 Leouyer 1969 art* p* 87 points this out.

15 cf* Kemp op* 0it* p*13@*

1«S Aaoalea (P«fi. 111. 982)

17 £p«

18 "Apology against the Arlaa0n 2* 12 and 75*^« {F»S* 2% 
385).

19 Anaales (P.G» 111* 982.)
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20unsuccessful . Also the extatenee of these earlier bishops would

imply nothing about t&eir role in oonseeration rites; on the other 

haiit, if there h&d bees only «tte bishop in Egypt tfe©r© can be little

possibility of the episcopal oonsecr^.lM.o& of hi© successor aj*ter his

& final ingredient th@r@ is th© &<*e©ttnt of certain heretics

visiting tbe monk Posmen^ and attacking the 'bishop of Al«x&adrlft as
21being consecrated by presbyters , (tar* has showr* that Poemen was

established a&ehorite b«y 375 A*J}« t so that th® horetiea oould
on

Ariens 9 and the bishop Athan««iim *"• However as this is not

proved, attempts t© iieroif.® th© ©tor^ of presbyteral

- . ^f20 Leoujer BLe probleme des ooaseer&tiofss ©pisoopales
d'Al@s<anarien in B» L# "<so» (65} % 19^4-« p* 2M«>* <potes the letter 
of th^ eaiperor fMrlaxi (138 ^#I»*} to the consul Servianus 
of the Chris tian followsrrs of Serctpis, w «pi s® Cfes»isti 
dicsimt>t » n&viua ^opisoua* Pinaus S^tuanainus YIH in the 
Seriptores lUstoriae' Augusts© II* » (beipsig 1^2?) p« 227* 
ambigaities in this phrase, and the author *s obvious 
of e^iet Christian teriainologsr audce this statement worthless* 
la Ms 1969 article p* 83, Lecuyer quotes Sewrus, a contemporary 
of £ufyehiu& who claieig that /Jtexaadria hall suffragjaa bishop© frc® 

AJB. (Patrologie. Qrien tails I. pp« 149-130). $his is

21 ApotbegBtita Patrum (pEtrologia Craeea 65 • 341* }«

G» G-ore, **0ii the ordiaation of the earlj bishops in 
in the Journal of Theological Studies (5) 1902* p«
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oons^-orators as an rian slander (attempts whioh are in fact based on

this story) also remain insecurely founded*
23 Athannsius certainly was consecrated by bishops , and K«ssp and

Lecuyer hare deaonstrated the inconsistencies in the accounts suggest­ 

ing presbyteral consecration. ^e rely on ?utychlus, an erratic tenth 
century source for the first explicit evidence that presbyters 

consecrated (rather than nominated), and that there was only one bishop 
at a time in ' gypt before -eaetrius. There ar® considerable 

differences over the d&te when the custom ceased*

Against this we have «. complete dearth of informtion about the 

identity and episcopacy of eonsecr&tora in Alexandria before 

Athsnosius, ^he unreliability and the inconsistencies in the writers 
favouring th* preabyteral interprets.tion reiiainf but the combined 

evidence of Jeroae, 5@verus t .utych.las ;nd even "Tpiphcmius and the 

Apotheg@&ta Patru^ cannot be reduced to a conmon source* All these 
accounts taken together have a credibility which each t&ken separately 
does not warrant* the / ri-.a slander theory i& insufficient to 

counteract this, because of the uncertainty over the identification of 

the bishop and heretics in the incident with Poeman, and because Jerome 
is likely to have kaom of f s»d therefore rejected, eny Arian source for

25 His episeep&l eonsecrators defend their choice of him;
cf* Athanasiua, "Apolo^jr against th« Arians0 6* (P*0* 257d 
and 260 & fe).



his information .

Therefore we accept as a strong probability the theory that 

presbyters did consecrate the new bishop in Alexandria! R practice 

which ceased some tiiae before Athaaasius, Thia is in accord with 

Clefflentf s conception of the bishop and presbyters f and floes not 

contradict Origen.

of. K«ap op* cit. p. 14O*
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CHAPTER 

TEHTOLLIAH

LIFE AND BACKGROUND

The theologians of North Africa dominated the early history of 

tht Western Church, and their influence, especially that of Augustine, 

remained predominant there until the tine of Aquinas* The first9 if 

not the greatest of these was Quintus Septimius Florens Tertullianus, 

probably born in Carthage a little before 160 A.D. He was learned in 

the law, although it is improbable that he was the jurist of the same 

name. ConTerted to Christianity some tiae shortly before 195 A.D, t 

he later broke with the Church to fellow the teethings of Montanlsm. 

He died after 220.

The Church had not seen his like previously. Xven Irenaeus and 

especially his contemporary Clement of Alexandria were products of 

different worlds* Nor was he content to be only an apologist, always 

on the defensive about his faith* All his opponents, both pagan and 

Christian were attacked with vigour and great skill; he also outlined 

in some detail what he considered the Christies attitude should be in 

many of life*s practical problems.

Tertulli^n knew both Greek and Latin. At least five of his works 

were first published in £reek (De Speotaoulis, Pe Baptismo, 

De Virginibus Velandis, De Corona Militls, and De '.cstasi); the 

remainder were in Latin, and the texts which do survive are all Latin*
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His style is unique; to a large extent he created ecclesiastical 

Latin borrowing terms frss all spheres of secular life, "but especially 

the courts § to suit bis purposes. His language was never pretty, 

and often appallingly difficult. Its vigour was matched only by its 

splaen*

We are often told that "the style is the mann ; this was 

certainly true in Ms case. His strange, tor-tared personality searching 

with so little success for perfection emerges only too clearly* His 

striving for effect, personal abuse e*§, "Tour belly is God, your lung*

a temple, your paunch a sacrificial altar,*., and your belching
1 2prophecy", his priggishness "obesity is not conducive to wisdoia1' and

fanaticism make up the underside of *feis perfectionist* Of tli@ first

rank intellectually, he often acted as an intellectual bully, or the 

very caricature of a barrister a© lie scores up one foolish defeating 

point after another* Howtirer, these characteristics were not as rare 

as one might imagine in the rawboned society of contemporary North 

Africa, or in the early Church; nor indeed were they regarded as 

insuperable obstacles to sanctity, or canonisation. St* Jerome i

De Xeiunio 16, 8« References are from the two Yolumes of the 
Corpus Christianoriifii 8eri©s* The first volume contains his 
Catholic writings| the second contains those influenced V 
HontaniSGU Differences still remain over tb,® dating of some 
of these works.

D@ Anizsa 209 4»
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3witness to this.

Yet even by these standards, his personality with its virtues and 

defects was larger than life, A few more of his sayings will, I 

think, bring us closer to the heart of the man, and provide some sort 

of key to his development* This key is certainly not to be found in 

any abstruse, quasi-philosophical arguments} nor in his doctrine on 

the Trinity. Although he was an intellectual (if an intellectual of 

a somewhat special sort), he sincerely believed that these matters were 

of secondary importance. "It is better to be ignorant", he wrote, 

"rather than know what one should not" . The key to the riddle is the 

fact that Tertullian was a perfectionist and rigorist. £hat he would 

make no concessions is shown tiuse and time again; in his attitude to 

public penanee, monogasy, the work and dress of Christians, his refusal 

to admit that heretics ©yen hav© e right to discuss the Scriptures. 

And he was prepared to use many means to induce this perfection;

"Where there is no fear, there is no emendation; and where there is no
K 

emendation, repentance is vain1 * When he did break with the Church,

his concepts of the Church end of Church authority were different from 

his own earlier views and the views of those he left behind. These

3 Jerome received his distinction before the "canonization" processes 
were regularised.

k Be Prescriptions Haereticorum 14« 2. 

3 Be Paenitentia 2. 2.
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new theories, though* were necessary adjuncts, and not the motor behind 

the transition. If the institution and its rationale could not absorb 

the demands for moral perfection, whieh he belieTed to be mandatory, 

then this institution and its rationale must be at fault* He himself, 

as early as the Pe Prescriptions Haereticorum expressed this beautifully: 

"doctrinae index disoiplina eat"'. As well as being a perfectionist, 

Tertullian was tempted to elitism. He delighted in opposition, and the 

fewer his companions the better* His contempt for public opinion 

helps to explain the vigour of his attacks on pagan institutions, and 

the absence of any embarrassment arising from his transition to 

Montanism. There was always a great danger of going astray with the 

croud, he wrote in one of his last works f "since truth is loved in 

company with the few" .

The question whether Tertullian was a presbyter or a layman is 

one with interesting repercussions for the Church life of the times*

The principal reason for believing him to be a presbyter is a statement
D 

by St. Jerome * While Jerome is hardly a "tainted source1*, there is

some ground for holding him suspect with his pro-presbyterai sympathies,

6 43. 2. "Disciplina* in this case means /'I •ensemble des 
regies et des ritea^qui const! tue I'unite de 1'Kglise et separe 
les fideles des heretiques et des paiens; toute idee de doctrine 
eat absente de ces emplois, in "Deus Chris tianorum" by R. Braun 
1962* p.

7 De Pudicitia 1, 10*
8 De Viria Illustribus 53 (P.L, 23. 661-3.)
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on this point. *:usebiua knows little of Tertullian, <-nd never
9 nentioni hit being a cleric • Separated 00 Jero«® is by nm rly two

hundred years f roa Tertullian, other evidence would be needed before 

his atatejaent could be accepted as true. Tertulli*»n himself nowhere 

infers to his clerical status. nor do *?© know enough about the 

Carthaginian Church of this tine to ol«da that his special position ss 

a teacher, and the homily (or instruction) for® of some of his works 

e.g. re Oratlone, De Baptisisa, Be Paenltentia o«n only be explained if 

he was a presbyter. e must allow for the possibility of an 

influential lay teacher in Carthege, just ®a there were such people in 

eonteapor&ry Alexandria and there had been a little earlier in ; o»e. 

The much quoted text fro® £a xhortatiooe Caatltatis can bs translated

either necse i.e. "are not we Icy people also priests?" j or "are not 

we, with the l&y people, priests?", and is not conclusive proof that he 

was a leyrasn. His case forms sa interesting parallel with that of 

Cloteat of Alexandria, who was thought by a ?ny later historians to have

9 Fusebius K.H. II. 2. 4. As uaebius thou^t Tertullian was Roaan, 
his few references count Tor little* A more important urguKent 
is th* silence of all other writers before < eroae on this point.

10 De "xhort^itione Caatitatia 7* 3* "Nonne et laiei aaeerdotes 
SUZBUS?" of, H. Koch "SoclaMtla: v ar Tertullian Priester?" in 
Theologies** Studies und Kritikw (103) 1931. p. 106. There is 
a parallel text in £e lonogaaia 7* 9« "Oerte aaoerdotes euaus R 
Christo vocati*. A* this second ouotntian is from his Montaniat 
period, it says nothing about his presbyterate.
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"been a cleric and a presbyter , although he always remained a layman* 

Origenf s personal history forma another, yet different parallel, as he 

eventually accepted ordination to the presbyterate. All three writers 

exemplify in different ways the ambiguity then existing over the 

teaching function within the Church. As the bishops struggled to 

establish episcopal control in this are?, one temporary casualty was 

lay teechiag* This movement towards a clerical monopoly of teaching, 

buttressed in many pieces by the theory of an apostolic succession of 

teaching bishops, was one outcome of the struggle with the Gnostics 

and the Mont&nists* The rise of the monks, and the activities of 

lay»te£chers such as Pelf gius, the Ponatist exegete Tyconius, end 

Marlus Victorinus the convert Afriorn who translated many Neo-Pl&tonin 

writings into Latin, show that this clerical monopoly remained 

incomplete even in the late fourth century; but the tendency was clear 

enough: teacher equals cleric, which explains why many historians 

regarded earlier Christian teachers &s clerics, unless there was clear 

evidence to the contrary. There can be little doubt that Tertullian 

remained a layman.

11 Opinion is still divided, e*g. Koch op. cit. p, 108 SQ. and H. von 
Campenhausen "Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power* p. 175 
call him a Isystan* Catholic scholars have been more reluctant to 
accept this view e.g. a. Bardy "La Theologie de 1'iglise de saint 
Trenie au coneile de Hicee". U947) p. 54; P« Labriolle 
wTertulliea$ etait-il pretre?" in Bulletin dl ancienne Litterature 
et d'Aroheologie chretienne (3) 1913. pp l£l sq; J« Quasten 
"Patrology* vol. 2 (19&0 PP« 2^^-7« But B» Altener "Patrologia" 
(i960) p. 103. tMnks it unlikely that he was a presbyter.
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The dating of his works still presents some difficulties, although 

the general outline, and especially the division between his Catholic,
•tn

pro-Montanist, and Montanist works is clear enough . Three works from 

ifae twilight between the two periods do not survive i.e. Be licstasi, 

Be Spe Fidelium, and De Paradiso. Parts of Adversus Marcione® were 

reworked by him as a Montanist, and there is doubt about the period to 

which some works should be assigned1^.

Tertulllan said many different things at different times, and he 

was never one to sacrifice the advantage of the moment in the interests 

of consistency. As mentioned earlier, his conversion to Montanisra did 

entail a different type of ecclesiology, .and a different attitude to 

authority. This is not to claim that his new views constituted a 

complete about«turn| the development was in many senses quite logical.

12 of. The index and divisions outlined at the end of volume 2 of
Tertullian's works in the Corpus Christiauorusi edition pp. 1627-28; 
also ft. Braun op. cit. pp. 5c>3**77« The basic distinction between 
the Catholic «aad (pro-) Moatonist works is also borne out by the 
five criteria devised "by T. I). Barnes "Tertullian's Scorpiace1* in 
the Journal of Theological Studies (20) N.S. 1969. pp. U3-14. 
This writer's rigorous defence of an earlier (and Catholic) dating 
for "3corpiac@ !t h&s been accepted, although this work provides 
next to nothing relevant to our purposes (e.g. op. cit. pp. 128-131). 
It has not been our concern to date particular worka to particular 
years within this triple division.

15 eap, ftD© Pallio", cf. Braun op. cit. p. 577. "De C-rne Christi", 
of. .-_.. Svans' translation (195&) P« ^I'l which suggests a pre- 
Montajaist origin for this work, end is supported in this, against 
the opinion of most scholars, by Braun op. cit. pp. 268-§; 573, 
and Barnes op. cit. n 9» P« 115*
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But it is misleading to claim without some kind of proof that his 

MoataMst views were those of the Catholic £hurehf or even of himself 

when a Catholic* To clarify tb@ relationship between the views of the 

earlier and later Tertulliant and the further relationship of these 

views to Catholic theology gea@ra.lljj, and the theology of the general 

Moatanlst group, we have devided this ©halter into two sections j the 

first an® dealing with his Catholic opinions 9 pad the second dealing 

with those of his Montaaist period*

OKI CAfHOIIC CHJSCH ,Af?D IMS BISHOPS

As a Catholic, Tertalllaa devoted little space in his writings to 

ecelesiology, ^hea one considers the similarly small amounts in the 

writings of his eonteaporaries in Alexandria, and even the limited 

attention Irenaeus devoted to those eeclesiological doctrines under 

attaok by the G-nosties, then one realises that there is nothing unusual 

in this comparative silence. He deiroted much more time to these 

questions in his Kontaaist period, precisely because his principal 

differences with the Church lay in these areas.

At first glance, one is struck by the "traditional** nature of th© 

arguments used ia this Catholic period* In fact, many of these 

theories were just this; and many others derived from Irenaeus* Such 

a situation would explain how a recent convert eaae to accept and 

expound these views * without at first examining them in any great depth, 

or even ia considerable detail. The Church in Carthage was only
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founded in the raidflle of the second century, and we have absolutely 

no evidence of previous theological activity* However there are 

already several- features and omissions in his early doctrines which 

are quite significant in view of his l^ter lontanist teaching. Also 

some doctrines ere based more on Ircnaeus than on Scripture and were 

heavily influenced by current legal theory. All this should be seen 

against the strong rationalist element in hie thinking, his general 

irreverence, and of course his considerable intellectual powers. Any 

institution would have needed leaders of great tact, a highly 

developed rationale for the institution's then form, end a great deal 

of luck in order to retain the services of such a man. Certainly the 

last two qualities were lacking*

The extentt and to some degree the nature of his writings also 

give us new details of many aspects of Sj.urch life e.g. the existence 

of Church buildings, celibate clergy, the c^techumenate. Ho writer 

had yet written as much on Christian life in the world.

At this st&ge, Tertullian used, few if any of the Hew Testament 

figures for the Church. He does call her the Body of the Trinity? 

in another simple but beautiful passage he explains th&t when a

Christian bows.to his bretheren, he prays to Christ, "because the Church
15is in ea-,ch person, and Christ is the Church. There is no mention of

14 Be Baptismo 6* 2.

15 Pe Paeniteatla 10t
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the Church as the People of &od, and significantly only one Montanist 

reference to the Church as the Bo^y of Christ. He never invested the 

functionaries of the Church with divine sanctions * gt*a functionaries j 

as far as any person enjoyed these they were personal eharisas.

He did use other images* the Church is like a ship in which
17 Christ and the Apostles are tossed about* In an early moment of

18 weakness» he even compared it to a sett of philosophers , defending
19 it with heavy sarcasm against accusations of immorality, and some*

20 times describing it as "mother11 * Even in the use of this figure

which has some sort of Hew Testament roots» the passage in Galatians 

4. 26* which served sore than any other as a basis, (at least in the
23East) was hardly touohed by him*

This conventional note continues in his description of the 

mechanisms used to saintain and recognise purity of doctrine* Every

16 Ite Monog. 13* ef* ^T* 6* Plumpe *Hate* Setleaia* (l%3) pp* 50-1*

17 Be Bapt* 12. 7.

IS Ad Nationes I. 4. 1*

19 Ad Nationes I* 7» 19 and 26*

20 Ad Martyras 1. 1| Be Bapt* 20. 5*
of. De Praeacriptione Haeretieorum 42* 10*

21 As Plumpe op* cit* p* 62 points out* Whatever the origins of 
the Church-mother figure, at this time in North Africa it must 
have been free of Gnostic overtones for Tertullian to use it*



geisua 1® known by its • origins ," on£ so the Churches, who are the

principal repositories of doctrine are judged according to wheth©2* or 

not they have . continuity of doctrine road £-n unbroken succession of 

bishops back to their f.postolic origins. Certainly in two of these
ft* Of

quotations, the entire accent is upon the Churches* Only once, 

but in the most .unequivocal terms, does the list of bishops share 

first importance with the Church itself* Hare the apostolic Churche* 

ar« recognised by the episcopal- list showing en 'unbroken succession 

from the apostles* Tertullian was not yet ready to distinguish 

between the Church of the bishops aad the Church of the spirit; but 

it is significant that usually the Churches have first importance* 

rather than z&y particular members* Co bishops serve && guarantees 

for the Churches, t^iich then tooch the apostolic doctrine; nothing 

about ths ex'-iet nature of Uieir teachiaa^; competence* vi»-»a-viA 

r Church aopbera, '-.1 though 9Cfse sort of power. in this area is

ismlied. A lot m-nre is ^.dcl about their *'gOT©rnxaentaln

duties* This is not surprising* a© Tertullian was very much a 

believer in sn institutional y rj»d organised Church* His later

enthusiasm for Montanism wts not a liberal ex«lti.tion of personal 

freedom, but nn eathusi^en for those who would liaposc the fiercest

22 Be Praese* H&er. 20. 7*

25f-. Be Praesc* Ha©r« 30* 4-»9j see also 3^» !• 

ibid. 32. 1-3.
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discipline on the Christian community. The predominant position of 

the bishops in the community Is recognised by the assertion that it is 

jealousy (or hostility) towards bishops which causes schisms* 

Further evidence for this preeminence is found in his teaching on 

Baptism, While the bishop does not have an absolute monopoly is 

conferring this sacrament ( presbyters f deacons and even layaea can 

perform the ceremony i&ea necessary), his is the first right to do so;

and in any case the rite should never be performed without his
26 27 authority. Women d© aot share this

The bishops have a special place in the process of public penance, 

wtdeh will fc© diseased later* $10 doubt ttie strong possibilil^ that

all Christians, including laysea* participated in the creation of
28 bishops (each group did not necessarily participate in the same way),

helps to explain T«rtnllianf s sad the eomsiaiiity's acceptance ©f these 

wide powers* The recent convert *s enthusiasm for most things Catholic 

seems to have blinded hint at this period to the faults which he discovers 

later among the regular clergy | however the possibility ©f lapses is 

4is«assedt and the bishops* teaefeimg authority remains is obseurity,

25 De BapU 17* 2*

26 ifeit 17. 2*

27 ibid 17* 5*

28

Praess, Haer* 3*



At this stage, we should ©xa&ia© the isifltteaee @f Roaan Law om

theories* Just as goatefeporsgy ptoiloaapfcgr, foeglimiag with 

Apologists smd especially ia the Hastens Ctoirch, played am obvious 

-part in ths theological Aisoussienft of the ftollcwi$g ecftturies* s-o 

Eoman law also be$a& to play aa important,, if more sufcd&ed part ia 

i&e artioulatioB of Cfemroh. theories of ©mtfeority, of flee, eto* fMs 

prosesa is fii?st obtrious- i» Tertallia^, ast ome of its aoat suee-eaaful

was St* Cyprtaft* 

An. iiaiaeciiate example, more cVnfious in Ms

is hi®' dee«ripttoa of the bishops aM clergy as ©u 

a tens obviotisly b©rrowet fi?o® seeular usage e*g* the senatorial 

Mothei* «zaQple is the sial&ai'ilgr between ©piseopal stiecessloE lists 

and that of tlie Roman law schools.

©rd©3* to examine this seooaA similaritgr^ w© jaast outline la 

detail his ©oaeept of ifee epise^»ate« For him tBe bishop® 

were aot representatives ©f the Apostlts and ild not have apostolic 

power| at best tfeey were rt transmitters of til© apo-stolie seed", 

clearly iaf ©rior to tha

30 l>© latfeortation© Caatitati« 7* 3j
It also appears in Be X&ololatrSju 7» 3*

"apostoliei sfsiJiis traduets** Be Praise, Ha@r»

some of Chriat f s disoipl^s (the Apostles?) they 
haire the "offleiJiffli praedi©aaiiw from Christ himself* 
Apologetiaum 21, 2% ef . A* Seek, Wlomis6hes leeht b@i 

uad Cypriam0 (1930) p* 2.32.
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They are human witnesses to the apostolic teaching, who do not have a
x* 

eharisffi of truth for the preservation of true doctrine* On both

these counts he refused to follow Irenaeus, who believed that bishops

did have & charism of truth and e&d inherit the "locum aagisterii"
31*. of the Apostles* The limited role he envisaged for the episcopate

is also confirmed by an eacaiaination of his doctrine of the Holy Spirit 

and the Church* He realised that -fee Holy Spirit had an important 

part here, and emphasised it even more when he went over to the Church 

of the Spirit* As early as the De Oratlone, the Church is mentioned

with the first two Persons of th© Trinity, and in place of the Holy
35 Spirit; but he never devoted any tiae to working out how the Holy

Spirit brought about -Hie unity of the Church, and he never mentioned
36 the bishops as the agents of the Holy Spirit in this matter either.

Later on, in as much as he believed that any group fulfilled this 

particular function, he would have assigned the role to the prophets* 

Remaining on this purely natural level (i*e* in his interpretation of 

the role of the bishops), we can better understand why those Churches 

founded by the Apostles themselves are preferred to those with later

33 cf. K. Adam wDer .Kirchenbegriff Tertullians11 (19Q7) p» 42j
&* Blum "Ber Begriff des Apostolischens in theologischen Denken 
fertullians" in Kerygnia und Dogma (9) 19&3* PP 108-109.

34 Mversus Haereses III. 3« !• (*I« 9*)

35 E© Qrattone 2* 6,
36 cf, J* K. Stimisann "Die Praescriptio Tertullians ia Lichte 

des Romisehen Rechts und der Theologie" (1949) p. 155; 159* 
also cf * Blum op* eit« 105*



foundations* The argiasent against the heretics is of a straight­ 

forward rational nature, proving doctrinal unity through unbroken and

direct succession back to the apostles; the case is so much clearer in
37these instances, especially for purposes of debate, although the

38post-apostolic Churches do share in doctrinal

In the Church we have an order of bishops claiming succession from 

the Apostles, and possessing sone teaching and disciplinary powers* 

Stirniaann building on Adaa's recognition of the "nonaupernatural"
*Q

nature of the bishops * teaching powers, has pointed out the similar­ 

ities between this conception and the way Roman law regarded the 

successive heads of the various law schools* "Successor11 (and 

"suecesslo") have two fundamental meanings in Rom tin law} a) a person

who succeeds another in an official position e.g. proconsul, and b) a
40person who succeeds to certain legal obligations e*g* an heir, or debtor*

The bishop with disciplinary powers over his community and his obliga*

tions to preserve the true doctrine fits both these characteristics*
41Stirniiaana also quotes the writings of Sextus Ponponlua, a lawyer

37 i)e Praese, Haer* 3&* lj >2* 1-3 j

3d ibid 20* 5-6* Stirniaann op* cit. pp* 149 sq has & full 
discussion of tills whole question.

3f o?* eit« p* 150* 

40 Stlrnimajui op* eit* |>p* 160-1. 

ibid p. 164.



and law-historian in the time of Marcus Aurelius, who outlines & 

succession of lawyers dating from the early kingdom of Rone; and

especially the heads of the two dominant law schools, which date froa
42 the time of Augustus, It ia precisely the corporate nature of these

schools of thought, aad the faet that the heads of these schools succeed 

each other in an unbroken line that distinguish them from the lists of 

republican tines* Nor does Poaponius use Hsuccess!t" of the earlier 

lawyers* The principal duly of these heads was teaching, and to 

support their theories they appealed to authors, who enjoyed various 

degrees of authority*

Stirniaann himself recognized the provisional nature of his
44 explanation and it is a further question to know how much Tertullian

was influenced by these similarities. On both points i.e. the nature 

cf the similarity aad Tertullian1 3 possible awarenass of it, the theory 

is open to serious objections*

The heads of the law schools were primarily teachers, and had 

little executive power, while bishops for Tertullian were much more 

executives than teachers* Also if the idea of legal succession is 

stressed, why are not the bishops equal to the Apostles, or at least 

much closer to tnem in dignity than he allows? .'ach of these charac­ 

teristics of the law school lists fits Irenaeus* theory of the

42 Sextus Posiponius* Excerpt from Digest* Book 1. ° 2* ia Corpus 
Juris Civilis. 16"th ed« Berlin 1954. vol. 1* pp 30*33*

43 Stirniaamt op* cit. p* l68-»9*

44 ibid. p. 172*



episcopate better than that of Tertullian, while the differences, 

although they do not destroy the similarity, seriously weaken it,

Greater difficulties arise when we try to prove that Tertullian 

knew and used the theory* The excerpt from Sextus Pompcnius w&s 

written during the time of Marcus Aurelius (161-180 A.D.), and only 

continues the list up to the time of the previous Emperor, Antoninus 

Pius (138*161 A,D,). Therefore, as far as we know, the lists ended 

•uch earlier than Tertullian, and there is no certainty that they were 

known in his tine in Korth Africa,

It is highly improbable that he took over his succession theory 

from the law schools, or even adapted it according to this source. 

He accepted it froffi Irenaeus, but refused to follow the bishop of Lyons 

all the way in eacaltating the episcopate, even in his pre~Montanist 

days.

Another small group of texts is also relevant here. They are

taken from the De ixhort&tione Castitatis, and &re heavily influenced
h5 by Montanism, although there is no evidence th^t the author had yet

broken with the Church, the work being dated usually between 

204^212 A.3.

45 This is clear from the sections on remarriage i,e. Be Exhort, 
Cast, 4« 2,; see also 7. 2-6,

ef« Braun op, cit, pp 573-4, where only one author Noeldeohen 
is cited as suggesting a later dating i.e. 217-221, T, D. Barnee 
op, cit, n7. p, 115, 'rites that the work has "perhaps but one 
trace of Montanism*; this is surely an understatement.
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It could be said to belong to both periods; but its interest for us 

lies in ths fact that Tertullian regarded its doctrines as orthodox. 

This in turn again reminds us of the undeveloped state of theology at 

that tl«e (on these points), and of the loose nature of doctrinal 

discipline. He asserts that the laity ore priosts (which could be 

nothing more than a repetition of 1 Peter °2, V9» i.e. not excluding 

a ministerial priesthood also), and more importantly for us t that it 

was only the authority of the Church which created the difference 

between the clerical orders and the laity. This is one possible and 

logical amplification of his Catholic theory that the Apostles created
iO

tfce firat bishops, which also accords well with his earlier refusal 

to grant the bishops too exalted a status*

In the same paragraph of the Be ISxhortatione, he continued on 

iaaaediately to claim that a layman could baptise and celebrate the 

Eucharist hiaself i.e. be his own priest (saoerdos), in a place where 

there was no "qualified" clergy. The Montanist sympathies of the book, 

and -the evident desire to ruffle a few feathers make the claim suspect 

in this sens? i.e. it is doubtful whether at least the second part was

47 D« Exhort* Cast. 7. 3.

De Praese* Haer. 20, 4; 32. 2-3* It can also be reconciled 
with the assertion that Christ set up masters "magistrca" to 
teach us} these masters would be the Apostles. De Praesc. 
Haer. 22. 3.
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common Catholit theory. The Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus 

shows that the ordination of presbyters and bishops was usual, but says 

nothing about the hypothetioal case outlined i*e, celebration of the 

Eucharist when a priest was unavailable* As far &B Baptism is

concerned, Tertullian had already stated in a Catholic work that laymen
50 had a right to baptise, although the bishop was the usual oelebraat*

While he developed no theory of the ministerial priesthood in his

Catholic days, he unlike Irenaeus did apply the term (sacerdotalis) to
51 both bishop and presbyter* The bishop is described as chief priest

and he objects to the heretics because they impose the functions of the
52 priesthood on the laity. In both coses the priesthood is not just

thst which belongs to the faithful but the ministerial variety* Beck

49 This is more or less contemporary with the De
perhaps some years later, but it shows traditional Roman practice, 
which might have been different from that of North Africa on this 
point; but this is unlikely* Ordination was widespread, being 
also known in Alexandria by Clement end Qrigen, though not greatly 
esteemed by theft* Irenaeus preserves an ambiguous silence here*

50 De Bapt. 17. 1*2.

51 De Bapt* 17* 1* Here the deacon seems to share the priesthood 
too*

52 De Praesc* Haer. 41. 8* As this statement is prefaced by 
the phrase "hodie presbyter qui eras laieus", the presumption is 
that the presbyters too share in the priestly duties. In 
De Exhort. Cast* 7. 2* "ordo saeerdotalis" refers to the 
presbyters.
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suggest* that he took over this terainology from Ho«um religious
53law. but this is unlikely. Ee h*d no reason to impart this added

dignity tc the clergy on his oun behalf j he accepted it unquestioning^ 

as part of the contemporary Christian vocabulary. His objections to 

the frivolous and temporary appointments to the clerical order among
CJL

the heretics also demonstrate that at this early stage he was far 

from believing that each layman could be his own priest*

CATHOLIC HOPJfS

^e aust now examine the Internal characteristics of true doctrine, 

which distinguish it from falsehood. Time aad again he stresses that 

true doctrine is recognized by its unity, and unicity. There is only

one rule of faithf just as there is only oae £od and one hope of
55 resurrection* This is in direct contrast to the heretics nho are

strangers and enemies » because each believes as he chooses. He 

QBphatically rejects the Gnostic suggestion that the Apostles were 

igaorant of some dootrinas, or that they reserved special doctrines for

a few people; the very idea is a reflection on Christ himself, who set
57up the Apostles as teachers, and to whoa He taught all tilings.

53 op« cit. p. 131«

54- Ee Praeso* I!aer«

55 De Praesc. Haep. 26. 9-10*

56 ibid 37. 7.

57 ibid 22, 2-3; 25* lag; 2o. I do,.



Apostlee did nfrt teach different doetsdses, and neither did th©

rae» «f the «p«»ttai* agej this @ati$ii*^ ®»a t*al% is t&* real
SB touchstone, Ba^@elaUar it* $*e»<t a»tte» of daotria** fftrti&Uaa

a populist i.e. he did Rot want truth confined to am intellectual 

©U.t@* Bat tMs was stwagl^ in e«»i^m&t with th© uaeo&sdloas 

elitism of hi® moral teachings, which ®$t&& never be practised by more

and effect, both these doctrines are the i|]«tet opposite of eosuaon 

Snostie teaching.

All th&t wan 9&S& in the previous sections al@iit the apostolic 

Churches «s4 the unbroken tradition of teaching it relevant here* 

Church's doctrine is reeogniEed also i'rom it® origins ̂ a factor

when united with its unicity^ coBstitutes the foremost criterion 

for religious truth. The Churches could not invent doctrines, any more 

than contemporary mm could* They aooepted the rule of faith

the Apostles, as the .Apostles had accepted it i>am Chriat, @Bt Christ
CQ ^^

None of this sust be takes in a® anti^Scriptural sense, because 

the scriptures reiatiin the fiuidaiBental nom and source of true doctrine. 

them we find the teachings «f Christ, tfc& Apostles

58 ibifi 32.5-6.
ibid 37* If 6* 3-5. X** &» secoM cpotatioa, it is a©
rule <sf ?«itfc» tmt ttdiaeipl.iaa&w islj3.^3 ^as aeeepted fro® Christ*
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Churches* "Whatever we are" Tertullian wrote, "so were the
60 Scriptures from the beginning"5 while the error of Marcion and

V&lentinus is obvious because each, in his own way, tampered Fith 

these source documents, There seems to be little uncertainty ejiong

the anti-Marcionites oa the constitution of the New Testament canon j
62 to all purposes Tertullian regarded it as closed." Apostolicity is

an important standard for caaonicity, but not an all-sufficient one e.g. 

Luke was not himself an Apostle* The writing had to be accepted by 

the early Church, and impress by its innate reasonableness.

^e are told that many teachings have been handed down from the 

past (tr&ditua est), but the doctrine of tradition is given no

developed treatments "Traditio" aeans the teaching of Christ, the
£5Apostles and the apostolic Churches, and is not used in his Catholic

wrltings of any doctrinal teaching distinct from Scripture.

60 ibid 38. 5. 

ibid 37, 3*

62 cf • H. von Campenhausen "Die Sntstehung der Christlichen Blbel* 
(1968) pp 319~20» He accepted Hebrews; only the second epistle 
of Peter, the third of John, and James 4 epistle are missing.

63 cf . De Pudicitia 10. 12.

6k De Res. Mort, 18. 1. cf. K. P. C. Hanson "Tradition in the 
Church" (1962) pp 217-lS.

65 e.g. De Praeac. Haer. 21. 4«*6.

66 of. Braun op. cit, pp 427-3.
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4*7
"Disoiplina1* is also handed down to us by tradition. ' This word 

recurs msny times throughout the whole body of Tertullian*s writings;

319 times in fact* and of these it has a secular as distinguished from
68a religious meaning on only 32 occasions. The religious meanings

given to this same term are also many and various j and this reminds

us once again of the gigantic taak facing Tertullian as ho created a 

new theologioal terainology in Latin.

I1 or present purposes, one general conclusion that Morel makes is 

enlightening. He claims that "disciplina" often means all Christian

doctrine, except the rule of faith; and only the rale of faith is the
69immutable part. As a Catholic, did Tertullian believe that anything

not contained in the rile of faith was open to rariew? As a Montanist,

ho certainly held this; and he did make statements to this effect 

while still a Catholic. ; t other times during this earlier period, 

he did not speak nesrly as clearly. "e cannot choose for ourselves, 

he wrote, anymore thai the apostles -!id, *?hen they received the

67 e.g. De Praesc. Haer. 35* 1-5*

68 cf. V. Morel, "Biseiplina, Le mot et 1'idee representee par lui 
dans les oeuvres de Tertullien" in tievua d'Histoire ecclesiastique 
(40) 19M--5. p* 6.

69 ibid p. 19. This is a repetition of the viewpoint Morel first
expressed in an article entitled "Le developpeiaent de la (disoiplina) 
chez Tertullian*' in Revue d*Kistoire Cedesiastioue (35) 1939. 
p. 254.

70 De '/irginibus Velandis 1.3*

71 iie Praesc. Haer. 12. 5*
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72"diseiplina" from Christ* So too every doctrine received from the

original and mother Churches of the Apostles must be held firmly;
73 any opposing doctrine is a lie. Obviously he was not entirely

clear in his own mind at this early time; but his later Montsnist 

doctrines do have roots in the Catholic period*

He inherited the idea of a "rule of faith" or "rule of truth" 

as an accepted part of Christien theology, with trenaeus being the 

most probable irasediate source* His frequent use of the term could

have been influenced by the similar notion in Roman law, the "resale
75iuris", and he certainly believed that the rule was not just a

76 *, summary of doe trine ^ but did have a normative function. The

contents a» outlined in his writings show that there was no fixed 

verbal fora for the rule, although the two examples fron his Catholic 

period show that the doctrines of Church order and the remission of 

sins are not mentioned on tlie lists* Morel claims that these

72 ibid 6. >5.

73 ibid 21. 2-4

7%. A parallel ambiguity seems to exist in Tertullianf s mind between 
"di«oipliaa" and "fides"; of* 3raun op. oit. pp,44>45»

75 digest 50. 17. 1* (op, clt» vol. 1. p« 920) quoting Paul, 
"regula est quae rem quae est breviter enarrat". cf. Beck 
op* cit. p. 52$ Braun op. cit* p. 451*

cf . Braun op. cit. n4. p* 451* 

77 £e Praeac, Haer. 13* 2*5; J^« 5*
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78omissions were deliberate, so that even as a Catholic Tertulliun did

not believe that a doctrine of penance snd at least some details of 

the doctrine of the Church were included in this immutable rule, Ther» 

is no reason to doubt this fact, iwhich goes some way to explain his 

later and changed position on these points, accompanied as they are by 

protestations of doctrinal fidelity. The insufficiency of the anti- 

Gnostic norms is apparent in the new situation, end the limited concerns 

of the rule reflect its haphazard origins and its differing verbal

forms. Tertullian's claims highlight for the first time these

79embiguities, although the confused references to the Church and
80possibly to the remission of sins in the baptismal interrogations

show that there was an incipient realisation that these important
8l doctrines demanded soae sort of formal assent. It is highly doubtful

whether Tertullian or his adversaries believed the rule to be an
82 entirely cooprehensive norm of "essential" doctrine.

78 1939 articlt p« 258.

79 &e Baptlsao 6. 2.

80 ibid 11. 3*

81 On the nature of the baptismal "creeds" of. J. N. D. Kelly
"Early Christian Creeds" (i960) pp. 83-5; Morel 1939 art. p. 258. 
Kelly op. oit. p. 85 states that we do not know what the 
baptismal interrogations contained on the Church, beyond the mere 
mention of it.

82 It is not anachronistic to speak of the idea of "essential" 
doctrine i.e. doctrines which all Christians raust believe, 
although it would be anachronistic to exaggerate the amount of 
agreement on what constituted these essentials.
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Doctrines or practices could also be justified by "r-1 tio% a
gz

word he used 340 times (more frequently than "disoiplina"). 

Generally it means reason itself | or the divine intelligence; some­ 

times an sirgumsnt from natural lawj picus considerations or even an 

appeal to Christian "discipline". This norsi will assume immense 

importance in the M^ntanist writings; initially ho\vever the only 

passage giving <?ven a hint of what is to come is the conmonsonse

observation that we should not appeal to the Scriptures where there

85can be no certain victory*

Once again as a Catholic writer, Tertullian showed hiaself 

conventional. True doctrine should be Scriptural and traditional, 

.'and his basic rationalism is still firmly curbed. Only his opinion 

on what is essential to Catholic faith might be at variance with the 

coaiaon Catholic concepts of doctrine.

CATHOLIC PSNANC3

Tertullian*• early writings also offer a number of examples where 

his attitude towards Church authority Manifests its-?If In practical 

questions, especially public penance, which now became the flashpoint

83 Morel 1944*5 art* p«

84 cf. Tfm de Pauwt "La .iustification des traditions non ecrits chez 
Tertullian" in %phem«rides Theologicae Lovanianses (19) 1942. 
pp. 30*1•

85 De Praesc. Hacr. 19. 1-3.
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of all eoclesiological controrersy froa Ms ilontanist period to the 

time of Cyprian. His attacks on the Gnostics are also illuminating 

in this regard; while a considerable amount of information can be 

gained froia his writings about the degree of institutionelisatios 

in the Horth African Church of the time,

Tertullian's Catholic theory of public penance is comparatively 

undeveloped and quite conventional* There is no reason to suspect 

that he did not take over and express the theories behind current 

practice.

After baptism, there is the possibility of another single

penance to free us from our sinsj but it can be used only once and
86 no more. This restriction is clearly based on Heraas; but while

Heraas almost certainly considered this to be a psychological
87impossibility, the grounds for the rejection are now dogmatic.

Another example of the fact that when doctrines are transposed into 

a new cultural setting, they rarely remain unchanged.

There was nothing niggardly in fertuHian'a endorsement* "If you

86 i>e Paen. 7* 10. also 5* 1{ 7* 4; 9* 1-2; 12, 5,

87 of* B, Poschmann "Penance and the Anointing of the Sick" p, 45* 
(Hennas. liand&tum IV, 1* 8; IV, 3« £,); von Casipexihausea 
op, cit. p, 218. points out this transition and explains it In
slightly different terms. For the rela, tioaship b. 
Tertullian and Henaas of* Labriolle op. oit. p. 415;
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ore frightened of public penance," he *rote, "then think of Hell."

Kven thin one penance after baptise la something which we do not
89deserve, snd we should be grateful for it,

Public penance took the fora of excommunication, public 

performance of certain penitential practices, ^nd fin-illy re-entry into 

the life of the Church. On all these points, the Catholic vrri tines 

give little detail. There are varieties of excomniunic tion, ulthough 

he does not mention th-t t;ype, "<?here the only punishment is exclusion 

from the Suefcp-rlst. Partial exccsomunicijticn is a useful term to 

describe the penitent performing the penitential processes, while total

excommunication describes one excluded from all participation in
90Church life, including the penitential processes. Is yet, he still

believed that this second v^ri ty -^ s reserved to recidivists only i.e.
91 those who have participated once in the process.

Be Paen. 12. 1.

89 ibid 7. 11.

90 of. C. Chartier, *L* excommunication eccleslastifpe df apres lee 
ecrits de Tertulli&a" Aritonianuia (lO) 1935« P»3^3*

91 i)e Praeao. Haer. 30* 3» However Marcion's projected return 
after repeated falls (under certain conditions) shows that 
Tertullian did not believe th&t even the ban on recidivists was 
without exception (ibid 30. 3.). In this partial-total distinction, 
we are not considering the cuae of a first occasion sinner, who 
does not ^ish to repent. He would be totally excommunicated, but 
only until he decided to repent*
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At this early stage, he had no occasion to specify who (e.g. the 

bishops) did what, so that we have no direct references to -:• public

reconciliation rite. Because of the parallels with baptism, the
92existence of such a rite is well nigh certain. His. Montsnist

evidence fills in some of these lacunae.

So too there is obscurity about the nature of the Church's 

Intervention* T?H* tills an authoritative intervention, bestovdng

forgiveness, or was it only an act of intercession? In the early
93work "Da Baptisiao1* we ax»9 told feat only God osn forgiv© sins; a

belief from ^hich different conclusions are drsvm in the Monten.Ist

period. Daly sees the Church's intervention exclusively in terms of
94intercession through the prayers of the faithful, rath the forgiveness

emanating from God. However as Tertullien believed the prayer of th©
91 Church to be Christ's prayer it is not unreasonable to put these

two elements together (i,e« intercession; end the nature of this

prayer) and postulate an incipient belief in the sacramentality of the
96Church's interventiont IThe end result is not In doubt as the

92 cf* B. Posehsiann "P&enitentie. seeunda1' (l9¥>) pp* 289 s^»

93 Be Baptisao 10, 3«

94 "The sacrament of penance rt ±n the Irish '.'cclesiastic&l Hecord" 
1947* pp. 705*6.

95 De Paen, 10* 6.

96 cf« Poschmann "Penance and the Anointing or the Sick" p« 48.



reconciled sinner is w r<°sti tutus* I»e« a Roman legc.1 term Implying
97 the return of oivic status previously lost by condesinction.'*

In interesting footnote is that Tertullian believed that clerics
98 could be deposed for serious sins,' although we are not told who

dsupervised the depositions,, The bishops alone or a mixed syno 

probably did so for the Catholics, while the prophets are the; most 

likely candidates among tlia 3lo:atanists»

In many other areas,, Tertullian^s thought developed is almost a 

strtdsht line, but not on the subject of penance. Here ^e have 

the theology which preceded his about-turn,,

CATHOLIC LIF'<: AJTO 0!":MISAfIOH

The Christian coiar;iunitj in Carthago was composed mainly of poorer

people 9 so that it was difficult Cor rich women members to ficd
99 suitable husb&ndsj another consequence of this ?;as that most were

"i #V"\

also lunediAcatt.-d'" and ther© was no intellectual circle of Christians

as in Alexandria and Rome*

9? Be Praese. Haer* 30, 3» Also cf . Daly op* cit. pp. 700-1. 
Beofc op« cit# p. 116 has pointed out that much of Tertulliaaf s 
peisenoe terminology is taken frora noman criminal law e.g. H oulpan , 
"noxa", "reus n t "expiare", and especially "criaen".

i)e Bapt. 17* 5* the "presbyter" (it is unlikely that this means 
"elder") is deposed for composing the Acts of Peu.1 end Thecla. 
I;e Exhort. Caat» 7« 6. the "saoerdotes" who remarry are removed.
This could refer- to bishops alao«

99 M. U-Korera II. S* 5.

100 Adv* Pras. 3. 1«
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The details of the penitential discipline, and. ^e 

attacks on, tile disorder prevalent ajaong the Ones tics indicate a 

closely- organised group similar to the iioman Church,, and the 

Alexandrian ooaaaunity at the end of Demetrius* episcopate. This 

general pattern is eonfinaed in other ways.

The catechuaanate is already a well established institution, with 

Tertollian stressing not only th<2 necessity of doctrinal preparation.

but of a genuine repentance for sin and preparation for the- sacrment
1Q2through penitential exercises*~ There are special tiroes in the

year for the rite (the Passover, and Pentecost), which is usually 

Bdainistered by ths bisliop»

There was also ran almost complete hierarchy of bishops, i>resbyteaw,

deacons, &ad wiciows, as well as virgins, teachers (doctares)
105martyrs, with at least some of the priests (i*e« bishops or

presbyters) being celibate."*" The widows made up a special order 

of the clergyf into wliich certain suitable ssroiaen are introducedj

101 De Baptismo 1.

102 ibid 20. 1-5.

103 ibid 19* 1-2*

104 ibid !?• 1.

105 Se Praesc, Haer% 3. ?•

106 3e lichoi-tatione Castitatis 11. 2 5 13* 4-«

10? -'.A T.;xorf?n I. 7» 4« "viduam adlegi in ordinem'l
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their principal ?;ork was pray or and acts of cn-irity, .Irat they also
lOB

had soae slijit liturgical functions. 'Tertulliari devoted a lot

of energy to the discussion of marriage; amonj anny other points, it
109

emerges that there was an ecclesiastical Marriage service, filthnugh

we cannot be sure that this was obligatory. As a Montanist, h?< h.3ld 

that marriages must be made known to the Church. "

~.'e do not have a great deal of information on the .working 

relationsl'iip between the bishop and the presbyter, although *?e have 

seen that the bishop is clearly distinguished from, and superior to 

the latter* ">hile the presbyter shares in most, if not all of the

episcopal functions (the question of ordaining is an unknown quantity),

111 
together vdltfe the title of priest, his position generally is a

secondary one. Tertullian did introduce one useful clarification

112
distinguishing the ciders (i&aiores) from the clerical presbyters,

In the previous Oreek literature, the sose word TrPter ̂ ^

108 e.g. De Pud. 13* 7* Here a repentant adulterer prostrates 
himself before the presbyters ant widows,

109 Ad Ux. II. 8. 6*7.

110 De Pud. 4* 4*

111 3e 3apt, 17. 1. i/?faere the "bishop is the chief priest ;
De >diOrt a Ccst. 7. 2. ?-here "ordo s^c^r^.-'feli^" refers to 
the presbyter.

112 De leiunio 13. 1* i.e. "traditione laaiortoa". The phrase
"praesidant probati nulqus seniores" (Ajjol. 39. 'r «; is written 
for pagans, and still leaves intact the distinction between 
"maior^s" and "pi'esbyteri*1 . In fact it describes bishop and 
presbyters.
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often been used for both these Christian functionaries, to 'the great 

confusion of subsequent writers. '-Voile the prasbytgr could also ba a

teacher *^ "' the teachers i'ertullian occasionally mentions " ' are not
It *5 necessarily clerics as th$y were in Cyprian*s time."

11Sfhis organisation presupposes strong community spirit and well

established and effective leaders), who were in fact the bishop and

his presbyters, rather than the bishop alone* However much the

bishop might in fact daadLaate the "presbyteriu»H t • they were considered
117 to rule together* Jhiot even Cyprian could ignore this soiae fifty

years later*

Montanissn ccjgmienced in Ardaban, Phrygia either in 15^> A»i.>, 

according to "-.piphaaius, or more probably around 172 A,!;, (the date

113 -•£• "presbyter-doctor" mentioned in Passio Porpctua--.- et 
-Felicitates 13* 1.

114 e.g* #© Praeso. Haer. 3. 5 ; 14* 2.

115 of * H« Koch, "Priestertum and Lehrbefugais bei TertuHiaa51 in
Theolo^ische Studien and PCritiken (103) 1931. r.GL. p. 97; 
K« Adam op« cit» pp» 47~4B«

cf» Apol* 39. 5"^ which describes the Christian community
providing for its poorer members,

117 of. Apol. 39*
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118 given by lusebius) when a recent convert, Montanus, began to

prophesy, insisting that the End was near, y He was joined by two 

prophetesses Pr is cilia and Maximilla; and this formidable trio 

announced themselves as the special vehicle for the revelations of 

the Paraclete* Their prophesying was generally characterised by 

spectacular ecstasies, and their whole way of life dominated by the 

vivid expectation that the Kingdom of God was soon to be established 

at Pepuza in Phrygia» Truly the ways of &od were not to be those 

of man}

Although they introduced a number of practical changes, and

stressed some peculiarities of the Asia Minor Church less emphasized
120 elsewhere e«g» chiliasm, originally there was little doctrinal

118 P. de Labriolle HLa Crise Montaniste" (1913) p* 12;
If, H, C« Frend "Martyrdom and Persecution in the Early Church*1 
(1965) p« 290; H« von Campenhausen "Ecclesiastical Authority 
and Spiritual Power" p« 181 nl5, accept the 172 A*D, dating, 
T, D« Barnes "The chronology of Mo»tanismw in J,T.S» (21) N*S. 
1970. p. 406. rejects the &plphanius date? pp 2|J07-8» he accepts 
as possible a number of years around 170 A#B. 
S. 3. P. Freeraan-4renville, wThe date of the outbreak of 
MontanismB in the Journal of Ecclesiastical History (5) 1954, 
pp 7-15 inclines to the year

119 The suggestion that Montanus had been a priest of Cybele, based 
on Jerome Kp* 41* 4« is extremely improbable, cf « Bames 1969 
art, n7* ?• U3U

120 K« Aland, wDer Montanismus und die klein-asiatischen Theologie** 
in 2eitscrift fiir die Keutestamentlich© Wissenschaf't (46) 1955, 
pp, 113 sq,
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121 innovation. Theirs was a traditionalist religion* stressing the

old values as outlined in the new prophecy, lor they did not constitute 

themselves into a separate Church until after their excoaounication. 

Ultimately they differed fro* the other Christians in the respect they 

gave to Montana* * prophecies, although the matter in these revelations, 

e.g. the rigorism, was an important factor in this rejection*

They achieved considerable success in Phrygia, being known in 

to»«f I»yons and North Africa, where Tertulllan was their most 

distinguished convert. hile the Passion of Perpetua and Felicity is 

Montanist, the opposition to Tertullian in Carthage, and Hie fact that 

forty years later Cyprian never mentioned theca, cast doubts about the

extent and permanence of their conquests. In Phrygia at least, they
122 might have joined the Novations.

vfas Tertullian a fully loyal and orthodox Montanist? The question 

is complicated by the fact that we cannot be entirely sure when in 

Montanist history certain doctrines - practices began* His loyalty 

is not in doubt, but his ability and his temperament would have made 

it difficult for him to be a docile member of any group. He shared 

their reverence for Montanus, and their expectation of the nearness of 

the last times*

121 It was an invention of opponents that attributed to Kontanus 
a claim of assimilation into the &od-head. cf . Labriolle 
op* cit. p. ¥>•, von Canpenhausen nl8« p* 182$ Barnes 1969 
art. p«

122 Labriolle op. cit. pp. 494-6 , following Harnaek's suggestion.

123 e.g. De Monog. ?•
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Neither was the movement burdened, as far aa he was concerned, by 

intellectual respectability; in tb» to»an world "Phrygian1* used to

bt tha equivalent of "barbarian11 , and many country areas there were
12k little touched by <rreeo-£oman culture*"^ fc'lUi th* Montanists, he

shared in the paradox that while they were strongly populist by origin 

and inclination, their moral teaching, with its denial of ecclesias­ 

tical penance, was in fact elitist. They were united in fierce 

opposition to the Gnostics also*

The biggest point of difference seems to hare been Tertullianf s 

attitude to women. ^re have seen his stricture® against the women 

of the Gnostic sects j how did he accept 'the doctrines of Prise ilia 

and Kaximilla? Very late in his Montanist writings, he still

insisted that no woman, not even a virgin, could teach or baptise or
125 offer the Eucharist; earlier however he went some way towards

resolving this tension by his recognition of women* s right to prophesy,
126 although St. Paul did say they should be silent in Church* So the

Montanist prophetess, seised by ecstasy during the Sunday 'u char 1st,
127 afterwards explained her visions to a small group of the faithful.

Labriolle op* cit. pp. 4-6.

125 £« Virg. Vel. 9* 1*

126 Aiv. Marcionem V. 9* 11* 

12? De .Anima 9, 4.
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Another possible difference is their respective attitudes to 

organisation and authority* Ecstatic prophecies imply a certain 

untidiness, and the Carthaginian was no anarchist* However as the 

Montanists were always an organized group* originally within the 

Church, with a professed loyalty to the rule of faith and a strict 

moral code, there was probably only a difference of emphasis, with 

Tertullian nervous about some of the details of their more exotic

prophecies e*g« he never mentions Pepuia as the site of the New
128 Jerusalem*

Ta« later history of Montanisra confirms this picture of a 

traditionalist and organized society, since the break with the Church 

was followed by the institutionalizing of a new hierarchy* The

bishops maintained a place in the third rank, behind the patriarchs at
'••*" 

Pepuia, and another group of officials known as "fellows" (xoiVwv'o,

We know next to nothing about 1Ms last group, except that they were
130sale and they *»re named in Justinian1 s anti-Montanist edict of 538.

128 The points outlined by R. &• Smith, "Tertullian and Montanism" 
in Theology (46) 1943. esp* PP» 132-3• do not prove a radical 
difference* Although Tertullian infrequently appeals to 
Montanus on concrete issues, the probable differences on 
asceticism are only ones of emphasis, and the siting of the 
New Jerusalem is secondary* Spiphanius* claim that the 
Montanists had priestesses (something which could have been an 
insuperable barrier to Tertullian) has been dismissed with a 
proper scepticism by Labriolle op. cit. pp« .608-11.

129 Jerome Ep. 41* 3*

130 Codex Just. I, % 20. (Corpus luris Civilis. 16th ed. Berlin
1954* vol. 2* p. 58.). ™. Schepelern, "Der Montanismus und die 
Phry^isehen Kulte" (1929) pp. 40-41. rejects as unproven the 
suggestion that they were the charismatic element within 
organizational foxms (Labriolle op. cit, p. 506).
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The term "patriarch" probably was suggested by the Jewish patriarchs 

of Tiberias and Babylon, who enjoyed special esteem from the time of 

the destruction of Jerusalem until the end of the fourth century* 

Far from sinking into anarchy, the efficiency (or rapacity) of their 

officials who collected money for the prophets excited Apollonius to
T»0

excited denunciations•

In the matter of doctrinal norms, the Montanists were distinguished 

from the Catholics by the respect they accorded to the teaching of

Montanus. For then he enjoyed almost equal rank with the New
135 Testament writers, ^ but he was not the first of a continuing line

of prophets, each enjoying equal status in explaining to successive 

generations the ways of the Spirit* As they idealised and institu­ 

tionalised the memory of the first great prophet, his followers 

agreed that they were lesser men* The first cause of this was the 

scarcity of prophets, Militiadea claiming that fourteen years after
13JL

Maximilla'fi death, they still had no new prophet*

Just as we know little of the functions of the three Montanist 

groupings, so we know nothing of their succession mechanisms; not

131 cf. Labriolle op. cit, p. 50?.

132 Susebius K. R. V. 16. 2*

133 cf, von Campenhausen "Die ^nt," pp* 259 sq*

134 Kusebius E. H, V. 17. 4* Schepelern op. cit. p. 37. has
collected passages from Gregory Nasiansen, Philastrius and 
Jerome to show that at least ecstatic utterance did survive.
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even whether the "fellows" were merely functionaries, or appointed 

offioe holders* They had little influence on subsequent Church 

history, except to reinforce the Church*s distrust of ecstatic 

prophecy, but they did provide an appropriate setting for Tertallian's 

enthusiasm and rigorism.

THE MOWTAUIST TJS8TULLIAN AJI3) HIS 1SCCL88IOLOGT

Much of the content of Tertullian's earlier theology was 

conventional and undeveloped} only relieved at intervals by flashes 

of sardonic wit* This was now changed, as even his bad humour was 

sharpened by adversity. Especially when h© succumbed to this ill 

humour, he could be extremely foolish \ but he never lost his debating 

ability to fasten on the real or Imagined weakness of his opponents* 

These asides are quite revealing. The Montanists were rejected, he

claimed, because they taught that it was wiser to fast than to marry
135 and not because they rejected Christ or any rule of faith. This

is very close to the truth* If the moral teaching of the prophets 

had been less severe, there was a good possibility that they could 

have been retained in the Church. He himself had been a Montanist 

for some years before his final break with the Church, His later 

writings, and subsequent Montanist history, widened the original 

doctrinal divergence*

He now filled in many of the earlier gaps, often brilliantly.

135 Pe leiunio 1.
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sometimes consistentlyt while never regarding these developments as a 

departure froa Christian essentials. He made no shift towards the 

Crnostiosj if anything moving further away, despite the fact that 

after his "Adversus Mareionem" he devoted less time to them, being 

busy on other fronts*

Christ's teaching reaained the norm, and to the end he insisted 

that the rule (lex) of faith reaained the same; while there oould be,

indeed there should be, in order to counteract the wiles of the devil,
136 changes in matters outside this« In this sane work, which is always

dated after his definitive break with the Church, he comes close to 

affirming a Shurch unity between the Catholics and Montanists, despite 

their differences. "There is one faith, 11 he wrote, "one Lord, one 

Christ, one hope and one baptism* We are one Church, but it is you 

(i.e. Catholics) who divide (this) body," He never developed this 

theme as it would have required an ecumenism, foreign to his black* 

and*white approach, and brought Idm some way towards the Gnostic 

mainstream, with their disregard for structures and discipline* Last 

but not least, he must have concluded that continued misdemeanours

136 De Virg. */el. 1*

137 De Virg. Vel. 2. 2. "Una nobis et illis fides, unus Deus, 
idea Chris tu 3, eadem spes, eadea lavacri sacraments, semel 
dixerim, una ecclesia sumus* Ita nostrum est quodcumque 
vostrorua est, Ceterum divldis corpus." My English trans­ 
lation is a paraphrase. Also De Pud, 21, 16-17, cf , Morel 
1939 art, p. 259 on Tertullian's Church of the Spirit.
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plaeed the Catholic* outside the pale, despite the truth of their 

basic faith.

A new light is thrown on ?ertullian*s earlier ecclesiology by 

the fact that as a Montanist, he continued to believe in an 

episcopacy with limited powers and activities* The dispute can 

now be seen as one concerning the nature of episcopal office* rather 

than its existence, and he is on much stronger ground, when he claims 

that this notion of episcopal activity is reconcilable with doctrinal 

essentials*

Bishops maintain their part (i.e. imposing of hands) in the rite
138of baptism; they can forgive the lesser sins, even if the more

139 serious are forgiven by God alone* They also retain their

function as the normal organs of community discipline, because the 

Montanist bishops are described es prescribing fasts for the good of

their people, and not merely for financial considerations as the
HijO Catholic bishops do."^ These three statements all describe Montanist

bishops, and ar« not Montanist observations on Catholic practice*

The three higher orders of clerics i.e. bishops, presbyters and 

deacons also seem to have maintained some teaching function* "If 

these three groups flee", we are told, "who will remain during the

138 De Corona Martyrun 3. 2. Here the word used is "antistitea".

139 De Pud. 18. 18,

140 -e leiunio 13. 3*
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perlecution to expla1n the altuatloft to the laity?"14l Thia il not 111 

contradiction with the MontaDiat conoepticn of the bi.hop aa administra­

tor and di.cipl.iJlar1an. as diatinct from the eaerging Catholic ooncept 

ot chari .. tic teacher and leader. He had abaolutely no aYJIpathy 

with tbQae bishops who oYereaphaailed their own iaportance.142 The 

prophets were now the teuohera und moral leadera; 80 muoh so that eyen 

Adam i8 counted among them as he prophesied the great mystery ot Christ 

and the Church under the power of the HolJr S piri t. 143 They, aa4 

eapecially Montaaua and his two cOllp&l1icms were the organa ot the 

Paraclete. 

This exaltation of the prophets obviously enhances the dignit,y ot 

any 1~ persoll so endowed. Tertullian went beyond thia, and became 

the fi:st writer to p~ off the uDiYersal priesthood of all Chriatiana 

agelDst tho miniatcrlal.144 He was alre~ 80me way towarda this 

position in the De ~y~ortationo Caatltati3, but he bad not used his 

position then as a weapon against the clergy. He now b~UDded on to 

the offenaive against hia olerioalantagoniata; bareaucrats wenaiti.,e 

141 De .r'uga 11. 1. The ambisuous nature of this Montaaist 
work written t'or Catholio couuaption aakea the identity at the 
clerios somewhat unoertain (i.e. Montaniat or Catholic?). It 
is .oat probable that he is addreaaing the olerioa of both 
pariies. ct. Barnes ope cit. pp. 118-19. 

142 ct. De MonoS. 12. 2-3; De Pud. 13. 7. 

143 De Anima 12. It.. Also cf. 21. 2. 

144 von Campenhausen "Ecc. t,uth." p. 228. points this out. 
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to the profiting* of the Spirit, against i&am tha laity are urged to
* «|S

rise, because all &re one, all are priests (saoerdotea)* Kit 

initial reservations sbout the bishops and clergy had aow turned to 

open entagoni&st*

MOKtflflST KQHMS

We oust now examine the eriteria Tertullian used as a Montanist 

to determine true doctrine,

The teaching function of the bishops has been submerged by the 

activities of the prophets, and of fertollian hlaself, Only once as
• Montanist, in an early work, did he appeal to the order of bishops

146" 
as a guarantee for the faith of the apostolic Churches. &* this
sane work, the apostolic Churches retain their importance as 

guarantees of true doctrine* Later on this was not stressed;

principally because it was not a point at issue* Until the end, he
146^^maintained the unity and irreformability of the rule of 

Tertullian never explicitly rejected the apostolic succession of 

bishops, who presiiB&bly served &s the predecessors of contemporary

145 $• Xonog* 12» 2* This common priesthood of God the Father 
derives from baptism ie Monog. 7. 8*

Adv. Uarcionen IV* 5* 2. 

147 of. Adv« Mare* I* 21* 4-5 J XII. 1* 2* IV. 5* 1« and 7»

£>e Virg. Vei. 1* 3*
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Montanist bishops, although he never incorporated it into a developed 

Montanist theory. Thia task would have b«en difficult but not 

impossible, because while the prophets had in faot replaced the 

bishops as the main teachers, Montanist bishops did continue to exist 

in a lesser position*

The CatholioMontani&t struggle shifted the debate about the 

content of Christian belief onto new ground, but the broad principle 

that true doctrine was distinguished from error by its (i*e» truth's) 

antiquity remained undisputed* Doctrinal truths can be recognized

because they have been possessed froa the beginning* froa the tiae of
lii.9 the Apostles, The argument is even developed further to prove that

Marcion's separation of the Law and the Gospel was not the re&asertion 

of an original position temporarily abandoned, since God the Creator

had been taught by the Churches ever since the time of the Apostles*
150 He defied Marcion to produce any contrary evidence.

Despite this the Catholics continued to accuse his group of
151 innovation* He attempted to answer with the fundamental and

justified distinction between the basic and unalterable rule of faith 

and the remaining beliefs and practices of Christianity which can be 

changed*

e.g. Adv. Marc* IV. 5. 1.

150 ibid I. 21. VS. Also of, I. 20. 1,

151 e.g. De leiunio 1. 5*
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He had not clarified this distinction as a Catholic, but certain 

elements of logical continuity exist In the obscurity. Once again th»

Kontan 1st areas of innovation I.e. Church order and the remission of
152 sins, are not mentioned in his later outlines of the rule of faith,

so allowing him to claim that there could be corrections in "disciplina*

and "conversatio" provided the rule of faith (lex fidei) remained the
153saae. Secauae of this, Morel has suggested that Tertullian tidied

up his thought so that the rule 343d discipline were now quite distinct,

and together constituted the Christian faith. ??hlle "conversatio*
155 means the living out of the Christian religion In rites etc,

"disciplina" does have a doctrinal content, which implies a doctrinal
156 activity on the part of the Holy Ghost, as He rorks through his

prophets to defend Christians and the rule of faith against the wiles 

of Satan. It is as though Christ laid the foundations of the Church 

(especially the rule of faith), and left the Spirit to complete his 

work, by perfecting the "disciplina**. As Tertullian developed his

152 De Virg. Vel. 1. 3.J Adv, Praxean 2. 1.

153 £« Virg. ?el. 1. 4*

1939 art. pp. 254*5. As a Montanlst, Tertullian often did draw 
a clear distinction between disciplina and the rule* Adv. Marc, 
I* 21. >^j De Monog. 2. 3*5 &• **"*• 19. 3.

155 Morel 1939 art. p. 247} cf. Braun op. cit* p. 434.

156 Examples of these doctrines are e.g. Church order, public 
penance.
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theology to answer the Catholics, the appeal to reason assumed much 

greater prominence. In principle this v?as no bad thing, as both 

Gnostic illurainism and the Catholic tendency towards anachronism, 

through strict adherence to custom in matters large and small provide 

no blueprint for continued religious relevance*

i^Ten as a Catholic, he realised quite clearly that Scripture aid
157not provide the answers to every religious problem in daily life.

By the end of his life, he had moved siuoh further in this direction, 

and had not only highlighted the insufficiency of Scripture, but 

subjected it to norms which, although supposedly based on these 

Scriptures, remained at one remove from them. " e do not take the

parables as sources of doctrine," he wrote, "but rather do vre take
158 doctrine as a norm for interpreting the parables. ^ "hat in fact

constituted the "normative doctrine" mentioned above i.e. the

"materiae* by which the p&rables are interpreted? He does regard
159the most oovioua candidate, the rule of faith as such a norm,

although Haason is correct in pointing out that because of this 

norm*a dependence on Scripture it is somewhat misleading to claim

157 P« Praesc. Haer. 19. 1»3«

158 De Pud. 9» !• "Eos autem quia non ax parabolis materias 
coamentamur, aed ex materiis parabolas interpretaniur".

159 This is found in his Catholic period e.g. De Praesc. Haer*
12, 5.; and later e.g. Adv. Praxeaa 2C. 3.J Se Pud. 19* 3» 
and esp. Ce Pud* 8* 12.



Scripture is subordinate to it. The teaching of the Paraclete, 

especially as communicated through Montanus, is another such norm, 

which also depends on the Scriptures, or at least claimed as much* 

However, any appeal to Scripture alone founders , because neither 

Christ nor the Apostles left a fixed list of books, and the Church in 

a variety of ways and according to a variety of norms had to create this 

list* In as much as this is true, the supremacy of ^Scripture is

weakened* This general consideration is relevant here because in
162 this matter Tertullian did appeal to extra-Scriptural norms, and

did give to Montanus and his two female companions a status very
163 similar to that enjoyed by the Scriptures,

Certainly he did not deduce the necessity of a permanent teaching 

office with normative powers from the inadequacies of a "sola scriptura* 

argument* The prophets did not receive the reverence he reserved for 

Montanus, who was a special "once and for all" phenomenon, and the 

teachings of any prophet (who was not an officer-holder qua prophet)

160 op. cit* pp. 108-9
161 However it is not certain that the "materiae" of i>e Pud, 9» !•

are the sayings of the prophets as Schepelern op. cit* n285* p* 186 
suggests, cf* Adv. Prax*

162 As most of the canon was fixed, he certainly appealed to this body 
of Scripture as a norm in uncertain cases e*g* De Res* Mort. 18* 1* 
However he also appealed to Scripture *e rationality (l*e Res* Mort* 18* 1*), and to the ancient and continuing prophetic enterprise 
in the Church (De Aniaa 2* 3.). iiile he claims to reject Hennas 
oa Scriptural grounds and because of the decisions of the synods 
(De Pud* 10* 12.), a more obvious, if unexpressed, reason was Montanus 9 rigorism* In the Catholic De Oratione 16* 1., Hermas 
was accepted as Scripture; of* De Orat. c!5. 2*, where 1 Cor., 
2 Tim* and Daniel are quoted in exactly the same way*

163 e.g* the Paraclete speaks through Montanus (De lei. 12.cf • " 
Mort

^ m)£j 9 *WP»IW w —«* »-r-*r*^ -~ »—• F ———ww »•**» •*r-*mq^*tm *^ v** ̂r»*"»#^»»*^ ^ +r %* 4h w«fe V «*^*W "T*W •cf. ibid 1.3.; Adv. Prax. 1,5.) and through Priscilla (De Res. * 11.2.)
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whether uttered in ecstasy or otherwise do not impose any demand for 

uncritical acceptance* Yet ecstatic prophecy is much respected, for 

M&rclon is told that no-one could possibly believe his teaching en 

God and creation, unless of course Marcion is prophesying in an 

ecstatic nay* In this same work Tertullian'a reluctance to make 

a final appeal to even this human source of authority appears in his

claim that only time can decide the truth between Marcion and himself;
165 the truth is earlier in Christian history* The appeal to reason

becomes more and more important*

As a Catholic, in e,g* the !'e Cr^tione, he had been keen to found 

all obligations on Scriptural teaching, but he now imposes traditional 

practices unfounded in Scripture, This was his reply to the Catholic 

opponents of his policy on the wearing of chaplets, when th^y demanded

proof from Scripture, He explicitly appealed to the use of
167 "consuetude" in civil life in tha absence of written law.

164 Adv. Maro* I. 21. 5,

165 ibid TV. 4. i.
166 Be Corona 1,5- J 3»l«j 4. !• sq»

167 2e Corona 4* 5» "consuetude etiam civillbuc rebus pro lege
auscipitur CUB deficit lex." ef* Beck op. cit. p. 62. As 
Tertullian always distinguished between "traditio" as doctrine 
inherited fro* Christ, and "traditiones" i.e. Christian customs, 
there is no incoKsiot-ancy in his use of these terms* But the 
appeal to non-Scriptural traditions (practices) is much more 
frequent in the Mont&nist period; cf. Hraun op. cit. pp* 428*29*
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Unfortunately neither Scripture nor custom could justify some

Montanlst practices, and here he decries tradition and appeals to
168truth, explaining that there can be changes in discipline, but not

in the rule. In these circumstances his rationalism comes into 

its OTOI, and he ev<m claims that any one of the faithful can introduce
1 *7f\

a law provided it is reasonable and conclucive to salvation.

We have come a long way from the simplistic claia to the unity of 

doctrine and the irreformability of the rule of faith, although these 

criteria still stand for Tertullian. In his struggle for logical 

consistency araid the conflictir g demands of a traditional and 

conservative religion, his innate rigorism and the teachings of 

Montanus, he threw auch light on the problem of maintaining a basic 

continuity while implementing necessary day-to-day changes. "hile 

he was a little too clever, being able to Justify his preconceptions 

too cjuickly with a facility far outstripping his opponents, his 

categoric recognition of the role of reason in religious debate was

a new and important contribution. After hiia no competent theologian 

could claim successfully to find every solution in Scripture or in 

Tradition; neither could any one data that his contemporary situation 

found the Church exactly as it had always been* He showed that the 

Church changes; the problem remains how to las ten or slow the process, 

and how to explain it.

168 Be Virglaibus /elandis 1, 1.

169 iMd 1. >%

170 De Corona 4. 5«
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MONTANIST PENANCS

Despite the faet that all the faithful are equally pupils of the 

Paraclete, and all are free to introduce useful laws, in practice very 

few enjoyed any real personal freedom, as Hontanist community discipline 

was stricter eyen than that of the Catholics* The two statements 

quoted would suggest the possibility of a wide and differing range of 

personal interpretations in many matter*, founded on a b&aic unity in 

some few essential points, Ifothiug could be further from the truth* 

Even the possibility of introducing improvement a to the party line, 

enjoyed in theory by all the faithful, must be taken with a grain of

salt* Once this improvement had been adopted, there w&s certainly no
171 possibility of devianey* AHCJI cannot choose for hiaself• There

was little freedom except to tighten the discipline*

The classic example of this rigorism is the Montanist attitude

to public penance* Here Tertullian adaits that he has changed his
172 mind. His belief that only (»od can forgive sins is now developed

173 in an anti-eeclesial sense." Those whose &ins cannot be forgiven

by the Church are not necessarily condemned to datamation, since they 

are usually admitted to make the penitential exercises; but their 

hope is for forgiveness from &od in the next life, as they cannot hope

171 Be Virg. Vel. 3.

172 De Pud. 1. 10-13.

173 £e Pud. 3« 3; 16. 5.
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to rta-emter the Church on earth* Some aina are 00 mona trout,

eapeoially unnatural et»xual vice, that theae prevented the sinner
IT1? fro* taking part in the penitential exercised*

All this ia Ratified by the distinction, wfaioh Tertullian

into the Chu^-ch for the first tiae, between remissible and

irremiesible sins; although there had been the previous distinction 

of aortal froa venial ain& 9 whereby aortal bins earned expulsion

freai the Church* lie elaioa aa n 4ustifio&tio& of this, the 

diatinotion John oakee between aina unto de&th, and other lesser sins

not unto death* Adultery and fornication bring instant d^ath to
173 toe dinner, and dead people can no more be reeall&d than dead sheep,

A ainil&r justiiiofetioa ia attempted b^ dlatingui&hing b«tw&@n sins

Uod and aina against m*i*» Sine agniuat ^od c«c be forgiven

by frod alone; Uir Lord ooi^y promised i%ax*giTen&©& for these sin*
180 MMaitted against our fellow men.

174 ibid 19. 5.

175 ibid L. 5» On this point; of* von Csrnnenhausen 
op. elt* p* 221; Po»chs5aiia "Pen* and An** p.

cf, Poschmsjm op. eit* p* 45*

177 1 John *5. 16-17; cf* De Pua* 2*

178 De Pud. 7. 17.

179 ibid 2. 10; a. 15.

180 Those are "dellota leviora*'; e.g. Be Pud. 18. 18,
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Ke also gives lists of in-emissible grave sins, where the big 

three i»e* idolatory murder and adultery have pride of place t "out 

fraud, felse witness, fornication and other sins are included. There
Tfti?

is some similarity "between these lists and the lists in Hennas, 

while von Csmpenhausen has pointed out an additional similarity with 

the Jewish classification of sins. ^

Tertullian repeatedly accused the Catholics of logical inconsis- 

tencyf because they forgave adulterers and fornicators, and refused to 

grant pardon to murderers and idolaters, Ke pointed out that they

should forgive «?11 four sins, or much better, refuse pardon to them
I8fc.all if they ?dshed to "be consistent* To make these repeated state­ 

ments if they were in direct contradiction of all the facts would ha^e 

been stupid; and Tertullian was not stupid*

How then can the situation be explained? In his earlier work 

on penance the De Paenitentia, he made no mention of may such doctrine* 

Similarly Hernias, the source of so much of the late second century's 

doctrine on penance is ignorant of the restriction, a fact which 

explains his annoyance with this author* "Those who wish to forgive 

adulterers should do better than appeal to Henaaa. i'or from hairing

181 De Pud. 19* 25. Also see Adv. 2!arc. 'TV. 9.

182 Kandatum 8, 3-5•

183 op. cit. n!08. p. 233.

184 De Pud. 5. 15. ; 9. 9*11. j 9. 20.
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divine sanction, his *?ork has been placed ajaon.^ the apocrypha as false
186by all Church councils, including Catholic councils". Insult was

added to injury by his earlier dependence on Hermes* Therefore this
186limited form of rigorism cannot have been universal in the Church5

nor, because of Tertullianf s earlier teaching to the contrary can it 

have been universal in Carthage. 'Vhile recognising the existence of

such practice, we do not know how widespread it was. Neither do we
187know when it began*

"^hen the "anti-Montanist* use of Hennas by the Catholics leads

us to the further question of the nature of apostolic teaching on 

forgiveness, Tertulllan*s replies betray embarrassment and inconsis­ 

tency. He is on firmer ground when he denies that any valid claim

can be made to Jewish practice, since the Christian dispensation
i fiflcommences with Christ*s redemption. Especially Paul however,

proves more difficult. Tertullian refuses to believe that any 

.Apostle forgave idolaters end. murderorsj if any of the faithful

185 De Pud, 10. 12.

186 cf« Kusebius 3. H. 17* 23. 6* where Dionysius of Corinth
(C 170 A.U.) writes to the Churches at Aciastris and in Pontus 
urging that all sinners should be received into the Church.
Evidently there was doubt in sane quarters.

187 Labriolle's su^^estion ( t:La Urise i^ontaniste" p. 432} that 
rigorism arose in Carthage at the beginning of the third 
century is no more than an inter eating possibility.

De Pud* U* 2+j.
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believe this they should prove it* 7 In the case of the fornicator* 

;he has a "heads - I win5 tails * you lose" approach* suggesting that 

Paul did not forgive this sinner, just as a judge in a secular court 

does not show indulgence after he has given & definite sentence. ^ 

Yet if Paul did forgive the fomicatort this was a special case, and

is not normative! After all did not Paul circumcise Timothyt when
191circumcision had already been abolished? Tertullian never improved

on this mixture in attempting to explain Paul's teaching* The 

practice of Christ does not seem ts have "been an issue# since Christ 

was divine, and nobody was denying that G-od could forgive sin* 

Neither side could imagine a contradiction between Christ*s teaching 

and that of the Apostles 5 the point was to discover flliat sort of a 

lead the Apostles had given to the Church on this matter*

Tertullian did not believe that any Apostle forgave an idolater

or a murderer* -?e have seen this* but he also believed that Peter
192 had the power to forgive such grave sins* Apparently Peter never

used his power* Another series of contradictions confront us whea

we attempt to discover whot if anyone, inherited this power from Peter*
193Once we are told that Peter did not transmit his power to the Church;

189 ibid 12.

190 ibid 2. 9* J 14* 25*

1% ibid 17, 19*

192 ibid 21* 9*14*

193 i^id 21* 9*10. A* a Catholic, Tertullian believed that Peter 
left this power to the Church; of* Seorpiace 10« 8*
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elsewhere the Paraclete, through his new prophecies, admits the Church's

power to forgive sin, but forbids the use of this power, lest it cause

1% other sins» So too the Church of the bishops does not forgive sins,
19*5 but the Church of the Spirit does; this last assertion following

shortly after the statement in the same work, that smaller sins can be 

pardoned by the bishop*

In scae form or other, these contradictions have been pointed out

197 quite frequently* They remain astonishing in a writer of such

intellectual power* Some at least of these contradictions could have 

been eliminated and his basic rigorism still retained* hile it was 

impossible to weld all the teachings of Scripture, tradition and 

Montanas into a coherent whole (the evidence of tradition at least is 

contradictory), this was one area where he succeeded only in 

increasing the confusion*

As a byproduct, he gives us some interesting information on 

Catholic penitential practice. He accuses them of granting their

martyrs the power to forgive sins, noting that these martyrs were
198 

immediately surrounded by hordes of adulterers and fornicators.

1%. De Pud. 21. 7.

195 ibid 21. 17.

196 ibid 18. 18*

197 e.g. Poschmann op. cit. pp. 4B-9; Labriolle op. cit. pp. 438-41.

198 De Pud. 22. 1.
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Tills confirms an earlier Catholic reference of his to this same
199 practice, which continued into Cyprian's time* If the practice

had be«n widespread, he would haw made greater capital out of it.

His own comments on this are interesting because the Montonists 

extolled martyrdom highly 5 and if anyone was to grant forgiveness in 

a Church of the Spirit* one would have imagined it to be the martyrs. 

This was not the ease* A martyr could wipe out his omm sins but
200 nothing aiore. If the Catholic interpretation of the parable of the

prodigal son means anything, it means just this (according to
9(Y1

Tertttllian)* Indeed snti-rMontanlst martyrs seen to have cooled his 

enthusiasm for all martyrs considerably* Suffering is no longer 

sufficient warrant for a true martyr; one must be able to recognize

Christ in him by his ability to explain the secrets of the heart i.e.
202 to prophesy. The prophets remain supreme.

His retention of the bishop's role in forgiving minor sins and his 

contrasting the practice of Ms Church of the Spirit with th© Church of 

the bishops highlights the importance of the part played by the- bishop 

in 1fae penitential processes of the times. In a similar way we learn 

of the Catholic rite of reconciliation, when we are told of th©

199 Ad Mart« 1. 6. While he mentions this practice, he does not' 
explicitly approve it* There is no hint of condemnation,

200 Be Pud* 22. 4.

201 ibid 9. 21.

202 ibid 22. 6.
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repentant sinner asking the community for pardon, and prostrating
205 himself before the presbyters and the widows • J Penance was still

seen as a community affair, with the bishop articulating the will of 

the Church.

MOHTAlflST LIFE STYLES

Just as Tertullian's teaching on penance betrays an ever 

increasing severity and muddle, so too his attitude to Christian life 

in the world mirrors this same severity and an increasing lack of 

balance* So many things, some important, some trivial, were now

imposed on all; and under threat of severe sanction. As a Catholic,
20L he had not objected to people serving in the army. ^ Later he insisted

205 that this was incompatible with Christianity* ^ Earlier he had not
206 been worried about wearing a garland, now any public office must

207
be avoided, if it entails wearing this garland or ohaplet.

Initially virgins night or might not wear veils; this freedom was no
OfjfJ

longer possible* He had once permitted flight in time of

203 ibid 13* 7-8.

204 Apologeticum 42* 3* Tertullian might have been quoting this 
fact for the pagans without approving it* But at this stage 
he never condemned it*

205 &e Corona 11. 1*3*

206 Apol* l»0« 6*

207 Se Corona 11. 7*

208 De ?irg. Vel. 3. !•
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persecution as an alternative to denying the faith, although he had
209 never encouraged it« The "De Fuga" was written to deny this

possibility* A similar progression is obvious in his teaching on

the separate questions of divorce and remarriage. At first divorce
210 is prohibited, except in eases of debauchery. Later there is no

mention of any escape clause. So too the preference of the Holy
212 Spirit that widows and virgins remain as they are, has been trans­

lated into a positive interdiction of remarriage, which is a grievous
215 sin | because just as there is only one God, so there is only one

21/Lmarriage* This prohibition applies to the laity as well as the
215 ^

These examples should amply demonstrate the fiercely eo&foraist 

nature of Montanist belief; a conforaisa enforced in the details of 

day-to-day life, end always joined with an equally fierce rigorism* 

This increasing severity supports the contention that the key to 

Tertullian's religious development is his personal puritanism, and his

209 £e Pat* 13* 6 1 Ad Uxorern X» 3. 4.

210 Ad Uxorea H* 2* 8* The exact Keening of "stuprum" is unclear<

211 De Monog. 5, 3; 9, 1*

212 M Uxorea I, 4* 3-4; I. &• >5; II. 2. 4,

213 Be Pud. 1. 20,

214 £e Meoog. 1. 2.

215 i'f ̂  I2* 1*
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determination to impose this on others.

CONCLUSION

A glance at his sacramental theory will serve to introduce this 

conclusion. Like most Christian writers of the second and third 

century, he realised the primary importance of baptism, but he was

the only ante-Nicene writer to write a treatise on it* Baptism is
216necessary for salvation, and through it we receive the gift of the

217 Holy Spirit* There is no reason to doubt the central place of the

Eucharist in his scheme of things, although he never devoted much 

attention to explaining the various roles of the laity and clergy 

in this celebration* ''••• have noted his pro-Montanist teaching that 

the laity could when necessary celebrate their own .ucharist in the

absence of a priest* Nonetheless, one should normally receive the
218 Eucharist from the hand of the presiding bishop* In the case of

public penance, he came closer than any previous writer to explaining 

the sacramental nature of the Church1 s intervention* He never 

departed from this view, although he did see fit to restrict its 

application to the forgiveness of small sins*

This combination of doctrines could seem to imply the abolition 

of office, and at times he stated as much. However different concerns

216 De Bapt* 12. 1. sq.

21? ibid 8. 3.

218 Be Corona 3. 3«
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provided his principal motivation, and he never escaped to this 

position, While he proclaimed that all the faithful ^ere equal, and 

were pupils of no man but only the Holy Spirit, he never repudiated 

his early Montanist belief that the succession of bishops provides the 

historical guarantee of the fidelity of the Apostolic Churches. 

*?hlle he stated that authority and judgment belonged to the Lord, and 

not to any servant (least of all the bishops), " he still allowed 

the bishops to prescribe fasts and to forgive minor sins. If his 

first concern had been to substitute personal eharisin for office, he 

was doomed to failure from the beginning within the context of 

Montanist discipline* The rule of individual charismatics, without 

office, implies a large measure of individual freedom, something 

similar to the Gnostics. He was positively averse to this.

But if he never rejected ecclesiastical office as such, he 

tended to devalue itj especially the office of teacher* There was 

no about-turn on this point, even as there was development, because 

as a Catholic he never recognized any episcopal charism of truth* 

His preference was for departed or absent teachers !«•« Christ, the 

Apostles, Montanus; and true doctrine was known by its unleity, 

apostolicity and transmission by the apostolic Churches, rather than 

by a succession of bishops, who only served the indirect function of 

being historical guarantees for these Churches. This was the one 

point on which his Catholic theology was not conventional; possibly

219 DC Pud. 21. 17.
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his initial doubts about episcopal teaching w?r« occasioned "by
220 official laxity OB practical moral problems,^^ so that Montanus*

ri&orism struck a firm chord, which finally resulted in his open 

anti-clericalism* Hot too much should be made of the absence of 

any Catholic theory of ordination on his part, as at this time such 

a theology was everywhere underdeveloped, except in Ho»e. But this 

lacuna facilitated his later development*

He always wrote as though the Kew Testament bishops had been 

Bionepiscopal, and his objections to the episcopate war© not arguments

for a mere democratic mode of procedure between the bishop snd his
221 presbyters* Kls anti-clericali»m was much more broad-based; and

his earlier theories that a martyr can give the pa* to sinners,

that in necessity each person can be his own priest, were symptomatic

of this.

The whole of his career is marked by a scepticism towmrto 

contemporary teachers, and the minor prophets in Carthage no isore 

filled this vacuum than the Catholic bishops did earlier in his career*

He, a layman, wn« his awn teecher. He held to this with remarkable

fidelity, from hia oarly boast against the hereties "I am the heir of
222 tfee Apostles", to his equally defiant claim us a Monteniat, *"e are

220 In Be Spec, 30* 7« there is a derisive reference to priests
people to attend the circus or the theatre*

221 ef* "« L. Gm enfilade "Scripture and other doctrinal norms in 
early theories of the ministry" in the Journal of Theological 
Studies (43) 19M* p.

222 Pe Praeso* Haer, 37*
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22 "5 not pupils of men, but of the Paraclete". v

His theological achievement is ijumense, but his contribution was 

many sided* His anti-intellectualisra remained a pose, if an 

unconscious one. He was imprisoned by his rigorism, and held a 

warped contempt for the opponents closest to him* Also while he 

must be praised for insisting that the content of the faith was open 

to all Christians, and that right conduct was obligatory, his severity 

and preoccupation with detail, often irrelevant, make him an early 

example of that recurrent formalism which has plagued Christianity*

On the more positive side, he was utterly sincere and completely 

devoted to Christ and his teaching* He embodied that element of 

intransigence (and more) which Christianity has always needed to 

survive in a less than perfect world; and by no means least of all, 

he opened up the debate on the nature of the Church and showed clearly 

many of the alternatives for both norms and mechanisms* Cyprian 

inherited his teachings, and was a more successful leader and 

influential figure for posterity* But the bishop was without doubt a 

lesser theologian*

223 Adv, Prax* 13, 5« This ia not to question the sinceri^jr of 
his adherence to Scripture and the rule of truth.



288

CHAPTER SIGHT 

ST. CYPRIAH

BACKGROUND AND PERSONALITY

St* Cyprian is a unique source for any study of authority in the 

early Church, as he was a considerable theologian, who held high office 

and left us much of his official correspondence* Hot since St. Paul 

had there been a Christian writer possessing all these characteristics. 

Many held no, or only minor office in the Church. Of the office 

holders who were writers, Ignatius of Antioch left no theological 

treatises, beyond his small collection of letters; while we know few 

details of Irenaeus* administrative activity* The support and opposi­ 

tion he aroused in Carthage and North Africa can be charted in detail 

also} the same applies to a lesser extent to the relationship between 

Carthage and the overseas Churches* All this enables us to set him 

against his historical background*

Not a great deal is known of the life of Caecilius Cyprianus 

Thasoius before his conversion. He was probably born in Carthage 

sometime between 200*210 A.D. and certainly belonged to a rich and 

sophisticated pagan family. Through the influence of a presbyter 

Caecilianus, he was converted to Christianity. A little later, he 

hiaself became presbyter, and then in 248 or early 249 A.D. was elected 

bishop of Carthage on an upsurge of popular support, and against the
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wishes of sever&l of the presbyters. The remainder of his life, 

until his martyrdom on the 14th of September 258, is well known. 

The details of this period will be outlined in the rest of this 

chapter*

Like St* .Ambrose, the bishop of Milan in the next century, 

Cyprian was ideally cast for his role. Both belonged to what we now 

call "the Establishment", and possessed that self assurance typical 

of the ruling class in a traditional and hierarchical society. Both 

were products of a Western and Homan culture, rather than the more 

mystical-spiritual tradition of the Greeks, and for both of them 

religion was nothing if not organised. It was axiomatic that rulers 

should rule, and should be respected.

Cyprian, once again like Ambrose, could be intransigent on what 

he regarded as a matter of high principle e.g. the rebaptis® 

controversy with Stephen; but he also possessed a genuine sensitivity 

to the political subtleties of all the difficult situations which 

confronted him. He succeeded in dominating the entire North African 

episcopate, and eventually won the support of most of the Church in 

Carthagej both of these are considerable achievements, requiring 

great strength and tact* In this, he could not have been more 

dissimilar from his fellow countryman Tertullian.

1 Vita Caecilii Cypriani 4*
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A couple of facts from this early period are significant* The 

opposition of some presbyters to his appointment as bishop, and 

continued presbyteral opposition sharpened his emphasis on the 

episcopate* A presbyterate united in their loyalty might have 

prompted from him a more developed theology of the presbyterate, 

stressing the collegia! nature of the episeopal-presbyteral supervision 

of the community* Whatever the causes, this was not to be* Another 

fact must also be recalled if Cyprian is to be seen in context* He 

possessed an agile, but not profound mind, with a wonderful gift for 

reducing complicated situations to several basic issues, and then 

defending his point of view with fdree and clarity* But on many of 

the intellectual problems then confronting interested Christians, he 

was deeply insensitive; a quality which he sometimes used to 

advantage in the struggles of his episcopate*

His use of Scripture is the most obvious example* Nowhere does 

he show an awareness that either the Old Testament or the Hew presents 

difficulties to an exegete* Scripture is a quarry for proof texts, 

giving answers to contemporary problems* In his literalism he is 

much closer to Tertullian than Origen, who with his allegorising might 

not have produced too many lasting solutions, but did certainly 

realise that problems existed* Cyprian applied his texts with a 

repetitious fervour and a conspicuous lack of discrimination* He 

attempts to prove from Scripture that schism is forbidden* even if the



schismatics remain within th# cms faith sad oae tradition* Of the 

six texts he adduces from the Old asd Km* Teat^.enta, only & couple 

of them (Mt. 12. 30 j 1 Cor. 1« 10*) ar© serious contenders for 

consideration as being striotty relevant.

lie understood wall the practical eoasequenos of t&# axerolfte of 

authority, but his theory in aaother matter* £hfc distractions 

9? ertallian introduo©d b«i*'e&n m unolt<H»l&o nCU of faith and oth^r 

changeable aspects of tradition; on th® rol^u of "ratio" & 

"coneuetttfio1* wsd tta nature of "aisciflin&^j »» th^ 

between uivifce l»e» front Cferltt* apoatolie »a^ the 

traditions * these all opened up the situation for discussion and 

development* In theological method a&d logical expertise, Cyprian is 

ft regression from this. He used msifigf of the sfeove tersas; but he 

blurred the distinctiosa between tlieca, a»d tended to solve moat 

problems, whether it was & defence of a personal action or & thaological 

opinion, by dignlf jin^ hi® solutions with the «ords "divina et 

evangelica*1 *

Cjprif\nf s clari^r has l>e«n taentiomsd. /'part from hie

on e.g* Chureh unity, the ueceaaity for rebaptias, this clarity 

was superficial. '7 hen on« r@ocgnj.2@» his ty^e of intelligence, a»d 

that he »ms a Christian for oaly twelve or thirteen year® altogether,

2 M Quirinum Book 3* 85; cf. his use of Scripture in ep. 
to establish divine sanctions for episcopal
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his achievements, not his shortcomings, are remarkable* He had 

neither the time (nor inclination) to obtain a scholar's understanding 

of Christianity, for his episcopate (more than three quarters of his 

Christi&n life) was one succession of crises, culminating is his own 

martyrdom* Moreover the obvious dearth of theological literature 

should not be forgottenj & difficulty which was magnified because 

most of Tertullianf £ ideas on th© nature of the Church and the 

episcopate (Cyprian's chief areas of interest) were not those that he 

wished to adopt*

Cyprian's style contrasts strongly with Tertullian's, being 

thoroughly rhetoriealf verbose and loos© in construction. Frequently 

he did not say exactly what he meant, preferring to leave unstated 

the preconditions and qualifications attached to his statements*

Witness his frequent assertions that each bishop is free to decide for
&himself; a right which plainly is not unlimited. Sometimes it is

spelt out that these differences must occur within the framework of a
5 basic unity; at other times, the right to independent action is only

grudgingly approved, as when bishop Therapius is rebuked for

readmitting the lapsi too <|uickly; although Cyprian and his colleagues
6 allow his decisions to stand. On other occasions, bishops are made

3 of. G* B. 1. Walker, "The Churehmanship of St. Cyprian1*, (1968) p* 9,

4 Sententiae Intro; eps 69-73. 

f Bpistle 55» 21* 

i* 64* 1*
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to toe the line. Bishops cannot use water instead of wine in the 

consecration, "because Christ had taught otherwise; he insists that

Stephen act against 'bishop Marcian of Aries, who would not rea-clmit
8lapsi.

These facts have been noticed in the past, recently and not so

9recently* Walker finds his arguments occasionally opportunistj

von Campenhausen claims that he "interprets and distorts everything 

in accordance with the practical and paedagogie needs of cosite&porary 

church life*** Last century the German 0* Ritschl claimed that h« 

was an energetic, not too scrupulous Eian, evolving a theory as h@

went along to justify his development away from the monepiscopate, 

towards a more monarchical exercise of authority.

Before we examine his activities in detail, comparing them with 

his announced principles, is there anything in his makeup to explain 

van Campe)ahau3enf s reservations, and to refute the charges of Ritaehl? 

Together with most men of his tdjae, he had a simplieist black-and*

white attitude to things religious* His opponents were inevitably
12 inn-oral, as well as being deficient in doctrine* He never

hesitated to indulge in a little personal abuse, whenever the infighting

7
8 Ep* 68. 1* The freedom of the bishop is discussed more fully

ia section d of this chapter*
9 op* cit* p. 19.
10 * Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power* (19&9), p* 280*
33. 0* Ritschl, "Cyprian voa Karthago und die Verfassuag der Kirche" 

(1885) 9 PP« 55~o7; esp» p«
12 e.g. ep. 50, Ij 52.
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to demand it, Hovatian In particular riled him; a process
•» te

which reached its climax in the torrent of abuse in letter sixty, 

and then died away until Cyprian, with a less than episcopal dignity, 

compared Novation to a monkey. He had no sympathy with the &

15who are mentioned only as obvious examples of what must be avoided,

philosophers are hardly treated any better, Not surprisingly, 

beset by persecution, schissi and plague, ho believed that the l&st 

times of' the world had come 5 a conviction which did sot impair 

his political judgment, aad had no practical consequences* Although

certain elements thought his visions ridiculous, he took them very
18seriously*

So far in this penpieinre of our religious leader with his deep 

and Simple faith, as well as his political cunning a&d intellectual 

shortcomings, we find little to substantiate the claim that he was 

unscrupulous* More basic than thess snippets are his conversion and 

martyrdom, -whioh eliminate the possibility that his devotion to Christ 

end the Church was unreal in aj$r fundamental sense*

A final word of introduction must poi&t out the unique nature of 

the Sentential* Limited as they are, they provide not only a sketch 

of the Horth African episcopate* s views on rabaptism and its

%f 60* 3* 
14. Bp. 73* 2*

e,g* eps. 73* 5| 74* 7*@$ 75* 5* 
Bp« 55* 16*

17 Pe 0ait&te 16*
13 %* 66* 10*
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ecelesiology, but considerable insight into the VP$ °£ bishop then 

in office* No other such evidence exists before the Council of

uomis
How smch did Cyprian follow the Bible, and how much did he distort 

or at least reinterpret it for his purposes? This question must be 

asked of every theologian, as even unconscious adaptation remains 

adaptation* For him Scripture remains the primary source, but its 

teaching is especially complemented by reason and the interpretations 

of the episcopate.

All the traditional norms are used by him* His appeal is to the 

Christian past, *&ich includes the Old Testament | yet on three 

occasions reason is invoked against custom, ^ have appeals to the 

'law (lex), to the rule (regula), to tradition, to the Scriptures and tfc 

"disciplina", Cyprian had an almost parliamentary habit of appealing 

to these norms whenever in trouble, and then larding them ?dth a 

variety of useful adjectives: divine, evangelic, apostolic t (all used 

regularly); and on occasion, heavenly, holy and even catholic* All 

these terms are taken over fro® Tertullian, "but some of the combinations 

are new. However, if we judge Cyprian by his statements alone, many 

Of the distinctions Tertullian introduced to distinguish the different 

types of norm have been blurred.

Hot until the year 253, ??hen Cyprian forbids the use of water 

rather than wine in the celebration of the '.Tuoharint, do ** r s have



evidence that he was using the distinctions of Tertullian. He makes 

the customary affirmation that the tradition of (Our) Lord must be main­ 

tained, then after quoting Salatians el« V6~9. he explained that 

neither an Apostlemr an angel from Heaven could teach differently

from what Christ had preached once and for all, and his apostles had
20then related (adnuntiaverunt),

As he shared the common anti-S-nostic position that the Apostles

did not teach differently from Our Lord, we should not misunderstand
21 

his appeal to the root and origin of the tradition of Our Lord*

In the summer of 256, we have a variation on this theme, ifcen we are
22 

told to seek out the scare© of divine tradition so that human error

may cease. In this way he had countered Stephen, by demanding to 

know the source of the Roman "bishop's tradition* Does it have the

authoriiy of (Our) Lord and the gospel? Does it eosie from the
23 Apostles* rulings and epistles? ^&© implication is that Stephen's

tradition is none of these things, and therefore to foe rejected. lot 

unnaturally Finailian, bishop of Caesar^a also takes up this point, 

because the rebaptism controversy demanded some sort of clarification 

amidst the blanket appeals to the traditional norms. Finailianf s 

letter is notable for the violence of its ton© (which contrasts strongly 

with Cyprian's comparative moderation), and the logical precision of

19 %. 63. 2. "dominica traditio",

20 Ep. 63.11.
21 Bp. 63. 1.

22 Ep« 74« 10 • "divinae traditionis caput et originesu

23 Ep. 74. 2.
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its reasoning. He first congratulates Cyprian for acting w according 

to the rule of truth and the wisdom of Christ% then rejects the 

suggestion that Stephen's tradition is apostolic by pointing out that 

the heretical sects of Mareion, Valentinus and Basilides are post~

apostolic, so that there can be ao question of rebaptising heretics
25 before these sects themselves existed* Home herself, he claimed,

had not maintained all the original traditions, and diversity of
26 practice in the past had not necessarily meant a loss of unity. He

then wrapped up his ease "by stating flatly that his opponents prefer
27custom to truth, just as the Jews did ?shen Christ esme. There are

suspicious similarities between the Latin translation of Firailian's

letter and Cyprian's views, but it still emerges that the Caesarean
28understands the alternatives better.

On many other occasions too, Cyprian appeals to a variety of norms 

decorated by the adjective "divine". A few examples will suffice.

24 fip. 75. 3.

25 Bp. 75. 5.

26 fip. 75. 6.

27 Sp. 75. 19.

28 cf. J. Ludwig, *Der Heilige Martyrerbischof Cyprian von Karthago" 
(1951), p. 39. claims that it is impossible to know where 
Firmilian stops, and the Carthaginian translator begins* Whatever 
might be said of the anti-Roman polemic, Firmilian1 s appeal to the 
different strands of tradition is more sophisticated, and depends 
less on an appeal to the quasi-1*infallible" decision making 
power of the bishop.
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«£i yt
fher© ar® $ivijae eoiassaii&i&etit®, ' <Hviis® tradition, divine lav,

32 33 pres4»hii)g, divine authority* > : .'hat Is interesting i® to

not® 1&® wld® ausaber of questions, for «hieh these "divine1* teaching® 

give tte answer* Hatural3jr Cyprian's ¥iew OB rebaptiam i® belted
"ri *e

divine precept, a® are hi* vi©ws on the Xapssi| the tola©

his method of enquizy into tile l^gitimaey of a n®^ly created 
36 and d&^iiws asitliori% do«s the s&5ia© for the nhole

In th@s© two last exaaplea, qp&otatioas frca tti^ Old 

Testaaent ar© adduced as evideae* ®^ diTlm® support* The adjective 

"divine*1 is neither limited to a. directive eoaing froa ChriBt; nor to 

beliefs or praetioes derived wholly froa the Old or Kew Testament 

writisags* In all fairness, tlie moat that ©*5a be elained for s=»e of 

his solutions, -described &» divine, is that they are derived froa 

(with gi*eat©r or le«a logic) t@-ajeM.ags in r^eriptur**- V-hile sueh a 

has obvious pr&etiosl adventagee, it perv^rta aj^ strict

29 %s« 15* l! 72. 1,
i

30 ":p». 45« 1; 57* 5* This last letter is fro;s the o-3ua©il of

31 ^p* 4?« 2*

32

33

34 -p. 72* !•

35 .';ps. 15» i 
35 ;--p» 45* 1* 
37 P. W. 4.
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appeal to the variety of traditional norms, such as Tertulli&n 

attempted. In a confused way, Cyprian has r^alisisd the insufficiencies 

of any mechanical appeal to Scripture or tradition* These must "be 

interpreted.

His application of the adjective "divine* to so many different 

solutions is to some extent explained, if not Justified, "by his view 

that any legitimate act of a bishop receives divine sanction 5 a.

viewpoint which enables him to olaias divine, or evangelic, or apostolic
38support for his successive and different positions towards the lapsi.

The difficulty raaains that in disputed cases, Cyprian1 s norms were 

nowhere nearly precise enough to distinguish what was legitimate, as 

distinguished frosi ill© gitimate, episcopal activity.

teachings of Our Lord ("Domini* or "dominieus") are also
39 invoked in the lapsi debate. Nowhere however are Old Testament

quotations given as evidence of this teaching. On occasion he appeals 

to the "apostolie tradition", (a direct inheritance from Ireaaeus and 

Tertullian), which he describes as also being evangelical, and 

divine. fhe post-apostolie traditions of the ohureh were also held

38 Ep. 15. 1. cf. ep» 57* 1« According to Cyprian, Christ told 
the Apostles, and therefore the bishops too, "Who hears you, 
hears me, etc'.* (ep» 66, 4»

39 %s* 27. 2-4j 37» 4. etc.

41 spa 45. lj 67* 5«
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in high regard. Cyprian himself appeals to the council of his 

predeeeasor Agrippinus, while his fellow bishop Novatus at the

autumn council of 256 appeals to "the decree of our colleagues of
• •» 

most holy memory*1 . Contemporary episcopal decisions share this

importance. Cyprian once refuses a decision, because of the impossi­ 

bility of consultation, and because such a decision would set a
44 precedent for l&ter generations.

Nonetheless he never showed a blind allegiance to traditions, only

once announcing that there should be no innovation; a temporary
45prohibition until a council could meet to decide about the lapsi,

l?e find the real opposition to innovation in the Roman letters. t*at© 

in 250, the Roman clergy had declared themselves against any 

innovations; again an inter&sa prohibition i&ile they have no bishop. 

In 256, Stephen deiaands that there should be no innovation away from
l"Ji ID

tradition in the rebaptism controversy, as does his African ally* 

Cypriaa rejected this on two grounds. That to which they appeal is 

not tradition but custom (cosisuetudo), and is rejected by reason

42 Bp. 71. 4*

43 Senteiitiae 4«

44 2p« 34• 4»

45 Hp. 43. 3.

46 %. 30. 8.

47 3P , 74. 2.

48 Je Rebaptismate 1.
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and trutir50. Tertullian had used " reason" or "truth'* to 

justify changes in matters outside the rule of faith. But in the 

ease of Cyprian, it would be unwise to attempt limiting the meaning 

of either reason or truth too severely, (to an explicit appeal to

ratiocination, rather than Scripture), because he backs up these claims
51 by appealing to apostolici'ty, and the revelations of the Holy Spirit

52 as well as the precept® of Christ, One suspects that Cyprian wants

the best of both worlds, without explicitly distinguishing between 

them. Unlike Firmilian, he only employs the criterion of post* 

epostolicity as ground for rejection in an undeveloped and seeondary 

way* Ho too in the council of 2$6 $ while many of his fellow bishops

declare for truth rather than customf no one connects this with post-
53 apostolic ity»

Cyprian also took front Tertullian the term "dioeipllna", following
5&. his predecessor in using the tens with a certain looseness* It is

a rough synonym for Christian teaching $ which serves a variety of

49 %8« 71* 3j 73. 13» Typically in ep* 71* 4+ Cyprian cannot 
resist feppealioag to the "custom** supporting his owa practice 
i.e. the council of Agrippinus.

50 %» 74* 9»

51 %* 72* 13

52 lp* 74* 9*

53 Sententiae 23$ 28§ 30} 56$ €35 77*

54 cf * B« W* Watftoa, The Style an& Language ©f St. Cyprian11 
(1896) P* 251*
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waadsrfal pagpom*, and is dignified &/ a wrietar of ad

*«tole«iaiit!Uel*# A© it i® ©lo@ely eonaoeted with
E"»

3ypri«a enn feoaet that Ids disalpllm has alwa/8 
toen based on Oar l»'0rd*ii 4HaoMAiiA»dtit»«* ?̂h© HoMana usuall^r o&H it 
ei

Although he iawkea the diirtoe li«rt'*w ©T«igeli©al l&w^* aud th®

law of f&ith aa well as the rule t-^hich Is certain and the truth of
&L the Catholic rule he nowhere takes

an unchanging rule9 sad the -di@0ipliim ^hich can be

and perlisps the source of dls&greeeient ^i^ii-i & raa;Lntained

unity, 5 If O^prisn had seen the rebaptlsra queati^n m being outside

55 @«^« I^e Habitu virginua

57 Ep. 4* a, 
SS %* ^1. 1*

%s» 30, i ®&a 4i 3^* 1*
%* 45^ g.
%* 20. a*

62 Ibid.
63 %. 59* B*
64 %-« 7^« i* ^l^fe^atgh this last #xcR$le Is from the letter of tbe

y* 2f8* i® »w«veot to
the rule (ef# «p« 39« ®

frequent appeals to th« triic'Jitlon«l device of the rule of 
trath (I' a TriJiitat© Ij 9} 11| 17; 21.) which is the tradition 
and doetriJie of Christ

reluetaat to- eoaelud© fi?«m this to t&$ possibility of a 
nsaus) plnrftliMi of fraetit® within toe Chttrolu



303

the rule of faith, it would have been an effective rejoinder to

Stephen*® threat of excommunication; but his determination to use all
66 the traditional norms to support his ease excluded this possibiliiy,

Irenaeus, and ©specially Tertullian saw Church unity in tenas of a 

doctrinal unity, largely built around the rule of faith, In as much 

as Cyprian saw Church unity in doctrinal terns rather than a mystical* 

organie unity founded on the episcopate, it is not the rule tout the 

baptismal profession of faith which distinguishes the orthodox 

Christian froai the heretic* Consciously or otherwise this use of 

the baptismal symbol as a criterion for orthodoxy ruled out 

Tertullianf s claim to orthodoxy, and recognises explicitly that 

Cyprian's eoolesiologieal concerns are central t© the faith,

The basic constituents of these nonas are traditional» and 1&e 

Scriptures remain as the principal aouree, fhe book of Testimonies 

shows this* The New festament Canon is not a subject for discussion,

although Cyprian does not use Hebrews, James, Jude, 2 Peter, 2 and 3
68 John, Despite his literalist exegesis, Cyprian also likes to appeal

e*g* ep» 70* 1* claims the support of the rule for the doctrine 
of rebaptism*

£p» 69* 7* "Ehe baptismal *symbolmaw here eon tains explicit 
references to the remission of ains and the doctrine of the Church. 
For Tertullian these two subjects were not in the rule of faith, 
and only hinted at in the baptismal interrogations of the times 
of. Chapter 7» Sections C and H of this work*

68 P« Monoeaux, "Histoire Litteraire de 1*Afrique Chretienne" 
vol. 3* (1905) p» 231l cf Hartel's Scripture Index,
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to less specif ied norms such as *the tradition of Our Lord11 which 

enables him to use the Old Testament as well &s the Hew, end to 

combine Scriptural teao&tag with his om preconceptions* His 

infrequent appeals to the rule and evm the baptismal symbol fit 

this same pattern* By Ijastinot, Cyprla& liked room to Bjanouevr©, 

Origea practised a similar approach in fit more sophisticated fashion 

through his allegorigatioa, but entrusted the task of iaterpretatloa 

more to the teacher than th© bishop*

TEE CH0RCH

Cyprian would have be©s horrified by aay accusation of insincerity 

or dishonesty in his use of th& Christian aorns* "Neoae is ia union

with tJ^ Church, 11 he wrote, **wfe© cuts himself off from the &ospelfl s

elsewhere he speaks of those trees within the Church being watered by
70 four rivers (the four Gospels). ^he Church had to remain faithful

to Christ* s teachings. And Cyprian throughout his stormy career never 

really imagined that she could do otherwise*

For him the Church is the fundamental religious reality with th® 

only possible rival for this comers tone position being the epi&copaey 

itself • Naturally then these two realities of Church and episcopacy 

are closely related* He is the first Christian writer to give th«

Da Laps is

70 Sp. 73. 10.
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Church a thematic treatment, * which is both theological sad 

sociological, because she is for him, unlike Clement and Qrigen, a 

very this-^orldly reality.

One of his largest achievements was his articulation of the 

loyalty Christians felt for their Church, something which no doubt 

inspired even greater devotion saong her followers. He could do 

this "because he was a natural leader, "because he wrote well* but most 

of all because he loved the Church* 'Thirty times he calls her

"mother*1 or "mother Church", For a person to have God as Father 

he must have first of all the Church as mother, while the faction
7kof Felieissiiaus is dismissed as as interfering stepmother.'

7*5
Mother Church rejoices is her virgins, just a© she weeps over her

76 lost children, or rejoiees to welcome bsek the glorious confessors
77 after persecution* Cyprian's efforts in this direction ar© devote

towards developing and strengthening the *piet*s% or loving dutiful* 

of Christian® towards the Church, "Pletas11 was one of the

71 von Campenhausen op. oit* pp* 263-9.

72 eft J* S* Plumpe f "Mater l@clesi&« (1943) P*

73 BP , 74* 7.

74 %, 59. 13.

75 D@ HaMtu ^irglnuia 3«

76 £p» 10, 4«

77 ibid 2.
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strongest obligations in ancient Roman society? and was to be

practised especially in the child-barest relationship and in a person's
76 devotion to his country*

The word "mother11 is never used of the Church in any of the 

letters from Eome, or anywhere in Novation's writings* We do not 

know why this was soj perhaps the term still had Gnostic overtones

fcr them, or perhaps they thought Cyprian's usage too siaplicist and
79emotional* Finailian of Caesarea does use the tena in this way.

In his Testimonies for Quirinus, a whole section is devoted to 

the Church as the spouse of Christ, a doctrine lAiioh helps to explain

her role as mother. 1*he8@ two doctrines are on© facet of Cyprian's
Si concern for the unicity and unity of the Church, spread out over the

O «•

mfeole world| a concern shared by the Roman Church, and by Finailiaa* •*

Cyprian's concept of Church unity moved at a number of different 

levels, and the good bishop moved easily and unconsciously from one to

76 ef« Plusape op, cit. p. 92, 

79 Bp. 75. 14. 

Book 2,

81 This obvious, but useful distinction has not only been recognized 
by J-P Bids son, "Autonomisme et Chris tianisae dans 1'Afrique 
RoBaine* 1958, p. 43 sq* but he has attempted to follow it through 
in his examination of Cyprian's writings.

82 JBp. 36. 4.

83 Kp. 75* 3«
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the other* At its most fundamental, it is a mystical unity founded 

on the activity of the Spirit, which should find expre scion in a u
84of doctrine, and even it, a loose sort of organizational co-operation.

His concern for these practical expressions is mirrored in words such

as "concordia", "consensio", n&ich are the special responsibility of
86the episcopate, • and which remained such elusive qualities during his

life, despite his determination that they should be actualities as well 

as imperatives.

Just as Irenaeus and Tertulliaa had refuted the G-nostics by pointing 

to the apostolic origins of orthodox doctrine, so Cyprian now proves 

the mystical unity of the Church from the fact that Our Lord entrusted 

this, first to Peter alone and then to all the Apostles. Peter, on 

whom the Church had been founded by Our Lord, when he confessed that 

Christ was the Son of ttie living God, spoke for all and in the naae of
Of

the Church. The autumn council of 255 repeats these sentiments, and 

emphasizes the part of the Holy Spirit* fhe exact nature of Peter's 

role is further explained, when we realise that the power given to hi®

64 ^» Ludwlg op. cit. pp. 43-9 explains these different levels of 
unity.

85 The role of the episcopate in Church unity is discussed in the
next section of this chapter, while the role of the councils and 
Rome is discussed in Chapter 10.

86 Sp. 59. ?• "Petrus tamen super quern aedificata ab eodest Domino 
fuerat eoolesia, imus pro omnibus loqusna et ecclesiae voce 
respondents ait": cf. ep. 66* 8.

87 Sp. 70. 3.
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first of all by Our Lord, was then given after the Resurrection to all
88the Apostles; in any case Peter refused to bully Paul, and finally

89 accepted the letter's point of view.

Despite the fact that when Our Lord founded the Church on Peter,

the Apostle had never s«en Koae, the Roman Church continues his role
°0

in some way'' as do all bishops* Cyprian tells Cornelius that they

must work together to ensure the continued unity of the Church
91entrusted by Our Lord to the Apostles and their successors » "!ith

Tertullian and Irenaeus, the apostolic succession of bishops had 

guaranteed the unity of doctrine since the first tiiaes. How it is 

not doctrine* but the unity of the Church itself which had been 

entrusted by Our Lord to the Apostles and their successors, the "bishops, 

This development shows that the Gnostic scare, and its preoccupation 

with doctrine has passed* Nor is it fanciful to claim that the 

practical, almost sociological concerns of a Roman-type mind have 

been addecl to the doctrinal interest© of &n earlier Christianity from

88 ap. 73* 7*

89 lip. 71. 3.

9G %. 59* 14* i?elicissiuius and Novatos had dared to sail "st ad 
Petri oathedraiR adque ad eeclesiara principalem unde unitas 
sacer-^otalia exorta 8st,,«« M

91 -5p. 45» 3» "et labor&aius et laborars debearas ut ujiitatem a
Domino ct per apostolos nobis suoeessoribus traditam, quantum 
posaumus, obtinere cureaius"; ol* ep. 33» 1«| M ̂uirinum Book 1 
intro.
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the £«at« This should not be pressed too far; Irenaeus believed in 

an organised Christian community, &»# Cyprian was concerned for 

doctrinal puritys but the nature of the Church and the problems of 

Church life had replaced doctrine as the principal intellectual 

interest.

Cyprian's concern for unity ia closely connected with his equally

firm conviction about the unicity of the visible Church, G-od himself
92 ordained that there be one Church,' so that there is one &od, one

Christ, one Church, and on© (teaching) ehair founded by Our Lord on
93 St« Petero The Church and the episcopate are in distinguished

company* He developed this theme in a series of beautiful images, 

which he turned against Christiana outside the visible Church* The 

Church is like the sun with many rays, but one lightj or a tree with 

many boughs, or the basic river source which feeds many streams,

The Church is a closed garden, the only stream of living water, for
95 96 whom Hoah*s ark was a type; sh© cannot be divided,' and those

92 Bp, 12. 1.

93 Ep« 43 » 5* Brisson op* cit. pp* 39 so, has shown how Cyprian has 
taken over fertullian's language about the Trinity to explain 
his belief in the unicity of the Church. while he made no 
strict distinction between unity and unieity, °unitasn first of 
all means unicity*

De Unitate 5. 

95 ^pa. 69* 2; 74. 11*

iip. 51. 2; 2>e Unitate ?
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97 outside her cannot be saved, whether they be pagan, Jew or Christian*

By this doctrine all Christian groups separated from the Church ar© 

unchurched. He appreciated the difference between (what we now call) 

heresy and schism, giving & whole section of his Testimonies to

explainiag that schism is not permitted even when the one faith and
oft 

one tradition are retained* These teras are not synonymous for

Cyprian* despite their occasional interehaageability, which Bayard

X— t/ 
to-^«c meaning rupture, &ad <«.Picrc5

99 implying choice, or personal preference* Apart froa being another

example of the bishop's imprecise MS® of language* the point is of no 

consequence to us. For Cyprian, what we now call heresy and schism 

sach had the saa© effect on Church membership* The nature of

Novation*a teaching does not concern us, as whatever his teaching, he
100is outside the Church. Such an outsider is not even a Christian.

Neither an apostate, nor a person born (and remaining) outside

the Church can be admitted to the peace of th« church, even if he dies
101as a martyr for Christ. Apparently the dead can also receive the

97 Jgp. 4, 4; cf. ep. 74» 6; De Unitate 23*

98 Ad Quirinum Book 3. 86*

99 t. Bayard, "Le Latin de Saint Cyprien" (1902), up, 182-3. In
ep» 51* 1. a difference is implied*

100 iSp« 35 « 24« 1! Jifejc curiosus esse debere quid ille doceat, cuia foris 
.*. christianus non est qui in Christi eeclesia non est, M

101 8p. 55. 29.
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peace of the Clmirehs and flhlle they oasmot quit® 

posthumously t Hi® Ghuroh osn b© forbiMew to pray for their 

I&scept for the sinners within hert the earthly Church is exactly 

coteminous with the Church in Heawm (whieh of coarse contains 

as well as present oteobers}*

Cyprian* 0 inslstetie® oa the UBioIty of tho visible Cliureh is his 

n&jop |?3E*effi.l©<® in tti© r«bs.ptisiB eoatroifersy* Respite tboir 

faithf Hi© f^oir&tianista Oflimot baptise, because 1^ej are
103 fhi© t«cct "He ^© is not wltto ot« it against a@?? is used

.to bolster this "all or nothing** daim* So closely is the &etivi1gr

of •&© Spirit tied to Hie o«e tdsiale Churehy that if s per

there were heretios wiiMri feer ooafinea 9 they c^n still baptise
"5 06fhat Christ la the sinister of baptism is iaeeo£gai^eds *' " but the

rsBiaiits uadevsl0ii»ed* He does not argus froa It to a hidden 

unity* lyi&§ b@ysa.d 1^30 visible differences* His opponents havs

th© appeal to traditi^E* Scrip tare is scarcely sore helpful,
10?and Ms ®£©-g^i® ia on occasion forced aud slightly

;p. 1* 2.

ibid! m Unitate ,

5j 73. 11*

107 g*g* his com&ctkts on /^cts 8* 14^17 in ep* 73« 9»* and on /ict® 2 0
36-9 in ©p. 73* !?• He does slightly better with Acts 10 in 
ep. 72. 1.
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Scripture is invoked* but Ms case depeads on his first premise that 

there is no salvation outside the one visible Church. It is this 

eeclesiology wteich enables him to reject the possibility of any half- 

measures or compromises; outside the Church there is no Holy Spirit,
108 no Christ, no grace.

Cyprian's ally ia this struggle is Firniliaa* -vhile his use of 

the terms w schismatic" and "heretic*1 differs fro® the North African's,

the end product is the same* Stephen is a true schismatic (the only
109 time ha uses the word), because he cut himself off frosi his opponents.

The words "heresy", "hsretic*1 are used frequently, and given an 

extended sense. The baptism of the prophetess, performed with the 

correct rite and according to the rule of th@ Church is the same as 

the heretics 1 . The devil w^s acting through this woraan* Earlier

he fcad written that heretics are united in blaspheming God the Creator,
111and included the Mcntanlsts in this group. Obviously Finailian

believed that £.11 outside the Church disagreed with the rule of faith, 

so precluding any discussion of those who left the Church, and remained 

orthodox in their b&sic beliefs.

108 r;ps. 69. 10-11; 70. 3; 73. 6 and 16; 74* 6, "Grace" is
used In the non-technical sense of the life of Spirit, which 
enables baptism to be given, sins to be forgiven, etc.

109 %. 73. 24*

no ;'p. 7r>» 10-11.

Ill Sp. 75• 7*
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His eeclesiology is the same as Cyprian*s« There is only one

spouse of Christ, the Church, which he describes in terms used by
112 Cyprian; those outside her perish. This enables hiia to adopt

an mil or nothing approach; if heretical baptism works, it creates
1T ̂  ~\~\)sons of <k>d and members of the Church* No one suggests this, 

and he explicitly rejects the possibility of a partly successful 

baptism* He also rejected baptism by a lapsed bishop; 

something Cyprian never discussed, although a similar rejection would 

be demanded by his logie. '

The principal opponent of this point of view w&s Stephen, known

only from the writings of his opponents* His position was based OB 

an appeal to tradition and the Scriptures, and the uaicity of the 

Church was not his first premise* Although his opponents could not 

destroy this appeal to tradition, he had to defend himself against the 

charge of appealing to an illegitimate development* mere "custom**, 

He began ladth the one baptism common to all Christians when correctly

112 *p. 75.
113 3p. 75*
114 Ep. 75. 17.
115 "2p. 75. IB and 2j>*
116 Kp. 75. 22*
117 of* ep, 71. 1. where ^cclesiasticus 34. 30* is quoted: "Qui 

baptlzatur a mortuo, quid proficit lavatio eius"j also his 
attitude to the M lapsi* Spanish bishops is relevant here*



13.8 
performed. While defying that the Holy Spirit is with the

n n q
heretics t he allows that Christ is with thea« v»"hile it is 

Ftr&iliaa who notes this remarkable division oi 'irinitarian activity, 

there is no impossibility in ascribing this crudity to Stephen. For 

him the theological difficulties in hia position were outweighed by 

traditional practice, the (almost certain) opposition of exheretics to

"being rebaptlsed, and the realisation,. If unexpressed, of a shared

121 herlt&ge,

Stephen's concept of tha Church must tare been timt of Cyprian

and Firoilian: there is one visibl® Church* If ho had called the 

other heretical groups w Churches 1*, or ascribed some e-cclesiological 

reality to the®, his opponents would have fastened upon it. There 

is nothing in the theological literature of the time to induee us to

believe this development was possible. He was therefore admitting

122 the existence of grace outside the Churob, but denying any

118 rip. 71* 1* Cyprian speaks of those who ndum unius 
adservatione baptisare venientes nolnat'%

119 %. 75. 8*

120 ^p, 75* 12, "apud haereticos baptisantur aclesso praosentiaa et 
sanctiiaonia Christi* «,

121 Very possibly his position is the one ascribed by Cyprian to
his opponunts; i.e. *in nomine Jeau Chris tl utoicuioque et 

modocuMque baptiaati gratian baptisrai aunt consecuti" 
* 73* 16,).

122 At least "praesentiais et sanctiiaoaia Chris tiH (ep» 75 • 12,) 
was



315

ecclesiological reality outside the Church* His view is not

surprising | but It is not as coherent as Cyprian*® position*

This discussion of the presence of (rod and his grace within the 

Church, as well as the whole story of Christian life In Hortfa Africa

at this time, show that the Church wa© built around the Christiana*
123 love for on© another and tteir love of God* Cyprian's Church was

no hollow political structure held together by the coercion of its

leaders* In this, and much els® he depends on the Scriptures

Christian tradition, as his use of Scriptural texts in Be Unitate
n Oi

shows. la a ainilar way his ideas on unity ar© a dev©lop®@iat on

Ignatius of -Antioeh and Xremeus d Beck himself stresses the 

dependence on tradition, rather than on Roman law, * whil®

Castpenhausen summed it up nicelyt the m*ity of th® Church was &&

traditional concept, "but Cyprian, gaire this belief wa 

strictly and exclusively official font*. *

TH2 FPI3COPATS

Cyprian's writing on the episcopate is notable for many things* 

One preliminary is to point out that here especially, his theory is 

not necessarily the same as his practice* However more of this later*

123 e*g. Be Hnitate 65 ep. 54. 1* where the importance of 
eoneordia and pax are outlined*

124 cf« De Unitate* 6*7« e®p@eislly»

125 A, Beck, "Romisches Reeht b«i Tertulliaa und Cyprian1* (1930) 
p. 150.
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For him the bishops were tfie key figures in the Church| on 

occasion he seemed to state that the bishops were the Church. A 

fellow African bishop Florentius was told that the bishop is in the 

Church and the Church is in the bishop; if a person is not united 

to the bishop he is not in the Church*12 ' Thisf written in 254 is 

sot unique. Sven earlier, in a. letter of 250 addressed to persons

unknoum (probably lap®i) f Cyprian wrote that the Church is built upon
1 !?A 

the bishops and et-ery &et of hers is governed by them, These

claims must be balanced by the fact that a few lines later in this

same letter, he writes that she is built on the bishop, the clergy
129 and all the faithful. *

The hierarchical nature ©f his thinking is quite obvious | sad 

distinction is not so much clergy and the rest, as bishops and

the rest. The Church is held together by the mutual concord of the
130 bishops, because **the episcopate is on© of which each part is held

126 op. cit. p. 275.

12? %. 66. 8. "episcopuia in ©cclesia ease et ecclesiam in episcopo 
et si qui cum episcopo non sit in ecclesia non esse*'*

128 Sp. 33. 1. "ecclesla super episoopos constituatur«.. tt

129 ibid "ecclesia in episcopo et clero et in omnibus stantibus"„

130 Sp. 68. 3f cf. ep» 66. 8.
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by infiiviaAals for the whole0 5 conversely sehisias and heresies

arise because the bishop is not obeyed. To separate the bishop
133 from hi® people 1® to scatter the negiberft of Christ himself.

The bishop is for him not Just SB administrator or the president of 

the liturgical assembly; h© is the leader of the coiamunitj in 

sans© of th# wore!, and its model or ideal f just as the gnostic 

for Cleaeat of Alexandria, the teacher for OrtgeB, and the prophet 

for T&rtulli&a* For Cyprian, th© bishop has t&ken % the position 

one© hald by Ap-ostles* Cyprian regarded leadership as a. aelf- 

evideat ia@o©sslty; and the biahop as leader of the Christian

eoa^unity waa BO @xe@ption* He is like the officer niio carries the
134 135 standard; after alX» even ®he@p aad robbers reoogni^e a chief*

131 £>e Unitate 5s "epiaoopatna mm eat coius a singulis in
solidum pars te&etu.rH ths translation of J* K* Bernard, "The
Cyprianio doctrine of the ministry'' ia wKsaays oa the Sarly 
History of the Church and the Ministry** e&« H. B, Swete (1918) 
p. 244* haa be«n adopted; ef * A, Beck op* ©it* pp» 15>*4« 
Here we must re&eaber Cyprian1 a lo^se use of language f not 
s^@kiag a clarify beyond the gcmeral idea whleh in clear ©uough 
(of. voa Campenhausen op. oit. n55 p* 276); oertaiiJCly the **ia 
aoliduB1* is not u»ad ia its legal aease (of* M» Bevenot.

Petro datur" in J.T.S. (5) H*S» note pp. 38-9). '"« 
not adopted the translation "the power of the episcopate is 

one etc***, because it is difficult to sa« how "episeopatus* means 
"power ot the episcopate"* although this idea Is included 
"being a bishop**.

132 %. 59. 5.

133 -:"p» 41 • 1*

134 *p* 59.

13



Cyprian possessed many fine qualities, act the least of these being a 

sturdy common sense*

Cyprian's whole collection of letters and addresses is an example 

of episcopal teaching activity* Y©t as J. H* Bernard has pointed out, 

not a great deal is said about tha specifically teaching function of

the episcop&te, as distinguished from its legislative, disciplinary and
136administrative ones, This shows that theory Is not always en

accurate representation of practice« Tertullian was also silent 

about the teaching role of th© bishop, being suspicious of it from 

the outset, but Cyprian never developed this theme because he never 

doubted the teaching role of the episcopacy for a moment, and his

opponents made no objection in principle to it*

It is also partly explained by Cyprian's uncomplicated approach 

to Christian teaching, and his immersion in the problems of his 

congregation as a whole, rather than the iatelleetual or spiritual 

difficulties of individuals. He was no te&fcher of those hidden 

Mysteries reserved for the intellectuals as he was a product of th® 

popular anti-&nostic tradition, Keither was Carthage aa intellectual 

centre (for pagans or Christians) with any freelance Christian teachers 

running parallel with the bishop* The confessors had popular support, 

and for a while laxist confessors and dissident presbyters were rivals 

for the leadership of the community. tPhe teaching and leadership

136 op. clt* p. 229*
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roles of the bishop were already commonly accepted though, and Cyprien 

by overcoming this opposition, and especially by his life and martyrdom, 

further enhanced the episcopate's standing.

'When we examine Cyprian's activities we are struck by the contrast 

"between his emphasis on the unique importance of the episcopates, and

his repeated claims, dating from the beginning- of his episcopate, to
137decide nothing without his clergy and people. Time end time again

1 ̂ ft 
he referred to tills common decision making, mostly on the problem of

the readmission of the lapsi, but sometimes involving the eorosmnity's
139approval of ordination c&ndidates«

Two characteristics stand out; the claim is absolute (nothing is 

to be done without etc.), and the laity (plebs) are explicitly included. 

Both features are anachronistic, being more suitable to an ag@ when the 

local communities were smaller, immersed in their own problems and 

h&ving little contact with even neighbouring Christian groups, and where 

the position of the clergy, and especially the bishop, K&S less sharply 

defined: but Montanist prophets, and even a lay teacher such as 

Tertullian, probably strengthened these traditions of group involvement 

in Worth -Africa.

In the main, his practice bears out his theoretical preference for

13? %• 14. 4* "quando a priraordio episoopatus mei et&tuerim nihil
sine consilio vestro et sine eonsensu plebis mea. privatim sententia 
gerere" «

2ps. 17. 1 and 3j 19. 2; 26. l; 55. 5. 

139 2p. 36. 1.
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group decisions. Five ©f the letters are seat ay episcopal synods,
TIT

and one by e. group of 'bishops and presbyters. In the fifty nine 

letters signed by Cyprian «lone, there are appeals to, or references
T J !?

to group decision-making in eighteen*'^ Nor is this reality 

confined to North Africa* Firmilian mentions yearly synods to discuss 

common proulei&Sj and Cornelius tells of a synod of presbyters and 

soise bishops .In H

Obviously communal decision making was very much part of Christian 

tradition. However in each of these cases the constituent aeabers of 

the group are not identical. She five synodal letters are signed

by the bishops alone; yet many of Cyprian's early appeals are to the
145 whole of the Christian community* These concern the rea&aiasion of

lapsi and tiie ordination of clerics. In the first of these cases i«e* 

problem of the lapsi, as some confessors were themselves reconciling, 

and Cyprian himself was in hiding away from Carthage, the political

140 Eps. 57j 61 j 34; 70$ 72*

141 Sp. 4«

142 tfps. 1. 2; 3* 1; 14* 4| 15* 1? 16. 4; 17. 1 and 3j 19- 2; 
26. lj 30, 5; 32; 34. 3-4? 43. 3 and 7? 44. 1; 55. 4 and 7;
59. 1 aad l>15j 71* 1 and 4| 73. 1 &nd 3j 74. 1.

143 %. 75* 4.

144 -p. 49. 2.

145 s,g. sps. 14. 4| 17. 1.
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advantage of stressing the role of all the conoaunity is obvious* It 

was a simple fact that the political pressures for quick readmitsion 

were considerable, w.£ 'these pressures h&d to be channelled if the 

unity of the congregation was to be maintained, together with the 

leadership role of the bishop. In the rebaptisia controversy, there 

is never any appeal to the opinions oi1 the clergy or laity. This 

diffsrence might be explained by the slightly more theological nature 

of the rebaptism quarrel, so •fcfaut it aecaitt'S souething of ?dder 

consequence, more suited to "be handled by the ''professionals 4' than

the locals. Another explanation might be a simple absence of popular 

pressure.

In any event, the role of the local community was completely 

overshadowed, whenever a siseable number of bishops met to discuss 

and decide. This is perfectly natural. The uncertain democracy of 

the synod of bishops was substituted for the uncertain democracy of 

the local congregation. This accords more with Cyprian*s theology 

of the episcopacy. V/hen the local congregation did meet to decide on 

Certain questions, the initiative must have remained with the bishop, 

and to a lesser extent the clergy, rather than the congregation. It 

would have needed a strong man to withstand Cyprian' Some indication 

of the balance of power within the congregation appears on re-examining 

his earlier letters, where we read he had decided to do nothing without 

the advice (consilium) of the clergy, and the consent of the people.

146 fip. 14.



Other references to the people "^u5,gir.g" should 'be interpreted i 

this Mght* There is no evidence for any process of head-counting, 

or majority ' î^ within the local congregation, liven a.t the outset 

of his career in 249 in the letter to Pompcnius, only the bishops are

mentioned by name, the presbyters as a group, tchilc the laity are
, 148 unmentionecL,

On occasion too, Cyprian moved even further away from his 

professed ideal of consultation. Ga four separate occasions, admittedly 

somewhat exceptional, he ordained clerics (never bishops) without the 

previous approval of the congregation* However on ench occasion

he informed the people later, justifying his action with the claim
150that the clerics had been chosen 'by Sod as they vrare confessors.

Only Saturus (ordained lector) was not a confessor, and here Cyprian

appeals to an earlier examination of the candidate by the clergy them-*
151selves, in the meantime insisting that he had done nothing new in

152 the absence of the clergy. He himself foraade the use of water

rather than wine in the Eucharist, because Christ himself had laid

147 e.g. ep. 17. 1.

148 ip, 4s cf* ep. 1. 1.

149 of. epa. 2?j 385 39j 40.

150 3pa. 29. 1; 36. 1; 39- 1; 40. 1.

151 3p. 29. 1.

152 ibid.
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down what should be done. ^ While in exile he excommunicated 

Felicissimus, while claiming that Pelicissiaus had brought this upon

himself and referring to a future gathering of bishops, when the ushole
15kaffair would be seen in a clearer light*

These events are of limited significance, except to further 

demonstrate the impossibility of always consulting his congregation. 

Once however, he did break new ground, without the advice of his 

clergy or people. When Cyprian from his exile allowed the deathbed 

return of penitent lapsi under certain conditions, he went against

local and contemporary tradition, and he did it when acting completely
155 alone. It was a masterly gesture, as it placated the confessors,

who had to give the penitent lapsi a certificate for reconciliation, 

and steered a middle course between the laxlsts and the rigorists. 

His ooiuplaints at the start of this letter that his other notes had 

remained unanswered show that he judged that some special gesture was 

required. There Is no appeal to a future council, nor any hint that 

this is only an interim measure which could be reversed. In view of 

later developments, it is somewhat ironic to see him telling the toman 

clergy that he had followed their suggestion in introducing this 

measure, because he did not want local practice to differ from that of

153 Hp. 63. 11.

154 %. 41. 2.

155 3p. 18. 1.
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156 Rome in any respect.

This is the first recorded and certain example of a ChristianA*

bishop, acting alone in a monarchical fashion to resolve a new and 

significant problem. A couple of years later in 252, he went a

little further in the same direction, onoe again on his oisn initiative,
157 when he allowed certain lapsi who were not ill to be reconciled.

However this is a much less significant breakthrough, and he does go
158on to appeal to next synod.

If the ideal of coasnunity consultation had been limited to local 

issues, this condition was left unexpressed. Another difficulty 

emerges when we try to reconcile this ideal with his other belief 

that a bishop is responsible to God alone, and its necessary corollary 

that bishops can agree to differ within a basic Church unity. 

Typically neither of these last two statements provides a complete key 

to his practice. He first mentions the idea that each bishop answers 

to (Jod alone, in a letter to bishop Vmtonianus sometime towards the 

end of 251. The condition for this is that the unity of the Church 

is maintained and lie cited as a local example of this unity in diversity,

the earlier practice of some bishops who refused to admit adulterers
159to the penitential processes.

156 Sp. 20. 3,

157 %. 56. 2.

158 .3p. 56, 3.

159 "p. 55» 21.



His fullest and moat extresac statement of theft* views is found 

In ids preface to the opinions of the bishops nt the council of 

September 2*>6 on rebaptisa* Her© he rejects the triea thftt any one 

should set himself up &s bishop of the bishops j no bishop can be 

judged by mother, as all await the judgment of Christ, who IB the 

one and only person who can judge episcopal actions®

For the moment , w® are not interested in reconciling Stephen's 

cls&as adth tills point of view* A® It stands the statement goes far 

beyond tfc© re^^etion of m^/ indivi&ial bishop of blshopa; on tha 

face of it, the statement could be used e^ainst th43 coercion of anj 

bi^iop, by any huaan individual or group wtetsoe^jr. Mow does tliia 

ides cohere ?dth his o-ther expressed vleura en. the iiaity of the Church, 

and o& the roles of the episcopate, clergy and laity within the Church?

On this poistj his practice differs so siioJs fro© Ills theory that 

it affords little help to our attempts to -unravel hiB meaning, while 

his Ideas th^Biselveii are expiressed with characteristic imprecision, 

and are built upon a mass of unspecified conditions* In his favour 

It should &@ rosflBkbered, that these were all ad hoc utterances destined 

to win ianediate support, or refute opponents, and were not the products

Sententi&e ^piscoporua* Intro» wnequo ealm ouiBfiuaia nostrum 
eplsoopuia se eplscoporuci constltuit««»», quondo hal>e&t oianis
episo-opus pro lieentia libert^'ttis §t potestatis euae c.rbitri-um 
propriua taaque iudicorl ab alio non posalt, quam nee Ipse 
pos®It alter-usj iudleare* Sed expecteeeus unlvsrsl iudlolum 
isoiainl nostrl Jesu Christ!, ^jul unus ©t solus habst potestate 
et praeponendi EOS ia ecclesiae suar 1 gub^rnatlcme et de 
aoatro ludicandi***
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of scholarly and peaeeful reflection.

Sometiraes Cyprian went "bayonet his assertion that no action of a

bishop can be judged by a human agency, to urge that no bishop should
l6l try to foree another bishop to adopt any course of action. This

is only a logical forward extension of the prohibition of bishops to 

judge one another. Father Bevanot has suggested five possible meanings 

for the idea behind this group of statements, the last of which is "that 

the bishop using such an expression is insisting on his own rights, and 

will brook no interference"., He then continued to suggest that this

Idea was logically implied in the dictum, "but it ne^er occurred to
1^2Cyprian in his humility, to draw that particular conclusion'* •

Father Bevenot is too kind« This is precisely the position adopted by 

Cyprian and his friends during the rebaptisia controversy. If they 

could not force their own view upon their opponents, neither were 

they about to abandon it. But Cyprian did not always act with such 

a scrupulous regard for the rights of other bishops, when he thought 

he could lapose a "correct*1 viewpoint on them.

Although he had used the idea of episcopal independence before 

the rebaptism controversy, the line h® adopted on this issue forced 

him to use it now as an escape clause* If he had placed the whole

161 12ps. 72* 3. "sec nos Tim ouique faoiiaus"; ep. 73* 2^« "nemini 
praescribentes" ; also eps, 57* 5j 59» 14; 69» 17 j 74* 8,

162 M. Bavenot, "A bishop is responsible to God alone" in Kecharehes 
de Science Seligieuse (39) 1951, P* 414*



question &$ "being outside the rule of faith i*e* something under the 

heading of Tertullians " discipline* then an appeal for individual 

episcopal sovereignty an.fi the coexistence of differences in these 

non-essential areas would have been consistent. He never dreamt of 

doing this, 17?hile Stephen also thought the question central, 

and was prepared to follow his lo^ic, at least to threatening 

excommunication, Cyprian was forced to hold that bishops could differ 

among themselves on matters essential to the faith, The defence of 

this suspect position necessitated his stress on something very close 

to the absolute independence of individual bishops, provided they 

remain within the Church.

Despite these difficulties, his claim that bishops are responsible 

to G-od alone does cohere well with some other elements of his thought

and practice. ">e have already seen that he often described, his
165 opinions and solutions as being of God. The episcopacy was founded

1 ~°7 
by Christ; genuine bishops ar@ chosen by God's will; episcopal

authority is often strengthened by investiture with divine dignity j
•J /• Q

so that the bishop judges in Christ's place* The man who separates

a bishop from his people rends th© members of Christ , ' He clearly

163 of, ejection B of this chapter, eap. n66*

164 That this last condition is presupposed is shown from ep. 55* 21. 
	"manente concordiae vinculo"; cf« ep, 57* 4*

165 cf. Section B of this chapter,

166 3p. 3. 3.
167 Eps 55- 9; 61. 3.
168 Ep. 59. 5.
169 Ep. 41. 1.
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felt that bishops were very ©lose to &od* In his own case, this 

proxisalty was further ©xesspllf led by a number of heavenly visions,

fhes® were not ixsfrequent; as Cyprian himself and some of his group
170had visions both at night and during the d&y, f Harnack wryly aad

171 correctly noted that these often appeared just when they w$re needed t

as e.g* when Cyprian felt obliged to aot alone* Two of the elerles

chosen by him alone wer© in foot chosen on the instructions received
172in visions; after describing his visions he then inferred that it

was in them that G-od had eomandei him to flee from his people, and
173will tell him whea to return* His visions told him to

1 "7J
excommunicate Plorentius, which he proaptlj did without the help

of any oth©r clergy. As Florentine was a layaia^i (despite b@ing called
175 "brother**), this is far leas significant than the excommunication

of a bishop* Cyprian did not have a vision eveiy tiae fee performed

some aignifiofint action on his own, aad lie did have visions on other
176occasions* However there were a significant imsifoer of divine

170 Bp. 16* 4*
171 A. Haraack, "Cyprian als Snthusiast" in Seitsohrift fur 

neutestamentliohe "issensehaft* 3 (1902) p« 190.
172 This is certainly true of Celerinus (ep* 39* 1*), a»d probably

true of Kumidicus (ep. 2|X>« 1«): "Kam adiaonitos nos et Instructoe 
sciatis dignatlone divinatt ***

173 %* lo* 4*
174 -p. 66. 10.
175 -:P« 6^* !•
176 He had visions on the r^baptism issue {ep, 73* 13* ), and before 

the conciliar decision to readmit lapsi as a preparation Tor 
the next persecution (ep. 57. 5*)*
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interventions when he did feel obliged to act alone. Is it reading 

too much into th© evidence to suggest that the pressures of his 

subconscious, or the interventions of a benevolent Deity whieh 

produced these visions are a sign that these actions are less than 

traditional, and so in need of some extra support? whatever the 

truth of this hypothesis, it is true that visionaries often feel that 

th^y are responsible to &od alone* Cyprian was no exception, and 

the fact that he was a bishop did nothing to weaken the sentiment.

While we remain at this theoretical level, and before contrasting 

this with his praetioe, several observations should be made. Cypriaa

was the first Christian writer to develop the claim that the bishop is
177responsible to (k>d alone, although Novation had earlier pointed out

is passing that any person who had followed the gosp©l discipline 0jad

the heavenly cojaffisndments is quite happy to be judged by Gcd alone.
« *JCI

He then suggested that Cyprian was such a person* While this 

might b© another example of the bishop following Ronaa advice, a 

similar idea is clearly present in Irenaeusj "the spiritual disciple

full of th@ Spirit of &od judges all men, and is himself judged by
179 no one". As Clesaeat of Alexandria claimed as much for his orthodox

177 This was pointed out by if. Bevenot 1951 art. p. 398*

178 Ep. 30. 1.

179 Adversus Haeresas I?. 50. (II. p. 256): "Talis discipulus
spiritalis vere recipiens Spiritual Dei, ••..* judioat quidem 
oisBes, ipse autem a nemine judicatur"» The same idea occurs 
again in A.H. IV. 53 (II* P* 26l).
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gnostic, this sort of statement, based on a mass of unstated, and.

often different preconditions had been recurrent in Christian litera-
180 ture since St. Paul. What was new was that Cyprian had made this

a privilege of the episcopate, rather than the saints. Those outside 

the episcopate had no such privileges in practice or in theory. They

had to do as they were told. Every act of the Church is governed by
1 en 

the bishops, and heresies and schisms arise fehen the bishop is not
182 obeyed.

Cyprian's practices provide some support for his claim for the 

episcopate*s independence of huuaan agencies. H© allowed episcopal 

differences in the rebaptisa controversy. Earlier at the council of 

252, the rigorist bishops who refused to admit penitent lapsi to

strengthen them for the next persecution, had been treated with a
18^ similar indulgence, while the same principle was invoked against

ngi
the laxist Feliciasimus, who had however been excommunicated

,. 18$ earlier.

Here the list ends. In fact uniform practice within the one 

visible Church was his ideal, and diversity among the episcopate was

180 ef. Romans 8. 3>4f also 1 Cor. 4. 1-5.

181 Sp. 33. 1.

182 Kp. 59. 5.

183 %* 57* 5.

184 Sp. 59. 14.

185 Ep* 59. 1.
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only tolerated as a regrettable second best, sometimes necessary to 

maintain visible unity* He and his colleagues judged and condemned 

fellow bishops*

His correspondence commences with a prohibition of prayer for
186 the soul of G-eminius Victor, almost certainly a bishop, because

this man had appointed a presbyter as his executor* More importantly
187he issued a blanket prohloition on bishops using water in the Sueharist*

Whatever might have happened in the past, he announces that he i

sending letters to his colleagues to prohibit any present deviation.
1 ftft Those who deny his point of view are adulterers. Cyprian snd his

colleagues rebuke bishop fherapius who had reconciled the presbyter 

Victor without due process* While this reconciliation was allowed to

stand , and as a consequence there was no excommunication, Therapius
189 was instructed not to act in this way again* The African synod

of 254 does not hesitate to assert that the two lapsi bishops from

Spain, Basilides and Martial cannot return to the exercise of their
190 episcopal duties 5 nor to condemn those bishops who are in communion

Sp. 1* 1. G-eminius was a bishop because i) he is called "frater1*, 
ii) the see is vacant, the letter being addressed to presbyters, 
deacons and people, iii) there would be little reason to 
posthumously excommunicate a simple layman, Cyprian does not 
decree this by himselfj r&ther "ego et collegae mei.«* et con- 
presbyteri nostri" (ep, 1. 1«)| he also cites the previous 
ruling of an episcopal synod (ep, 1. 2»)«

18? Bp. 63. 1.
188 sp * 63* 17*18.
189 2p. 64. 1.
190 Ep. 67. 1.
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with the lapsi, threatening them (not Basilides and Martial) with the
191 Holy Spirit. He wrote to bishop Stephen of Rome, not only demanding

that he act against bishop Maroian of Aries who had gone over to the

Novatianists, but also demanding that Stephen instruct the bishops of
192G-aul to act against Marcian also. He quoted with approval the

condemnation for heresy of bishop Privatua of Laabaesis by an earlier
193 council of ninety bishops, and accepts the condemnation of the

schismatic (and heretic?) bishop ISvaristus by Cornelius. *

Most of these prescriptions are made by groups of bishops (ep» 1. 1| 

59* 10; 64. X; 67. 9)| s<^® by Cyprian alone (ep. 63. 15 68* 2) 9 but 

in each case bishops had to obey other bishops. There is no 

discernible pattern whereby uniformity was demanded OB central issues, 

and pluriformity allowed for others| or whereby uniformity was demanded 

only for issues directly dependent on Scripture. He believed rebaptism 

was central and demanded by Scripture j yet bishops could differ on 

this point. Neither Cyprian aor the Horth African councils restricted 

their activities to North African affairs.

Two further points should be noted before we continue our

191 Sp. 67* 9« This second prohibition is more significant, as
Basilides and Martial are, in the African view, no longer bishops.

192 2p. 68. 2.

193 Bp. 59. 10.

194 Sp. 52. 1; cf« ep. 50.
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examination of his theology of the episcopate. In his condemnation

of Geminius Victor for appointing a presbyter as his executor, Cyprian
195 appealed to the prohibition by an earlier council of bishops.

While the appeal to tradition was universal, and we know of earlier 

councilsj this is the first kno?/n conciliar teaching on a purely 

disciplinary matter^ which has remained in force "beyond the immediate 

incident prompting the ruling. "'© have an incipient canon law.

Cyprian's role in enforcing this highlights his position as de 

facto metropolitan of Worth Africa. There was no official recognition 

of this from his fellow bishopa, and it probably depended as much on 

his outstanding personality, as his position as the bishop of Carthage* 

!Fhere was as yet no strictly divided ecclesiastical provinces, and

his influence extended over the whole of Latin worth Africa. He
196 ^rote to Cornelius on their behalf, played host to and dominated

their councils, while maintaining a general supervisory role and still 

asserting the equality of bishops' This role explains some interven­ 

tions on e.g. water in the Kucharist, no presbyteral executors, even
197 if it leaves untouched the interventions in Spain and Saul.

We have already noted his belief that the episcopal succession

195 5p. 1. 2.

196 Bp. 48. 3.

197 For Cyprian's role as metropolitan; of. P. Monceaux op. cit.
vol. 2. (1902), pp. 11-13; 343 J 0* Pdtschl op. cit. pp. 228-30.
This is discussed at greater length in chapter 10 of this work.
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guaranteed the unity of the Church, as well as the unity of doctrine, 

There are two other developments,

The bishops are not just guarantees. Their importance is central

to the vary existence of the Church, which is "built upon them, ?hey
198have the same power to govern ea the Apostles, Also their position

depends on a legitimate ordination ceremony, Ignatius of Antioch, 

Irenaeus and Jlippolytus all provided elements for this new unity, 

working within the traditional Irenaean concept of the

apostolic succession, Tertullian had explained that the Apostles, and
199 not Christ created the first bishops, then moving on to assert that

it was only the authority of the Church which established the difference
200between the clergy and the laxity, Cyprian remained within this

Trea&esn framework, but foe resolutely outlawed Tertullian* s alternative 

"by calling the Apostles the first bishops. The deacons were reminded 

that Our Lord himself chose the Apostles, who are the bishops and heads

(of the Churches), while it was only the Apostles who instituted the
201 diaeonate after Our Lord*s ascension* Mathias, who replaced Judas

198 This is the opinion of bishop Clarus of Mascula. 
Sententiae 79*

199 i>e Praescriptione Haereticoru® 20. 4j 32. 2-3.

200 Be Sxhortatione Castitatis 7. 3«

201 %. 3* 3»



202was a bishop* This was s, possible logical alternative, working

from the Scriptural evidence. ^or his purposes it was also & happy 

one, as it enhances, the dignity of the bishop, fend retained the 

doctrine of the apostolic succession,

Cyprian often appealed, to the Old Testament in his theology of 

the clergy. This has often been acted, with "Talkor pointing out that

his quoted sources on the Christian ministry are always taken from the
203Old Testament, and M. F. '-''-'iles, more accurately, denying that these

texts are merely illustrations of Christi&n practice served up for 

debating purposes; they represent "rather the fundamental ground upon 

vfcich he (Cyprian) bases his ideas about the ministry with unswerving
pm

regularity in the course of active debate".~

This is a discussion of Cyprian's theory of the ministry; there 

is no suggestion that he created a ministry working from Old Testament 

precedents* He inherited the reality, at least in its general out­ 

lines from his predecessors* Nor is bis theory of the ministry based 

exclusively upon the Old Testament* As we have just seen, he believed 

that Christ, had created the Apostles as the first "bishops, and the 

Apostles had created the deacons. The theory of the apostolic 

succession, so central to Ms thought, does not come from the Old

202 %. ?. 4,

203 op. cit« p» 36*

204 "The theological legacy of St. Cyprian** in the Journal of 
Ecclesiastical History (14) 19&3, p. 146.



33*

Testamentj neither does his link-up of the Church and the episcopate, 

The importance he gives to 3t, Peter is "based on the Hew Testament, 

The Old Testament is used more to explain the activities of the 

ministry, and the duties of other Christiana towards it, rather than 

to explain the ministry's very existence* T-vaa here and despite- our 

occasional misgivings about his exegesis, Cyprian does occasional^
J% _A ,£fe *M^

appeal to the New Testament e.g. Acts *23, 4-5. and Mt. 8, 4, ®r@
205used to show that priests must he honoured.

Yet the importance of the Old Testament should not be under*

estimated, despite these other sourees of influence* He presupposes
206that Christian bishops are the successors of the Jewish priests,

6 7sad is especially fond of Deuteronomy 17 • 12-3** where those isho
207 disobeyed the Jewish priest were threatened with death. He ofteaa

used the Old Testament to show that idolatrous or sinful priests
208 cannot offer sacrifice; which texts are blanket prohibitions on

any unworthy priest* Examples of such include those priests V5zho have
209 2310lapsed, and those who had been schismatic or heretical* The

203 Both texts are used in eps 3* 2f 59, 4} Acts 23, 4-5 is used
ia ep» 66. 3., and Acts 1* 15j 6. 2. in ep. 6?, 4. For a 
diseussioa ©f Cyprian's limited appeal to the flew Testament on 
this point, see S. L. (Jreenslade, "Scripture and other doctrinal 
norms ia early theories of the jaimistpy" in J.T.S, (44)

206 fip. 67, 4* This is also a Roman viewi ep, 8, 1.
20? e»g« ©PS* 3* 3i} 4* 4; 45* 7; 59* 4j 66, 3*
203 Kps, 6% 2; 67* 1 aad 3| 69* 9$ 72. 2| &e Initate 18,
209 Sps* 65» 2| 67* 3.
210 Eps. 69. 9| 72, 2.
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sacrifices of these sinful priests &re not merely invalid, but 

poisonous.

However Cyprian had read other books besides Tertullian and the 

Bible. He was a, man of some culture, who had received the usual 

classical education of a gentleman before his conversion. This is

obvious from his writings, While he was no friend of the philosophers,
212 and indeed drew a clear line between the Christians and the Stoics,

Hugo Soeh has demonstrated the many parallels between his writings and
213those of Seneca* These parallels occur most frequently in areas

which are not our concern, when he speaks of the motivating powers

active in the pagan world, of death and of pagan objections to
yij 

Christianity? Stoicism was not an important influence on his thought*

Koch has also pointed out his similarities with the earlier North

African writer Apuleius, author of the Solden Ass (or Metamorphoses).
215There is much penance and salvation language in Apuleius, who had

216 also enjoyed religious visions. He spoke of the evil son of Venus

an %. 67. 3.
212 2p. 55. 16.

213 "Cyprianische Untersuehungen" (1926). The list of parallels 
	is given on pp. 289-310.

214 ibid p. 289.

215 ibid p. 315-16.

216 e.g. Metamorphoses 11. 5. aq; 11. 21-2. cf. Koch ibid pp. 320-1.
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217 in similar terms to those Cyprian used of his own opponents.

There are &lso stylistic similarities between the two authors. 

The importance of the similarities between Cyprian's writings and 

those of Seneoa and Apuleius is not so much to prove a direct eonnec* 

tion, as to show that Cyprian wrote the same language, and was 

influenced by the same masters, very much as any cultured North 

African of his time. Consciously or unconsciously these influences 

manifested themselves in his writings.

Another and more significant example of this is his us® of legal 

and political terms to explain the workings of the Church, and

especially of the episcopacy* The Church is divided into the "plebs"
219 220 and "ordo1*! heresy is described as seditio, factio, and

221 rebellatio. Similar terms from Roman political-law and religious -

law are used of the bishop i.e. honos, munus, officium, administratio
222 religiosa, fungi, mandare, episeopatum gerere* Tertullian's

terminology had prepared the ground for this usage, but two developments

have taken place. The civil-law terminology of Tertullian has been
223 replaced by the terminology of political law} and the legal

21? Met. 4. 30. cf. ep. 55. 26; 59. 1.
218 Koch op. cit. pp. 328-32
219 SP. 27. 3.
220 Bp. 45* 3*
221 Sp. 59. 5. "rebelles".
222 Beck op. cit. p. l6lj von Campenhauaen op. cit. n4-6, p. 274.
223 Beck op. oit. p. 159-
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terminology has assumed a much more central position as a characteristic
opi of episcopal power in Cyprian's thought* Beck has also pointed out

some similarities between the position of bishop and that of a Roman

magistrate, who is the repository of aH power, even when he exercises
22*5 it with the help of a coasiittee*

However later in Cyprian's career, both his practice and theory 

became less democratic. There are fewer appeals to th© decisions of 

the whole of th© community (rather than fellow bishops), and the laity 

take no place in decision making about rebaptis®. fhis however was 

more the instinctive development of an increasingly selfconfident 

aristocrat, who had largely succeeded in channelling and controlling 

popular pressures, rather than a conscious adaptation of the bishop's 

role to that of a Roman magistrate.

In his writings on the episcopate, and in his episcopal activity, 

Cyprian was in every fundamental sense a child of Christian tradition; 

of the Old and New Testaments &nd later Christian literature. Apuleius

224 ibid p. l6l.

225 ibid pp. 156 sq. A couple of facts will demonstrate the
position of the local magistrate i) on his death, power does 
not revert to the local comraunityj he is not their representative* 
ii) Sven in the voting assemblies (comitia) under the magistrate, 
the assembly could not make speeches, and had no right of 
initiative or amendment* The magistrate was even free to 
accept or reject the result of their voting, (On this second 
point, see "Principles of Roman Law** by F, Sehulz, translated 
by M* T/olff, Oxford, 1936, pp. 170*2.)*
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and Seneca had no appreciable influence OB his writings on

Roman law helps us to understand Cyprian*© facility at government, a&d

it provided some of his terminology* Beyond that, its most important 

contribution was to facilitate bis development towards a monarchical 

episcopate rather tbam a "monapiseopate" * The spirit of Some helps 

to explain his enthusiasm for tine Old Testament precedents of judge 

and ruler*

He of tea wrote of the bishops a© priests* Thi$ is somewhat 

margins! to our interest®, but th« development of the theory of tb@ 

ministerial priesthood attd its application to the bishops first of all.* ft ifc * *

does such to ceneat the position of the bishop in the Christian

community ft Evea tha presbyters have to re®esab@r the honour due to
226 227 the priesthood of the 'bishops it is a diviii© priesthood.

la his very early book of Testimonies (around 248), while he had

spokes of the aew priest, Chriat^ who suooeeded the old priesthood, h©
228 did not then speak of & a@w group of human priests • The Hew

Testament, and hi© simple, literalist exegesis left hi® &0 other alterna­

tive* while Christ rexaai&©d imports^t as the instigator aiad teacher
2.2$ 2,'*}& of (Christias) sacrifice, and If© who ordained Aaron, J Cjprian

%. 17. 2. 
22? %. 43. 2*
228 Ad Qulrlaum Book 1. 17.
229 %« 63. 1.
250 *Cp» 0* 8*
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later applied the term priest to contemporary bishops, "Saoerdos*8
231 regularly meant bishop, rather than presbyter* There is no

232 equivalent iii the Christian Church of the Jewish High Priest*

The theory of the siinisterial priesthood also helped to increase 

the differentiation between clergy and laity. This differentiation* 

or clericalisaation, was in some measure necessary as the number of 

Christians grews and with it the necessity for competent administra­ 

tion by "professionals*1 , The celibacy of the clergy, which was not 

rare at this time, alao made its contribution. Celibacy, when used 

properly by Church ministers can strengthen the Churoh immensely, and 

enhance the official position of the ministers correspondingly. It 

need not create a barrier between minister and people, and there is no 

evidence that its influence was anything but beneficial at this time, 

However the differentiation between a celibate clergy and a largely

non-celibate laity remains. Celibacy was not obligatory for the
233 clergy, but Cyprian was unmarried, as was Cornelius, and celibacy

PXf
was highly regarded in the Church, While married bishops

231 This is especially evident in ep, 59* 5«» "unus in eeclesia 
ad tempus sacerdos"j of« ^atson op, eit, nl, pp, 258-9? 
Bayard op, cit, p» 179*

232 This is an unaccountable regression from Tertullian, who had 
believed thst the bishop was the M suumus aaoerdos", 
D« Baptismo 17.

233 Sp. 55* 8,

234. of, De Hafaitu Virginum 5,
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presbyters are not mentioned very frequently, and celibacy was not 

confined to males or clerics, it is going beyond the evidence to
n vf

state that most clerics were unmarried* ^ A more important sign of 

this eleriealisation is the multiplication of people in the minor

orders* Cyprian ordained a lector and subdeacon so that clerics
237 could take his mail to Rome*

OTHER CLJSRSY JtfJD

There is little reason to believe that the presbyters made & 

very effective contribution to the workings of Cyprian's ruling 

aristocracy* The situation in lo®e was similar, except that th® 

clergy there, probably at the urging of Hovatian, wrote a number of
ontg

important letters while their city was without a bishop* Only 

once in Cyprian's correspondence, and that at the beginning of his 

episcopate in 249» were the presbyters mentioned among the signatories

of a collective letter of the bishops | then it was as an anonymous
239 group beside the individual^ named bishops.

235 e*g. Felix and Victoria in ep* 24, lj Numidieus and his wife 
in ep* 40* 1*

236 &» Bardy makes this point in wt*e sacerdooe ohretien d 1
saint Cyprien* in La 'Vie Spirituelle (60) 1939, n8li.. p*~lll.

237 %• 29* 1*

238 e*g* eps. 8, 30 and 36".

239 ^P* 4«
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presbyters followed the bishops and preceded the de&eons In 

the hierarehy of Importance* ^feey, and not the deaoons, are the 

successors of th® tribe of Levlj*^ but Cyprian never smkes it clear 

whether they were chosen by Christ as the bishops were, or by tfe® 

Apostles as the deacons were* *Phls ambiguous silence is in \ 

with his slightly oixed feelings towards the presbyters, sons of 

had not been ®&thusiaistie about Ms election or his leadership* 

They h&v© subordinate teaching, or rather, catechetical

With the deacons, they can reconcile the lapsl ^bau tlie bishop
243unavailable, and they share in the priesthood to 'the extsat that

PI » they can celebrat© tha .Euehariat in similar clrcuastaneea* The

"presbyteria®" fozmed the bishop's ocuacll, but tbey could do little

in the absence of the bishop, and probably not saute!* more idien he was 

present, eaught as they were between him and laity*

fheir thoroughly suliordlnate position is best exemplified by 

Cyprian's belief th&t th@ flight of a bishop turlmg persecution is 

sanctioned by Christ in 1^® interest of c®atii$u©d goversment, while 

the presbyter must stay &t Ms post to protld® his spiritual

>:p* 1. 1,

241 ef. ep« 3*3.

242 %« 29* presbyter! doctor©® 

Sp« 18* 1* 

sp» 3. 2j 12. lj 16* 4.



245 corporeal ministrations. We eaa imagine Tertulliam's reaction to

this!

Cyprian's writings on the laity also demonstrate his clericalist 

east of mind, T?hile there was no official hierarchy among them as 

there was among the clergy, there were different categories* The 

basic distinction was between the "stantes", ??ho remained faithful 

during the persecution, and the "lapsi", who lapsed Into paganism. 

Among the faithful there were confessors, martyrs (those who had borne 

notable suffering in confessing Christ), virgins, widows, catechumens, 

and Rpaenitentestt , who were those taking part in the penitential 

processes.

Their role in the decision making within the Church was limited, 

although they were not completely excluded* They played on an important 

part in Cyprian's election, but their role in the election of the 

clergy was often secondary. Their role in Cyprian's theory of the 

penitential processes diminished during the bishop's career, in 

parallel with the decline of their fortunes in the more general field 

of decision raakiag.

This fits in with Cyprian's general theology where his heavy 

emphasis oa the bishops is partnered by the complete absence of any 

doctrine of the priesthood of all Christians, Neither did he ever 

show enthusiasm for contemporary prophets; this is certainly a, part 

of the aiiti-4Io*itanist tradition. None of the classical Scriptural

245 £p* 34. 4.

246 Vita Caecilii Cypriani 4-5
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texts about prophets e«g« lumbers 11» 29* or £paeaia&s 4« 11* or

1 Corinthians 012. ^28. are ever applied to the laity by him.

Cyprisua was aa aristocrat, and the Cfatireh was organised for the

benefit of nil "by a olerioal aristocracy • This elerieal aristooraey 

wns not a tyraisny, beiag too Bindful of Chris ti^i tradition* of 

community involvei&ent, &M -too genuinely Interested in the well being 

of the Cfaureh for this* Also there was oa@ group, largely aon elerieal 

and no part of the official hierarehy9 wbioh did Imve considerable 

iaflueaee aaiong Morth Afrieau Christians* f&@3e ware not prophets, 

or teachers, but the eoafessors a&I martyrs.

Their place in popular esteem is so s©oi&fe that Cyprian uses it
J?l "7

to reai&d the® of their ©f>@e!al obligation to give good ©ample «

fhia respect also helps to expl&in how tliej felt able to reconcile
2» « 

those «ho bad fallea*"^ Such was thia dessaad for reoouciliatioij 9

there was ©very possibility that these laacist eosifes&ox-s «nd their 

presbyterHiupporters would effectively talee aver leadership of the 

Christian coaisaunity from any bishop ^'ho dared to withstand th®m» 

Cyprisn felt this, as he eonplaiaed thet his pr®sbjters amd daaeons had
O» Q

not answered his previous letters* His position was further

247 -Spsu 11* Ij 15* 1« etc*

2^6 Spa. 215 22j 23*

249 -P* IS. 1.



complicated, and weakened vis-a»iris the confessors by his flight from

Carthage, However Cyprian's allowing the deathbed reconciliations
250of lapsi, who had a certificate from the confessors temporarily

relieved this pressure| and the later council decision to allow the 

return of nil penitent lapsi as a preparation for the persecution of 

6-allus effectively reasoned the threat of a lexist schism. At least 

in his early years as a Christian, Cyprian was never tempted to laxism; 

that an unconstitutional (i*e* with &o official authority) group such 

as the confessors should fc© claiming to dispense this largesse only 

compounded th© error* He described th© short, t@r©@ note of the 

confessors asking hi® to inform the episcopate of their decision to 

reconcile the lapsi (epistle 23), as being tt destructive of every bond

of faith, of til© fear of God and the coaiaaBdiaeJite of Our Lord, as well
2*>1

as of the sanctity and durability of the Gospel1', The distaste of

the Eosian official for the unconstitutional and freewheeling activities 

of these individuals is only too apparent* He never budged an inch

further than recognizing the neeesaity of their certificate for reeonellia-
252 tion; and h© always demanded their obedience, just as he always

253 lavished extravag&n'&> aad no doubt, sincere praise upon them* The

250 ibid.
251 Sp. 27* 2.
25% ©*g. ©pa. 15* Is 51* 2$ ?&* 1 and 6*
253 cf. all the letters to the confessors*
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clergy and especially the bishops had been appointed by &od to rule the 

flock, and neither the confessors, despite their achievements, much 

less any other group or the mass of the faithful could do any more 

than assist them in this role.

me ELECTION o? BISHOPS
The penitential processes are always the slocus classieus" for an 

investigation into t&e workings of Church authority. This is true in 

St. Cyprian's writings. However we have a description of one other 

procedure which is very revealing 5 the election of bishops and clergy.

Typically Cyprian believed that this procedure belonged to

divine tradition and apostolic observance, and pointed out that
255 this practice obtains through nearly all the provinces. The whole

community was involved in the election of bishops, sad while Cyprian
256 chose lesser clerios by himself without the help of the congregation,

he never abbreviated the procedure for a bishop. This was that the 

neighbouring bishops should meet together to ratify the choice of the

new bishop in the presence of the people, who knew the worth of each of
257 the candidates. Here it is the presence of the people which ig

258 required} is other places we read of their suffrage, •* or their

254 Bp. 67. 5.

255 ibid.

256 Sps. 38. 1; 39. 1.

257 -Sp. 67. 5.

258 3p. 59. 5.



Beasoft Jms pointed out that th®r© is a© evidenoe that259^

the people east :rot@s$ bat tfeejr eould «*srt am ooeaslosi a decisive 

influence* The ^leotim of ^mbpose to the aitthbishopria of Milan 

over on® hundred years later shows tiiat this tradition *a* not entirely

dormant* Cyprian a,ef««d©i the rol® of th0 eojagregaticm frirn bofe
fl^^iOld Testament «md Hew f«s tamest preofttani** There ia no proof that

people was only able to ju%t about tht? raoral suitability of

aoadi dittos, wMle tha bishops or clerics decided on their doctrinal 

ortliodoxy* While one ^oul<i e^:pe3ct th.it

bishops would decide do0trtml suitability, the cdstinction sni even 

the problem is slightly anachronistic because most North A:Tie?:ins saw 

heretics sa&d schismatics

the feereties returned the 6CM^3JtaMtttt)« C«rtaialjr tb« people 

special responsibility to ©»sBiTO the moral suitability of 262

As wc5ll as nil thia, 

Thia was obt&in^d wheii all the

or approvftl *ss r@-ia.ired*

steps in tiie procedure had

bees oerri^d ©ut on a suitable

was a little aore

onetines th« dlviu®

«nA eno^lad Cyprla» to ordain

259 %« &W 3*

260 B* W» Season* "Cypriaa* His L.|fe« His

Acts ^* 2. are ^

p. 28«

262 e»g* "mores et aerlts11 ©p* 3S» If ""

» 67* %*
11 , wmeritaM ep»

qua® 
elus oonve-rsatione

novit et uaioseulusqiie ds
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the assistance of the congregation. Her© divine approval was

through visions, or through the faot that tho&e oraaiaed ware 

confessors.* : *

these fixed roles and the &aoasaify of divine approval 

the position of the clergy; so aid the reqpireneiit of 

popular approval, a&& tfc* fact that bishop of other province® ratified

conavjtiraticm,^ a© in Cyprl^i*^ approval or Cornelius * 

The whole procesur® was co^clude4 1>j the tspositiom of 

on the c^aiiiidate, probably by the bishops of the province only* 

this imd nec^Gs^ry, C^pricUi l^id mor@ stress on the suitability 

of Uu- oanMd@»te» anc, Ui^- o'th@r part® of the procedure- « lie did aot 

meiitioii -the impoaitio^ of ImmdB very i'reqti«*itly 9 sad did not

it as h^visg & ©peeial iBporfc&ace tdthia the oevefto^y* The
«^ft 

**ordialatio l> refers to the whole proo©dtare»

The presb/ter© &*&! lower clergy imT© ao separate part to the

election. Sometimes tbty ar@ Jmm@d with the bishops s.nd the people
26S: 

as a group at the ele&tlaiu At other tia^s^ they ia@3?g© iiito th©
owi

plebs* f fhls coafixiBs tile overall pjLoture of a cooBUxsilgr, fftieb

©till saintgdss trecliticms of popular iaYolveaMmtt lait s^iioh is in faet

• » * 
26? Bp, 61m *>* 
26B e*g. ep» 6?» 4*
269 %®* 55. 8j 68. 2.
270
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effectively ffi£a&g&d by tb& bishops. 

PKNARCB

earlier Bemas-typ® approach of TertulHm to penance, and his 

later denial of ecclesiastical reconciliation for all serious ©ins,

together with hi© accusations of Catholic inconsistency in granting
271 pardon to adulterers and f ornisators , but not wjrderers or idolaters '

show that th@r@ was not on© OOOROB practice saaong the Horth African 

Catholics 3 but there was a strong tradition of rigorism*

What is certain is that Cyprian until his letter of the susmer of 

250 did not want to rea&dt the lapai to full reconciliation* "'hen he 

did unbend it was only for the** who isere dying $ this concession, or 

th© later ezpansioa of it to all penitent lap*i» would have prevented 

much trouble if granted ©arliei*« Obviously he saw no incongruity ia 

his being bishop of Carthage, and holding this rigorist ulewpoint* 

This early rigorism is confirmed bj the section in his book of 

Testimonies, written about the ¥©ar 2^8, where h© uses Scripture to^ ^ *" «

* 272that a ins against God cannot be forgiven in the Church. r The

P® PuOieltlft 5* 15j 9* 9-Hj 9* 20.
272 Teatiiaoni® Book 5« 28, *Non posse in eceleais, reaaittl ei

in Deum deliqu^rit3 « '"Ml® th©r^ are good reasons for believing 
Cyprian only edited Boo&s 1-2, rather than composed them himself, 
his stciap is more visible in Book 3« In bo-^i eases, he chose th© 
texts as* suitable for hi© friend (including the r%orist text) | 
cf* S.* P. C. Hanaoa, "Tradition In the S'arly Choroh", pp. 2&L-4. 
^ne suggestion of A. d*Ales ftLa Theologi® 4© saint Cyprian* 
(1922) p. 287. that "rwdttl1* meant a total liq^ldatloa of sin 
as in b&ptiaa, without p^aitential practices f and was always 
disallowed by Cyprian, is false. In 259, (ep. 59* IS.) h« now 

how he himself remits sins (reaitto



texts uaad here i«o# Mt* °3* V23. &ad Mt* °12, ^32. show that a si

against utfd aeaxus hlaspheoy againat the Holy Spirit* A year later
f 

he referred to the misuse of wealth aa a sis against Cod (in Dsua). &
O*"?}

Ha referred to idolatory and adultery as sins against God;*"' rebels 

against Church leaders also oomait this crijae.*" la those last two 

oases though,, the phrase against God was ei co»"tr^ .Douis^ or "&dversus 

r-eua* rather than tho original ^in Deua'1 * He did return to tkus 

phi'f^se, when expl^Aning his conversion to ^ acre liberal approach* 

He doesn't even s-xasila© ths slas &£alnot t*cd (in Deusi} too sorupuloudly; 

in fact hs cocf«ssea to almost aianlog in rosiittii^g more sins than 

he s-liould* Tertullian's influence can be seen la this early 

rigorism* r;e cannot be mrv ??hiat exactly constituted a sin apjias 

G-od (which could not 'be forgiven) for the newly Christian Cyprian*

At this v««cy oarlj $tags s the inclusion of the siause of wealth in.
277 this category. would seem to isdlcats c, rig

eoolesiastic^l reooncilln-ti^i to all aarious si&s* It is possible 

that ens a recent dotiTert^ end living Kith CfteciUftisuft a?«y from the

B of Churoh llfe f he did not think that seri-ous sia oocurred

273 ~e Kebltu ifirgtoim 11

sp. 59* 13* 

276 r>« 5^« 16. 

2?7 r><* Habltu rirglniis 11.
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in the corjaunity. If he ©ver believed i» a Church of 

saints, tha many falls during -the reci&ti persecution tsould hr.vo s 

aa » corrective* This assumption of *t g«ser&l impossibility of 

ecclesiastical reconciliation for serious 3lm^ 9 as outlia^d in the

T$stifiK!ttiies, also prevents us fros ci&i&iiBf 'that initially lie excluded
27Sonly idols to ra, but not aa^ltertiri* or murderers* His e^euaples show

that h® did not liialt the a In against uod to idolatory.

Cyprian's ¥iew of peaance before aM after his change of heart was 

not nocessitrily th-3 practice of all the Bortli African Church* After 

this ohmags he wrote that some of his predecessors aad some of th&

bishops in his provinoe had refused both to adait adulterers to penaaee
£T*5 and then to reoonoile then* ^T»o» w® recall Tertulllaii's Catholic

opinions %& penance, and his later attacks on Catholic bishops for

reconciling adulterers we can reasonably conclude that much of this 

rigorism aoooaipanied the rise of .Uontanlsm and was wry probably prompted 

by it.

This text shows also that sosas of the .African episcopate had 

reconciled adulterers in the past* fhe iitferenoe is that ao©t
»

followed, tills praetio®, Th^re is -also strong indirect evidence that 

lapsi were reooncUed by sosae Afriean bishops» Once again th©

278 of. ep« 17• £• which cteses'iaas the peniteatiul proosssea for
sins not eosmitted against G-cd, and then insists on anioh greater 
caution Ij'i 0ra?a sins*

279 >^p. 33. 21.
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Paenitentia texts of Tertulllan are relevant* Galtier adduced

two more reason® also (i) the spontaneous appeal of the lapsed to the

confessors, asnd (ii) the fact that neither Rome, nor Cyprian stated
280 that the petition of tJx© laps! was directly opposed to tradition*'

Those bishop *ho had oxeluded adulterers wild certainly have excluded 

laps!*

la Rone reconciliation of laps! eert&irxly happoii^d* In the

letter ox the ^.osnaa clergy to C^priaa» there is no attempt t©

establish the credentiala for the d^atiibed reeoncilJUution of penitent
281It is presumed* M« C» Chartier had orr$r$d tii*

suggestion that the purpose of tfcia letter was to l*s«sea the loiowa
282 rigorism of the CarlfcagiaiaK Chureli, J i/exy prooa»jly this ia the

letter n&ioh oy|»rian ^tigge&t^ Jms Wea taopsrad witla, a-jid &bout which

to AOCMS rc«? &®afixmtiQ&« Ii* this ia sa 9 then the 

caus@ foi" Ms cceaeora would 5^ the •teaohing o*i r^o-ori 

fact th&t soay aoju^aaora of Cyprian's tiae i'alt able to 

reconcile lapsi is p&r&llcled by Xertullian's eca-ii^i* c-3^1aint that 

allovwjd iik;ir cocijE'edaora to reconcile', adulterers* 

with iitaph^n, the coiifeiasora in Alax

P* Saltier *T»*» Pp.

261 l"« B* 3-3.

]penitfntie?.te df ej>res ?,es Merits a,e saint 
in AntontantBi (14) 1939» P* 3S»

De Pudicltia 22. 1*
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limited fora of conciliation to sosae lapai, s&o, the bishop Dionysius
«*}QI

had allowed this concession to stand, The letter of Celerinus
285 froia .Home shorn* that this custom was kaowa thera also,

This discussion has presupposed that Cyprian r&cogatsed the 

distinction between total excomaiunioatiOB, and partial excoimaunicatloa 

i«e* partial reconciliation short of reception of the .'"uch&rist* Those 

taking part in the official yeniteutial practices 0^0 'uadsr this 

heading. Total Gxcoaaumioation aifiht be pcrmajient, or

si aad -bis suppQriurs sueh aa ka-rci^m or /I
^•j{j/* 

preached the total &ad permanent ejccosmuiiication of lspsi f " ' so that

i could £U"it ^v«*n uc^ia tJae p&nit^ntial processes. The

of the laps! in Ca-rtht^s until letter eighteen of

the sufc&scr of £30 v,a£ sm excom«uaiio^tiou, ^hich turned out to b@
28?tenijKirfc.jy» I he s^jiotml letter or 252 not serel^ £-ciudtted all

peait*?tit l&p&I to exoB»ologesie f (this hcd been doiie), but restored 

them i£»meda.fc.tely to full cosiiauAiioa» However jJtpiil, vvho .had reverted 

to & p&£>£ja vgti^' oi! liit or imd goaat? over to 'the heretics i?:c

^d froti tills full Cyprian clso believed that

28k .iuseblus "*H« VI. 42.

285 1*

23? text ^:Lvss uo Jwi' 
d pernisslon to

^ thi^ v»a*

on 'fthother th^ lap»i 
the penitenti&l exercises; or

* _



clerics v^io lapsed could oslj return to the Church as layiaen, as In 

the case of Basilides aM Martial in Spain*

He also described the step® in the process on a number of
OjQM!!i

occasions.*" First of all there is the performance of the public 

penancesj then follows "exomologesis" l*e« the adisisaion of guilt mid 

declaration that the penances have been perforaed* the imposition of 

hands by bishop and clergy, aM the celebration of Mass with the newly
gjrfijQ

reconciled receiving the ",'uefearist* Koch has pointed out that the 

word n exoaologesia" was never used "by Cyprian of any confeaaion before 

a^Diaslon to penance nor of tha "absolution" by the bishop* '--e know 

of no special Church ceresaouiy at the beginning of pen@nce although

permission of the bishop was n@fM.ed before a person c^uld begin*

lenijth and difficulty of the penanee usually depended on the gravity
2^1 <$f the sin, * *ftse iamedlate full reconciliation of all penitent

lapsi in the face of Ixoiainent persecution in 252 wa© exceptional*

There are a member of text® in whioh we re&d that onlj &od can
292 forgive sir»@» y These references ar© directed iipdnat the confessors,

who themselves presiaaod to reconcile lopsi* D* 1« Capelle has 

correctly pointed out that the Judgaont spoken of is the last judgment

289 e.g. eps. 15. 1; !>• 2; 17* 2

290 "CvprlaBisohe Uatersuchun^en" p

oi'* i>e Lapais 28* 

e.g. ibid 17.



at the end of ti»e* ^ Only in the case of the martyrs is Christ's 

final Judgment known beforehand

This final end definitive Judgment do©** not exclude j 

by the Church, moA especially fey the bishops her® cm earth* However 

the emphasis on ChxdsVs definitive Judgment 1© explained not (sorely 

"by the Scriptural evidence; but toy Cyprian's preoccupati&n that a 

bishop might be deceived into reconciling en unrepentant a inner « If

a sinner does deceive the bishop, then God will not be deceived sad
20$

will correct the decision* A little later the synodal letter

explains that ?&atevei* Is loosed by the Church OB earth can be loosed
296 in heaven* Typically h^ does not «eew to have considered the

possibility of an orthodox bishop unjustly exco&Baunieatlng a person, 

or refusing hin full reconciliation*

CapeLl<$ bag also pointed out a ^evelopiaent in Cyprian's reference® 

to penance t which parallels the inere&fiing emphasis placed on the 

bishops is oth&r areas* In the early letter, there are jaany

to the imposition of honds y through which the penitent receives the
297 right to full roconoili>%tion 9 * being p«rfor»ed by bishop and clergy

letter eighteen th® accent is much on the role of the bishop

295 "I J absolution sacerdotale chee aaint Cyprien" in :"?echerehe» do 
Theologie anciemte «t sedievale11 (7)» 1935 » pt>* 
cf* Be Lnpelfl 17-185 0ps 58. 3; 55* 20*

294 Ep. 55. 20.

295 ^p* 55. 18.
296 %* 57. 1*
297 3p. 16* 2B
298 of* op* oit* n9» p* 228* Tfea texts cited are &ps, 1^, lj 16. 2| 

17. 2 1 16«, 1« Twa others or® relev«at f eps» 34. 1 and lb* 4.
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Peace is granted by Christ*© priests (sacerdote*-), reparation or
«Gf) satisfaction is ©ad© to God through the bishops ̂ He- had til©

politician f s facility to enpha&ise at one particular moment that part 

of the vtbole truth, which served his purposes* Another example of this

is his two references to the confessors, written while he was in exile,
301 pointing out that they vtll he judges in the next life with Christ.

This was obviously Intended as a palliative for his refusal to grant 

them any independent power of Judgment In the Church*

The significance of the role of the bishop in the penitential 

processes can only be- considered in the context (i) of the- role (Limited 

though It &ay be) played by all the congregation in the act of judging; 

asd (ii) of the fact that 'bishop sad clergy performed, the final right 

of reconciliation through the imposition of hands* Cyprian 

denied either of these realities* The accent on 'fee bishop a 

aterely sho?fs that both these fonotions belong first of all to the bishop.

and then in a subsidiary &&& derived fashion to other Christians* The
^02 bishop has these powers as a representative of Christ," rather than

as the delegate or organ of the caeBBunity in whom these powers are

vested*

There is no mention of any priestly absolution apart from the

299 £?• 5'5* 29j of. ep 9 56, 5* wh®r® the peace is given b^ Cyprioii

300 .-p. 43. 3| i* Lapsis 29| 36•
301 ps* •;. 2; 15, 3.
302 :p. 59. 5.
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imposition of hands. i1s.turally there is no suggestion that this fin<:>l 

intervention has &ny magio&l quality independent of the repentance 

arid penances of the sinner* Indeed, as with the ordination ceremony 

in the election of a bishop, little attention- is given tc the imposition 

of hands as a special part of the whole process. ;.;o Eoeh eoae3Aid.es 

that there is BO sac recent of p«. nance, because sins are not forgiven 

through an absolution, but through the perforswaice of the necessary 

penances**' This last activity la very importants as a^.tisfcctlon
A Vf Kf * w

%u 
or reparation it is regarded n& the trro ateoioi-ne."1^ ~,v«f» here the

bishop has a part to play, because he is the doctor who prescribes 

the correct n«dici&e, itoe amount of penances required*'^^ ' ;'-a always

in tiiese oases much de^end^ on the -definition of saerameata Tbo final
ill,

official rdoonclli&tlon is a nee^Bsary part of the process, sand this

whole process la sacramental in as sms©b as the sinner is sot mere! 

reconciled with the Church, but reoclves the "'pirit of th* ^ethc? 

Soee texts also sees to waafeen this sacra@entall% with their 

implication that the lapsl's oauae is in abeyanoe till the next life*

While all Christ-Urns are to 'be ,ju%@& toy Christ, these text© show

the reconciled vdthin the Church and on a level with other Church 
306

303 op. sit. pp. £82-3
30k Te Lapsla 15*

305 ibid 14j 28*
306 "<'p. 57. 1^
307 «•«• ep« 55* 29; i^e Lap©l«i 17
308 of* M« Beveuot, "This aooraoent of penanee and .,>t* C^pri£jtnf

R in Theological otutllea (16) 195 C>« pp., i95-5»



Finally the sacramental significance of sealing the prcc&ss with the

celebration of Mass should not be forgotten*

The language used to describe all this was not p@eul.iar to Cyprian
309 or even to Christians* Apuleius had spoken of leaving the community,

of refusing participation .In the coauaunity, of remitting sin.

Becle too has pointed out the many terms taken over by Cyprian in this 

natter from Roman criminal law. * Culpa, poenn, facinus, crimen, 

reua, parracida, horaioidium, stuprua, fr&us are some examples of these 

texi&s, ^hich are taken no longer from civil law, -'tyen the penitential 

process is described in teras used of a Jiosiaa trials excus&tio, 

ouaesitor, iudicluia, causam agarc, aeuteiitia." -.50'veral coiasequencee 

followed from thi^* The whf^le penitentisCL process beca&« more 

codified and organizedt -sjad. the emphasis wes placed store on Judgment 

than on healing* The bishop became more the judge, although still a 

physician* Here too the similarities of the bishop with the t'oman 

magistrate are obvious, because the- Homan majgiatr^te liad power to puniah^ 

or to remit punishment0 just as the bishop has,^ This model of th© 

magistrate influenced Cyprian's increasing emphasis OR the bishop, rather

309 Metamorphoses 10. 14« "a n«xu communionis discedere"*
310 J>e I'-eo Sooratis 5* "oosmunio d@n@gatatt ,
311 Met. 3» 19} also 2« 10; 7» 27, of* Koch op. cit. p. 316,
312 op* eit. pp. 168-70.
313 IbiA p* 171.
314 ibM p. 146o
31$ cf» Beck op« cit. p* 160; also J* L. '-3traehan«4)avidson 9 ttProbleas

of the Roman Criminal l***f vol. 1. 0.%ford (1912) pp. 96-100, vsho 9 
^iotin£t Moflwsen, explains "the principle of the unity? m& pervasive­ 
ness (yf magisterial powers" IB Judging criminal cas«s, «?ven when 
the magistrate's decisions are based on the findings of jurors, and 
liable to the counter appeal. Chapter 6 of this =*ork pp. 95-114 is 
devoted to the role of the magistrate as a eriminsl Judge.
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than the whole ooofflunify ir* hia description of penance* £he bishop 

is the "iudsx vice Christ!" just as the magistrate Is judge,

Cyprian inherited the basic penitential practice. His theory of 

a total absence of spiritual life outside the Church meant that «2;-rcansauni- 

cation was a foarsome weapon, He &xpl&lned all this in traditional 

terms s and in t^rms from l-:ooan criminal 3.aw, This brought .about 

subtle, but real changes in the proe*saa itself *

'•"e cannot 'be sure just ^h&n Cyprian changed. frws the initial 

rigorism of th© TestiaooiftS, Certainly the r;^ijor emphasis in

letters is oosition to the owrhasi eonoe^nlon 3
316tion; but whether this Is Ovprian*s only objection as P^scJiai?;

31? is doubtful. By instinct he would have stressed this

ground with his opponents, whatever further reservations he 

sight hav€ entertained as he was cladding what line to adopt* That 

he did have deeper objections than Poschaaan- supposes receives some 

support frois hia description of the pen.ltan.tial processes ror Ie3ser
t*r •» ^H.

sins, and especially his quoting Matthew 10* ^?«»^".y •"

e.g. eps. 15. 2j 16* 2; 1?* 3* 

317 "Penawoe ^^Jad. the Anointing of the .^iok" (19*54} p

318 Sp» 16, 2 1 of* ep, 1?« 2a It i» true that during the quarrel 
he never explicitly Invoked the threatening beading of the 
Testlffionia (of« B^vsnot op, cit, p* 188) , and that he continued
to quote Mt. 10* 32-3 (eps. 58, 3$ 39* 12 5 lie LapsiS 2Q a )« 
However the us© of this text In lie early uncertain situation is
at least open to a variety of interpretations*
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323 adulterers* Later fiovatianiftts refused to reconcile all grave

sinners «

CGECLUSIOMr

By his own oaamoa sense standards Cyprian was on guaasi 

successful bishop* He combined a genuine religious sense, with an 

unfailing s&naitivity of mhe.t mm necessary for the- corporate wellbeing 

and survival of the visible Church* Christ died to save us, and 

Cyprian -died for his fadth; but it never entered his head that the 

work of Christ could ever toe furthered by the destruction of the Church* 

'"itfa his conte&poraries he belisveti unhesitatingly in the healthiness 

of the visible Church, and h@ worked untiringly to this purpose* He 

articulated the devotion of her moabers to taothe2>Church; his 

increasingly generous treatment of the lapsi is prompted 'b;y this same 

considerati -u* -.ven in the r**baptism controversy, while his tht^oiy 

moved from the unicity of the Church, in practice h$ swallowed hi© 

pride and refused to ?;et on the disruptive conclusions of this 

ar£UBeiit&tio&, In order to maintain the unity and wellbeiog of the 

Church* The apostolic succession theory was developed to be applied 

directly to her, and she was linked ifidissolubly with the episcopate*

As far as the bishops ??©r© concerned, there was a double develop* 

raent from t&rtulli&iu Hot <mly were the Apostles the first bishops, 

but cont@npor&ry bishops had the same power as the Apostles* In

At least Cyprian accused him of this (ep* 35* 27<»5»



praetioa tfec?r@ is no ambiguity about the role of t&» teaching bishsp.

In his episcopal practice, Cyprian followed IK? ©»nslst@Bt pattern of 

procedure, acting as bishop for his -wn dioc<?s&, through provincial 

synods, as a metropolitan for Latin North Africa, and even interfering 

in Spain end Gaul* In th* TOsi majority of eases ha did act in concert 

with other*, be it the clergy end people of his diocese, or his fellow 

bishops*

'•'hatever the earlier situation, episcopal control of the diocese 

of Carthage was strengthened during hia time* Fro© the situation 

during his absence, wh«m the laxiat presbyters and confessors earo 

close to establishing de facto leadership of the coiasrurdtiy, he aoved to 

© position of uncJis;:--ute5 control, whose style was IP ore monarchical 

than monepiacopal. In the lapsi debate h<& took a couple of important 

decisions without his local cfinfrre^ation, anfl in the rv baptism probl«n 

never epp&aled to thera at all* ''t times f hi8) was prepnred to $i®p€?»$^ 

?dth their services in the ordination proeesses, 2nd theoretical^ at 

least he esrohsslsed the role of the clergy and laity in the penitential 

processes less and less* This was paralleled, by a general reticence 

D£ the role of the presbyters, &1 though he was not directly anti- 

presb^fteral. Hop waa he ocnaicler^d to b^ so by hi© contemporaries* 

"'hile the thc^rj that K^vatu* «&3 eiotiv^ited by a defence or the

presbyters' rights coulrt explain his opposition to Cyprlaii*a policy, It
2/^j 

cannot -:>^qplain his opposition to the bishop's coaaecration.* This

324 ;ie« S» L« Greenslade n ."-ohi&ai in the 'erly Church" (19^4) pp.
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of episcopal eoatrol wes also ouch aided, by Cjpri&B 8 & elastic

appeal to traditional noraa* and his habit of usually reaching "divine"

'Thil« h® realised that bishops adgfet be deceits by i

^-llj in the question of **$»&» .i»«i®B, h*§ g&7$ little

to the possibility of a "g-^cd" bishop actlas w 

6e verity toweMs aa iaso^sat Christian* He had little Interest ia

effective checks oa episcopal pow@r# b-evtmd th€ general admonition
->^j,» 

that bisnops sust listen m Hell as teaeht ' aad urging th« laity
S-Orf»

Spala to separate fros their Ispsi bishops j^ "' sv<9n this l«-»t

was dose- undai' ii-pis

His appeals to the oqsuuLlity of bishops an<l to th«

of hi® own eongrcfg&tioa i ^«»r« both anaehi'onistic, As 3om« sort of

Ideal, these almost certainly ^tro sincere lj lsttnci©ds but ss norss 

were no longer & 3 equate t-» th«? «%:*' sita^tlon, and he never felt 

-usly bctrad by the®. It 5wie^s that the d^tcfrmination of soae to 

'K that Cjprlaa -iid. not beliove IB '^osaa jurisdiciicm o^er othur

dioceses (which he did not) h&s led. tliem to accept at face value hio

74.
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ER mm

SYRIA ASD ASIA MINOR

Bidaacalia highlights faithfully the relationship between 

doctrines and institutions in the early Church* As always these two 

were closely connected, but th©ory then traded very much to follow 

developments in institutional practice as post faetu® explanation* 

There is a temptation to see the ©oiisolidation of the episcopate in 

the ""est as a result of Xrenaeua 1 writings on the apostolic succession, 

and to apply this same explanation asd the exaaple of Ignatius of Antioeh 

to a "development" of the monarchical episcopate in the ;ast. However 

the bishop in the Didascalia in ^ieory and probably in practice is more 

monarchical than Cyprian, has a theology of the episcopate significantly 

different from the North African's, and do as not use the theory of 

apostoli© succession*

This is a work of elementally pastoral theology, eoacerned with

correct moral practices in the day to day problems of a group of 

Christians organised in a local community* Th© author is neither a 

canonist, nor preoccupied with the doctrinal issues of theology proper, 

or the socio-religious concerns of ecclesiological problems* He 

would have infuriated Origen *dth his sententiousness, and his self- 

confident, uncomplicated episcopalisa; the aore so because he was so 

obviously a good aaiu But it is fairer to compare him with Cyprian;
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perlecution to expla1n the altuatloft to the laity?"14l Thia il not 111 

contradiction with the MontaDiat conoepticn of the bi.hop aa administra­

tor and di.cipl.iJlar1an. as diatinct from the eaerging Catholic ooncept 

ot chari .. tic teacher and leader. He had abaolutely no aYJIpathy 

with tbQae bishops who oYereaphaailed their own iaportance.142 The 

prophets were now the teuohera und moral leadera; 80 muoh so that eyen 

Adam i8 counted among them as he prophesied the great mystery ot Christ 

and the Church under the power of the HolJr S piri t. 143 They, aa4 

eapecially Montaaua and his two cOllp&l1icms were the organa ot the 

Paraclete. 

This exaltation of the prophets obviously enhances the dignit,y ot 

any 1~ persoll so endowed. Tertullian went beyond thia, and became 

the fi:st writer to p~ off the uDiYersal priesthood of all Chriatiana 

agelDst tho miniatcrlal.144 He was alre~ 80me way towarda this 

position in the De ~y~ortationo Caatltati3, but he bad not used his 

position then as a weapon against the clergy. He now b~UDded on to 

the offenaive against hia olerioalantagoniata; bareaucrats wenaiti.,e 

141 De .r'uga 11. 1. The ambisuous nature of this Montaaist 
work written t'or Catholio couuaption aakea the identity at the 
clerios somewhat unoertain (i.e. Montaniat or Catholic?). It 
is .oat probable that he is addreaaing the olerioa of both 
pariies. ct. Barnes ope cit. pp. 118-19. 

142 ct. De MonoS. 12. 2-3; De Pud. 13. 7. 

143 De Anima 12. It.. Also cf. 21. 2. 

144 von Campenhausen "Ecc. t,uth." p. 228. points this out. 
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so many places in the Etecian persecution^ and no suggestion of any

5lists outlining different punishment for varieties of sin.' The

author's attitude to the presbyters, and exaltation of the episcopate
6 can only be explained by his own episcopal rank*

NORMS

Th© fiction of apostolic authorship for the fddasealia, while& * V

significant in Itself, seriously limits any investigation into the

variety of norms then used in the Syriaa Church, The practical

conceits of the author are also reflected IB his simple use of traditional

nonas,

The authorship is supposed to belong to the Twelve Apostles, who

set early on is Jerusalem when the Church wa$ in danger of falling
789 into heresy, to write the Didasealia* fetthew and Peter among

Against this, W» H* C* Frend, "Martyrdom and Persecution in the 
Sarly Church", Oxford 19$5 9 tells how we know of only two deaths 
(of bishops) in Syria and Palestine in this persecution (p. 413*
that siany lapsed then and that to* Christian community was 
severely disorganized in Syria is almost certain,
Basil, and Gregory of Hyssa appeal to the decisions of the "ancients" 
or "fathers*1 on this point; of* Galtier op» cit» p«
After early opposition, the single authorship of the wrk now
receives overwhelisiug support* Saltier op» oit* p« 326. eites
Coimolly, Funk, Achelis, fcau f i^Jardenhewer and Harnac5k| also 
von Cempenhausen n54» p» 245«

7 Dldasoalla 24 (p. 204*}* The text of 9. H. Connolly, Oxford 1929 
is used. References ar© to the chapter headings &nh p&ges of 
his English translation of the 3yriae text* '"hen the Latin text
is quoted, the chapter and page references, also fros Connolly, 
are prefaced by the letter *V*

8 Pidas. 10. (103)*
9 Didas. 23. (200),
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Twelve are specified aa authors* Although the work, unlike the 

"Apostolic Tradition*1 of Hippolytus purports to b© a direct production 

•of the Apostles, there lies behind this naive device (used also by the 

Didoohe, which probably cornea from the saffle area) a similar exaltation 

of the value of 'apostolioify as a criterion of true teaching, and a

preventitive of heresy* Unlike the apocalyptic genre, sad together
10 the Church Qrtters, it is written in the name of all the Apostles.

The tr&dition is one oad Catholic^ shared "by all the Apostles ,

formulated with the help o,f the' people $ Jasms brother of the Lord '(
XI Is bishop of Jerusalem) end his presbyters and deacons*

Ther© are no explicit appeal© to the epistles, as it is part of 

the fiction that thss© have yet to be written. But the "Gospel"

(singular) is invoked maj^r times, as It Is the trumpet to be used in
12the Churchj with which the teachings of the Law *uad Prophets must

13accord. As this passage is prefaced, by the instruction that on© mast

be "constant in reading the divine •scriptures with diligence" t ''cripture

eotaprises L&w, Prophets (i»e* Old Testafaent) and Gospel* it is these

10 ef» A, i?« -rall@3 "A note on the apostolic elais Is Church Order 
Literature" in Texte und Untereuchungen (64) 19S?» P» 92.

11 Pidas, 24* (204).

£idas« 4* {36)| presumably to b@ used especially by the wutchB&n- 
bishop (ibid)*

15 Dldas. 4. (34)*
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"dominical and divine oeriptur&s which are the firm foundation of our

faith", and which are to bs followed when the bishop $&%e® sinners • J

All the four Gospels are quoted, with Matthew being used extensively,
15and only a few certain quotations from John. f*he Acts of the Apostles,

1 Timothy and Titus are definitely used, while there are probably

references to ac&ians, 1 Corinthians, and Galatians« The us© of other

epistles is problematical, and the author does not s$ea to have known
i •'* 

Hebrews or the Apocalypse; of the Apocrypha, the Gospel -of Peter was
17 certainly quoted at least a couple of times* ^aether this Gospel

was on a par with the four accepted elsewhere siust remain an open 

question | Connolly haa pointed out against this that the work is only

cited twice, but certain direst quotations from John's Gospel ar©
19equally rare* Apart from the Hew Testament books the author did

not quote, and perhaps did not know, it is difficult to decide whether

14 Didas. 21. (l8o)«

15 Di«as. 6. (50-2),

15 Cosnolly, latro* pp« L^-LIXX*

of* G» Strecker op, cit. n6* pp. 252«3j Connoily p. mil-LA 
is a little more optimistic about finding other Hsw Testament
references.

17 of* Connolly op« cit. pp.

18 ibid pp. L>::C7I.

19 of. Connol3y's own index* p*
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he did not elevate the other epistles to a rank with the G-ospels because 

of tiie literary flotion of apostolic authorship, or because he did not 

regard them as having an equal status* The second possibility is a 

strong one, even if he granted them a special "inspired" status. The 

device of apostolic authorship is not compatible with a closed New 

Testament canon. Of the late second century and third century authors 

we have discussed so for, only Clement of Alexandria lias a (somewhat) 

similarly fluid concept of the Mew Testament, This fact must be 

another indication of an earlier rather than a later third century 

dating*

There is no reference in the Syria© text to the "rule", although

the Latin text speaks of the "eeolesiastioam regulam et evangelicem
21forasEi"* v/e cannot be sure that the Latin form does not come from

22 a later translator or editor, "-hatever the name given to this

outline of the central beliefs of the faith, we are twice given some
23indication of its contents, which contain no references to the Church

20 H, von Ca®penhausen s "Die ^ntstehung der Christlichen Bioel"
devotes little space to the place of the Didase&lia In the develop- 
sent of the New Testament Canon9 and adds nothing beyond Utreeker;
of* n90« p, 196*

ai Eidas. L. °L\n. (2!{a) s The? Syriac text speaks of "the truth of 
the Church and the power of the ftospel11 26. (2ljO).

22 cf, a, P, C, Hanson, "Tr-yAition in the .larly Church" (1962) p, 78.

23 £idas. 15, (132-3)|
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or th& penitential processes* These lists ar@ useful paraphrases,

rattier than comprehensive ncros* as the heretioa are distinguished
21 fro© the orthodox "by their rejection or misuse of the Scriptures*

One of the principal themes of the work is its complete rejection 

of the Second Legislation ("secundatio*, or-"secundatio Legis" in Latin 

version); "when thou conformeat to Him (Christ), through the Gospel

thou eonforaest to the Law^ and thou wilt entirely avoid the Second
25 Legislation'% J This is not the tradition of the elders, written

or oral, explaining the Law, but the whole ceremonial legislation of

the Pentateuch, which was only given to the Jews after they had.

worshipped the calf, and is distinguished from the first Law of the
2&Ten •••'ords and the Judgments* Coimolly has pointed out the similar­ 

ities with Xrenaeus* "Adversus Haereses0 , ^who distinguished between 

the Decalogue and th© ceremonial legislation, but was ouch more

DicLas, 25 » (212)® They also blaspheme the Catholic Church* However 
later on the heretics are those who do not follow the I*aw and the 
Prophets (no reference to the Gospel), who abstain fross meats, 
refuse to marry and dc not believe in the resurrection of the body*
Pidas. 26« (24O2}«, Apart jfro© the reference to the Old Testaaerit 
and a rejection of the resurrection of the bo% 9 the distinguishing 
marks are ones of moral practice*

25 Dioas, 26. (240).

26 Bidasu 2«. (12-14).

27 op* cit* pp« L£ll!-r/*



373

sympathetic to the latter than the Syrian work, fhls difference is 

partly explained by the different opponents of the two authors; Xrenaeus 

had to defend the Old Testament against Maroion who redacted it, ?9hile 

the principal concern of the Iddascalia was .not 6-nostic heretics, but 

the Judaiging group within the Christian cdamiinity oho needed to be

reminded that the ceremonial ordinances of the Old Law were gose
29 irrevocably.

CHB2CH MB !.-PI3COPA!T8

The author sliows a real love of the Churoh (which he often ©alls
30 \ the Catholic Church ), vshioh he expresses in traditional images, if

31not at great length* She is both the daughter and the bride of the
32 33 Lord God, and Christ is her head. She is also the tabern&ole of

the receptacle of the Holy Spirit, and unique* Those err
36k there are other Churches* The possibility and reality of

	cf» Mversus Haereaes IV. 24» 2« (II. 131*2); I?« 25. 3. (II.

29 cf. Coanolly op* cit. pp. IiXIV-V.

30 e.g. Didas. 1. (2); 8. (80), etc.

31 Didas. 10. (106) | 13. (127).

32 ibid 9. (86).

33 ibid 13. (I2fc).

3k ibid 8. (81).

35 ibid 25. (212).

36 ibid 23* (199). Chapter 23 (194-202) rejects ell heresies and
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37sin within the Church is acknowledged,*" as she is like a body -ahose
38 39 health must be maintained; outside her there is no salvation.

The bishop is by far the most important person in the Church, 'but 

his office is not explicitly connected with tha theory of the Church as

in Cyprian's writings. Despite this, no theologian in the first three 

centuries of the Church had a more exalted concept of the bishop. It 

is both paternalist and triumphalist, and demonstrates an official self- 

confidence founded on the absence of significant opposition to his 

position, and the security deriving; from accepted traditional concepts, 

The author tells us in one breath that bishops are to their people 

as priests, prophets,, princes, leaders, kin^s e mediators with God, 

preachers and knowers of the Scriptures and of the utterances of God, 

This was not all. The bishop Is like a father or mother, who oust
|1 s J-J

not be reviled; *""* he is like Moses, **" ruling over bo% and soul (a king 

rules over the boc^y only), and is to "be honoured as Osd ? because he

37 e,g» ibid 10, (10&}» ^his will ba more apparent in the discussion 
of the penitential processes*

38 ibid 10. (I0?) a

39 ibid 7* (65)* speaks of the aliens who "will deps.r>t from the 
Ohuroh and froia the hope of Cod| ef» 13* (12?)«

40 Didas. 8, (

41 ibid 9. (93-4).

ibid 9.

43 ibid 9. (96)

(92).
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sits in ffee place of the Almighty* These remarkable emphases are

only partly balanced by the belief that the bishop bears the sins of
&*> 

all, and has to answer for all, as the Lord will require nmch of hia

to whom much has been given.

The relationship between the Apostles and the bishops is aabiguous 

as there is a most exotic typology for the different clerical orders. 

The bishop, isho is Levite and high priest takes ths place of God 

Almighty 9 the deacon the place of Christ s the deaconesses the place of

the Holy Spirit, and the presbyters do not take the place of, bat are
47 in the likeness of the Apostles * ' within this fraaework there can

be no doctrine of an apostolic succession of bishops 3 as they have 

more distinguished counterparts, and need no support froia the Apostles

But the author did believ® in a divine or apostolic origin of the 

episcopate as Jamas, bishop of Jerusalem aet vsdth the Twelve when they

44 Ibid 9. (86-8); of* 7* (&0-S) where the bishop is to be loved,
and feared as w father and lord, and (as) &®$ after God 
» thtg Latin is ambiguous , asad less ambitious | wl)ili^ 

ergo et hsnorate episc^pum, et tiisete sicut patrem et dauinu® et
, L* 18 (6

45 ibid 8. (80). 

ibid 7. (56).

ibid 9* (86-8). The Latin text I*. °25 (67*9) has the same set 
of comparisons, except that all the clerics including the 
presbyters are "a type"; e.g. the deacon is "in typi© Christi"
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wrote the Dldasoalia, end th©re is another connection between

Apostles and bishops. In a passing reference we are told that Christ 

said to the bishops through the Apostles, "He who hears you hears me, 

etc.". This Intriguing slip suggests that the author might have 

known the theory of apostolic succession, even if he felt no need to 

incorporate it lato Ms theory* Certainly all the preparatory stages 

necess&ry for its articulation are presentj the Apostles were leaders 

and teachers of the early Church, apoatolleity is the criterion of 

true teaching, and bishops are the undisputed leaders and teachers of 

the contemporary Church. At a more general level, "all the working 

of the Lord oar God has passed from the People (Je??$) to the Church
SjA

through us the Apostles".

In one section the characteristics required of a bishop are 

developed at ©osie length. He with his wife and family must be 

Catholic s chaste and together fora & respectable, loiriag faaily

noratally he should be at least fifty yeara of age, iaiaune from slander»
52 and well educated or at least well versed in Scriptures he should be•* <f

Tidas« 22|. e (204)® As the .apostles had such an Important place in 
the early Church (in the author's view), no other group could 
sanctioned the choice of tlaiaes as bishop* That the author 
believed Christ chose James Is a stronger possibility,

49 ibid 7» (60-2). This is also in the Latin text L* °18. (

50 ibid 23. (198)*

51 ibid 4* (3£}«

52 ibid 4. (28-30}.
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a friend of all, especially the orphans, widows 9 poor and strangers,

53 a just judge, and ambitious for neither money nor the presidency*

Heither celibacy of the clergy, nor virginity as such is put forward 

as an ideal, or even a possibility, although there is no suggestion 

of a prohibition of either. Also no details are givea of the 'election 

process or ordination ceremony for a bishop, except that there is sm, 

imposition of hands."'

The bishop is designated priest, and there ean be BO liturgy
55 without him| as well as baptising, loosing fro® sin, enabling people

56 to partake of the ^charist., he also teaches and admonishes • 3'ith

Cyprian, and unlike Clement sad Origen, the author believe® that Christian 

teaching involves no special difficulties, and is a& episcopal preroga­ 

tive* unlike Cyprian however, the bishop is seen in terms only of his 

own small diocese, where it is presumed that all, or most, can be known 

personally. The relationship between the local Churches is not 

mentioned, and the apostolic Churches receive no special reverence, and 

are not distinguished from non-apostolic foundations*

Although the Jerusalem council is the occasion for the writing of 

the work, there is no suggestion that the power of the local bishop is

53 ibid 4* (35)| cf. 4. (32). She conditions generally follow those 
laid dorni in the Pastorals e*g« 1 Tim, 3* l-7»

ibid 4* (32).

55 ibid 9* (86-8),

56 ibid 9* (93-4)-



378

to b@ limited by regular meetings with his fellow bishops in a council. 

From him, we learn nothing of inter*Church or inter-episcopal relations, 

Remembering this limitation, the bishop of the Dida-sc&lia within hia 

congregation is more monarchical in theory and in practice thaa Cyprian 

ever was. The Didaaoalia makes no appeal to the decision-making 

capacity of the congregation} there is no group of confessors and

martyrs who have to b© mollified and contained within the congregation;
57 the bishop alone chooses the presbyters, deacons end sub~deaoona; no

layman can Judge others, as it was said to the bishop aloa© HBe ye
5/Rapproved money-changers**. The whole attitude of high seriousness

aad paternalism is caught by his statement that as the bishop is the

head, he should not obey the tail (seditious laymen), but follow the
59word of God.

The bishop also judges quarrels between Christiana (as well a© 

presiding over the penitential processes), and her© the author's emphasis 

differs from Cyprian. At some length h© warns the bishop against 

being too eager to Ju%e his feHow-Chri®tiaas a stresses the necessity

of a diligent find cautious judgment, and the inevitability of divine
60 punishment if the Bishop judges wrongly* Cyprian realises that

57 ibid 9* (96).
50 ibid 9* (100-1),
59 ibid 6. (1*4).
60 ibid 11. (115); 7* (66-8); 10. (105); 11. (112)• There is

no Kiention of any human consequences of thie incorrect judgment; 
(Pidss. 11. (112;. is ambiguous on this point).
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bishops can err (a® his treatment of Stephen, or Basilides, and Martial

shows), but in hi® treatment of the episcopacy's role in penance, his
61 preoccupation is that an unrepentaat sinner will deceive the bishop,

rather than that a bishop will misjudge the innocent. Cyprian was 

a little too s©If-conscious, and surrounded by. too many opponents to 

develop the Syrian emphasis, although he would have shared the sentiments, 

The different concerns of th© two authors also help to explain their 

differences 5 at heart Cyprian was a rigorist who occasionally felt 

uneasy about his concessions, while th© Syrian was a determined 

opponent of all rigorism, who had no second thoughts about his 

"merciful" approach,

OTHHR CLSR.&Y MB LAITY

The presbyters receive only a few passisig mentions, and little 

sympathetic treatment in the Didosoalia* The author has taken over his 

basic typology of the clergy froia Ignatius of Antioch, but he differs 

from his predecessor in placing the presbyters alnost at the end of the 

list behind the deacons and deaconesses, preceding only the orphans
/» « f TL

and widows«° But we do learn that they are the bishop's counsellors, 

being present with the deacons when he judges quarrels | *" in church

61 Cyprian* .Spistle 55. IB; of* ep. 57. 1«
62 Pidas. 9. (86-8)5 of. Ignatius, .".pistle to th© Magnesiaos 6;

Trallians 2 5 SB^rrnaens 8»
63 Pidas. 9* (96). 

ibid 11* (111)*
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As th© Latin version^ unlike the Syriao gives a studiously literal
66 translation of the &r@$k original f it is possible that the Syrian

translator on one occasion has corrected an unflattering} fcut t^ieal, 

reference to the presbyters which remains in th« Latin. Her© w© read,

that for each amount given as offering© by the laity to the presbyters t 

double should be given to deacons, and a four-fold amount to the bishop;

if however a person wishes to honour the presbyters he ©an give tfeem a
67 double portion such as the deaeona receive* In the Syria© , the

initial standard portion is given to the widows (not the presbyters),
68 and the deacons receive the same as the presbyters* Fve& in the

Syriec version, the lectors are to receive as much as the presbyters 

and the deacons* That the deacon© and lectors receive an equal tribute 

must strengthen our suspicsios that tills %riae version has been 

corrected away fross the original, preserved in Latin*

fhe exaltation in tills instance of the deacon at the expense of 

the presbyter accords well with the tone of whole work* The theology 

of the diaconate is quite extravagant» Apart from taking the plaoe of

65 ibid 12. (119).
66 Comolly op« clt* pp»
6J Didas Is* C26 (91) W3i quis autem et praesbyteros voluerit honorare t 

dx&pluia siouti diaconibus da'bit illisn «
68 ibid 9. (90) „ On this point, the paraphrased Greek text of the

fourtli century Apostolic Constitution© supports the Syriac reading 
(Connolly op« cit* note pp, 90-1); there la BO mention of 
leadar*
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Christ, the deacon Is compared to Aaron, who was a prophet for Moses 

(BOW the bishop);°^ he oust b© of on© mind with the bishop, telling 

him all as Christ did the father, so that together as father and aoa

they can shepherd the people j at baptism it is through the bishop
71 and deacon that w© receive the Holy Spirit. ' On many occasions, the

72 bishop and deacon are mentioned together, without the presbyter.
73 !The deacon controls access to the bishop, has a liturgical role,

*?/
at least at baptism, and an active, but definitely subsidiary role to

the bishop in the judgment of sins. Their comparison with Aaron 

probably refers to these duties,, rather than a sore specific teaching 

function. Th@ deaconesses do not share this exalted status, but are

appointed for visitation to places closed to men, and to anoint the
76 women before baptise* !Phe subdeaeojis and lectors ©aeh r©c@iire a

69 Didas. 9.
70 ibid 11.

ibid 9. (93).

72 ibid 6. (53) I 9. (92)* 9. (93); U. (109)5 15* (138); 15. 
16 • (146), It Is possible that the deacons were full time 
officials, while the presbyters, with their limited aoB« 
administrative functions,, were only part time. This might explain 
why the presbytera were to receive less money than the deacons. 
.But this still leaves unexplained the second raisk of the deacons.

73 ibid 9*

74 ibid 9. (93).
75 ibid 6, (53)« -: e know nothing of the presbyters f role here, beyond

the fact that they are present* of. ibid 11. (lll)»

76 ibid 16. (U»£-7).
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single mention.

the laity ar® greeted by a flattering and traditional set of titles 

(largely based on 1 Peter 2. 9») as th© ©leet Church of God, 1fce Catholic 

Church, the holy aad perfect, a royal priesthood* a holy multitude,

a people for inheritance, the great Church, th© bride adorned for the
78kord &od. After this promising start, they then receive less

sympathy than even the presbyters. Among the® the widows hav© a

special place, evea being mentioned with the clergy. But as they are
79linked here with the orphans, their status is probably an indeterminate

one, with only limited functions* They are the subject of th© Church's 

special concern, and do not have full clerical status with deaconesses. 

Required to obey a host of regulations, they cannot even dine out, much 

leas pray with people or impose hands on them, without the permission 

of the bishop or deacon* Above all they are not to dabble in 

doctrinal questions beyond their competence, as the Lord sent ®al@s
Oil

(the Apostles) and not women to teach. Neither can they baptise. 

Their function is to pray for almsgivera and th© whole Church,

77 ibid 9. (96); 9. (90).

78 ibid 9. (85-6)*

79 ibid 9. (86-8).

80 ibid 15. (138).

81 ibid 15. (132-3).

82 ibid 15. (342).

83 ibid 15. (132).
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injunctions against the laity are still more pointed, 

layman cannot call a bishop to account, or even observe how the bishop 

discharges his stewardship 5^ certainly no layman can jadge a bishop, 

or even a fellow layman* '* All oust attend church regularly, ' and 

everyone must contribute, according to his capacity, to the upkeep of 

the clergy*

fhe discussion of p^fianee is dominated by the author9 3 concern 

that mercy be shown to sinners, and his conviction that the central 

part in the processes was to be played by the bishop* The bishop has

the power to forgive sinners, as Christ forgave them, because he has
86 A pat on the person of Christ* &od wish®® sinners to repent and

return; H© has no time for those hard-hearted people who deny repentance 

to sinners* ^he author is determined t© oppose the rigorlBt 

tendencies in his community! a fact ¥?hieh eseplains bis hostility 

towards false informers, who ar© murderer©* If tfees© repent after 

their esspolsion, t&ey can b© received back into the Church, so long

ibid 9* (98-100).

85 ibid 9. (10Q-1).

86 ibid 13* (124)

87 ihid 9. (90)*

89 ibid 6. (48-50) i 7 (76).
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90 they desist frois contentiousness and lying. But there is another

side to this liberalism, which prevents it degenerating into laxis®.

f he bishop who can be bribed into allowing sinners to remain within the
91Church pollutes her before Sod and mail* • and hands his flock over to

92 Satsn. To obviate these dangers > and -to, give good example to all
93 sinners, the biahop and the deacon must themselves b© blameless*

^communication is a very serious business, because through it a 

bishop can condemn people to death in eternal fire*^" but no sinner
oe 

repents is barred from possible full reconciliation, and the

author knows nothing of a trilogy of murder, adultery and idolatoiy

i&ioh exclude from reconciliation* Heither did the author us© Hermas
96doctrine of only one post-baptismal reconciliation. These last two

*

factors are related, as Eahner has pointed out that Aer© there was only 

one reconciliation, th©r© was a tendency to severely limit the number

90 ibid 10. (105-?); 10* (101),

91 ibid 3. (38-^0).

92 ibid 6. (;4). cf. 10. (106).

93 ibid 5. (40). 

ibid 9. (%-)»

95 cf. P. Beaueaiapa "Un Svequ© du IHe siecle ausc prises avec lea 
pecheurs* Son activite apostoli(|ti©w in Bull* t.itt. Kcc. (50) 1
p* ¥>*

$6 cf « K. tahner, MBusslehrs und BuBSp,raxis der Bidascalia Apoatolorun1* 
in Zeitaohrift fur Katholisohes Theologie (72) 1950* p. 280.



97of sins utiieti require! this once in a lifetise process* •'•Ml© the

author's liberalism IB quite explicit, ther© are a e<suple of texts which

are ambiguous, and can be interpreted in a rigorist sense* Anyone

who eoiaaits a serious sin after baptian, w© ere told, is condemned 
98to Halls ^^ a little later* "bat after baptism also, (a sinner* • » & ^ •*

forgiven) provided that he has not sinaed a deadly sin aaor been as
99accos^lic© there to" *- Both texts can be reeonoiled with the author1 ®

final position by the addition of an unexpressed condition* Condemna­ 

tion to Hell is awlded if the sinner repents; so the forgiveness

denied to a serious sinner efter baptism is only the "free*3 variety

obtained at baptism ;• saoh a sinner eaa be cured through penaao®, 

Keither interpretation is aa impossibility, but there is no sign of 

these conditions in any of our texts? therefcsre the po&sibilli^r nast

remain of their being traese of another oid@r aad stricter discipline 100

£7 &slmer op* cit* p* 277* ®a p» 280 he point® out that the
similarities between tins Pldasealia and the contemporary Jewish 

. practice of imposing a ban oa their sinners {^fei©h was not 
restricted to ®ore ©erissus ©ins) is another reason for the 
afe&eae© of a once-only reconciliation i» the Did&soalia*

Pidas» L*.!!, 39« fl ©i Qt»is peeoa^erit iaiquuia aliepid post 
baptisjsuia, hie in gehaima coadesiimtur11 1 The Syriao text agrees 
witfe the Latinj cf. 5* (36)*

99 Bidas. 20* (178) There is no Latin text at thio' point*
Didas 10* {107-3} speaJcs only of es:0O2ffiuaieatio®|" there is no 
mention one way or the oth©r of reconciliation*

100 of* Corwiolly op. oit* pp*
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. But the "brief penances, prescribed for between two 

weeks ,. esnnot be used to support any theory restricting reconcilia­ 

tion to lesser sins. , There ere in faet two exeoniffiunle&tioas ; the

"real" esceQBHmsnication when the serious, aimer is excluded from the

and th® "liturgical11 exoomsiunicatioa, which signifies a

partial return to the Church* ant is separated from full
102 tion fcy a period between two sat seven w©@ks.. •. If a person has

committed serious sin, h© should be persuaded privately, or if this

is unsuccessful before two or three witnesses * to r@p@nt of bis siasj 

if he still re&aius obdurate after a final official warning from the 

Church, then he is to be esapletely avoided '07 all Christia&s*

Bishops are to hunt out such people outside the Churoh9 even those who
104. have despaired, in order to bring ttea back**^^ If the sinner does

repent, he eoijaiaiees the performance of the pe&anee8 9 and after en 

appropriate tia© the people petition the Bishop for his return^ as 

Christ pleaded for sinners. If the bishop is satisfied with his

sincerity, s. penance of two to s@Ten weeks is imposed before full
10*5 reconciliation* ^his intermediate reception is the "liturgical

101 £Idas tt £•

102 cf# B, Posebaann "Paenitentia secuaada" (l%Q) pp* 476-71
E« ahner op* clt* p« 261*

103 Didas. 10. (102-3)* 

lOli. ibid 7« (62-3)* 

105
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*8 (a rather unfortunate phrase) mentioned b^r Kahner (106).

Final and complete reconciliation occur* when the "bishop lays his hands
107'on th® Mad a$ the peal tent, while all pre

Just as th@ bishop alone in judge, so above all others he is the
"1 AJJ

pbysicien who heals, Mush mor© ttei im Cyprian* 3 writings, it is

rol© of the bishop .alone whioh is str@®sed» Rarely Is the petition-

making role of the lalt^.meatiosedi e^en i^ie martyr ©SB 

his own sins*

Th© sacramental jmture of tbe p©nitotial process is outlined mor® 

emphatically than in any other pre«-Kicene author , further confiraing

the preponderant role of the bishop* fh« ©piaeopal .imposition of

receives tl^ siiaer back into the Cbureh* as baptise awaits the
111 heathen; in both rites, the Holy Spirit is r@Q©i¥eeU ^&i&

not imply th&t the earlier part® of the process are non-saor&Bient&l;
112the "ordinatios*1 is the finale md. oroim of the

106 X* Eahner op. clt. p»

107 Bidas. 10. (IGk).

108 ibid.

10^ Didas* 6« (52*3).

110 ibid 20, (178)*

in ibid 10. (1%).

112 cf* £a!m*r op, eit, p, 274*



Mdasoalia is a deadly serious work, simple ? straightforward 

and hierarchical in ©very sense of th© word* As we are Inclined to 

assign an early third century dating to it, its viewpoint can only be 

typical of a limited area, perhaps Syria, Qrigen, a contemporary in 

not too distant Gaesarea, had a different view of th© Christian

ltiy, and especially of the bishop* uveo within this limited

area, we hesitate to claim that th© author* a iriews were a typical 

clerical self- assessment, despite th© lack of radical opposition to

the bishop in the Didaao&lia* Bid the prestyters share tlxa author* a 

eathusiasa for t3i@ deaeojas asid th« eplaoopaay^ and their 0191 eorrespoaA'*

lessened position? But it could/ be that episcopal self *

was oossion among mai^ bishops outside Syr;La at this time, 

whateirsr the misgivings of opponents suoh aa Tertullian or Orl^en*

VThil* -ya® olaim to direct apostolic authorship is used h@r© in good 

faith, it can also 'be a convenient way of expanding (or eoatraetinf) 

th© appeal to traditional norms* Th® author f s self«confidesice, and 

the absence of radical opposition within the e annuity show "that Ida 

'basic message was traditional, and faithful to his norms of I»&w, Prophets, 

Gospel and SOBKS epistles * But Ms Hew Testament canon was 'undefined, 

..still open, and in practice sataller than many ocmtemporarj lists*

Hi© theolo^r of the clergy is a direct descendant from that of 

Ignatias of Antiooh, largely independent of most of the post-Irenaeus 

in the ?';est, and especially of the apostolic succession
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theory* ffe© OH Testament is an important influence here, but Roman 

law had no 3nfluen&« nihatsoever on his views» H* is a stage further 

than Cyprian along t&e road to being a truly monarchical bishop ia 

theory and practice, but this is no sure sign that fee is later in 

history, any more than his liberal penitential practice is a sign of 

a later rather than en earlier dating» His monarchical style is 

especially evident in th© penitential processes, which are themselves 

seen more ia teras of the health of the community, rather than the 

wellbeing of the individual (the terms are not mutually exclusive}*

People are expelled for the sake of the body, just as an amputation is
vi *

necessary for someone with too many fingers. Naturally the

physician and surgeon for the amputation .and the healing is the bishop. 

He stresses that the bishop is as much "bound by the cooeandiaents aa

anyone, and he mad® no claim that the bishop is responsible to Q-od 

alone. But, because of his monarchical position, and especially if 

the dearth of information on episcopal synods means that thes® wer^ 

not a regular feature of Church life, tb$ bishop's position must have 

approached in fact what Cyprian claimed as an ideal*

Less significant than th® monarchical rol© of the bishop9 but 

more exceptional, is the exaltation of the diaeonate« The deaoom are 

the special allies of the bishop as he rules the community, and are 

clearly second ia importance only to him, although the author is 

prepared to pay lip service to the traditional position of the presbyters

« (107).
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by referring to them as the "crown of the Church", and counsellors of 

the bishop. In the Latin text at this point the deacons are even 

said to be "in aaoerdotio Chriati", while the Syriae translator fro® 

the Greek ha® the phrase "in honour of Christ". This development 

is a rationalisation of one aspect of the theology of Ignatius. If

the bishop is to be respected as the Father, the deacon as Christ, and
116the presbyters as the Apostles, it is only logical to place the

deacons over the presbyters. fhat a desire to correct Ignatius ms 

not the main reason for the d©aeonf s importance can be presuiaed, 

although we can only conjecture at th© motives beyond this point* The 

most probable explanation is that, at least in the past, the presbyters 

had come into conflict with the bishop; or simply that a bishop had 

felt it more becoming to rule without them*

Just as it is not an overstatement to speafc of the author as 

anti-presbyteral, so th© author*s lev© for the laity did not prevent hi®

114 ibid 9« (20)• The phrase "corona ecclesia®** is also in the Latin 
text. 1. °25. (91)*

115 Didas. L.C26. (9l)| cf. ibid 9* (90). Once again because of the 
literal nature of the Latin translation, we think that this is 
closer to tfre original than the Syriac.

116 Ignatius Sp to the Trallians 3« Elsewhere Ignatius was ambiguous 
on the typology of the deacons. In a parallel passage to the 
Sa^yraaeans ( C8) the deacons are to be reverenced "according to 
&od*s coiaaiand* ( £* 9too IvToX^v). in another parallel passage 
to th© lagnasiana ( 6), we are to aot in harmony with the deacons 
"entrusted with the service of Jesus Christ". Did Ignstius sense 
the ambiguity of ths passage to the Trallians (for the presbyters 
were clearly superior to the deacaas ill ids eyes), and avoid it 
on other occasions? "e are not suggesting that this rationalisa­ 
tion was the motor behind the ris© of the deacon.
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removing all "constitutional" checks on the episcopacy from their 

field of action. The laity is to be seen, but rarely heard* 

There is a real antipathy behind some of his remarks on the widows. 

No previous bishop had gone so far .in this direction (as far as w© 

know).

The Syrian Didascalia confirms the existence of a theological 

tradition and community life style in the East, significantly 

different from that of the Vest, and even the Alexandrian Church, It 

shows that the monarchical episcopate was not first created by the 

Western Church, So too, while the bishop is a determined advocate 

of a liberal penitential practice, and dominates the proceedings, 

there is nothing to connect this faet with the development of the 

monarchical episcopate, Xgnatius* monarchical episcopate is the 

classic counter example, as we know nothing of his penitential 

processes.

This is an important work for any history of the exercise of 

authority precisely because of its differences from the patterns of 

authority in so many other Churches,

ORI&BJS

From the number of ancient texts which purport to have been 

written by Clement of Rome, we are here concerned with the Howilies 

and the Recognitions, Both texts as we now have them date from the
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fourth century, aad recount (with considerable similarities) Clement's 

travels with Peter and the rediscovery of his long lost family* Both 

accounts are fabulous and bisarre, but beyond their mythology have some 

Interest for us in their doctrines of Christ, their attitudes to the 

Lew, etui in the positions they assign to Jemes, Peter and Clement*

Many different authors aad saaisy different doctrines have contributed 

to the final versions, and even the relationship between them is still 

disputed* The existence of 4©wish-Christian elements in the Pseudo* 

Clementines is not denied, but ther© are fundamental differences over 

the literary and historical classification of these elements* This

could scarcely be better illustrated than by th© introductory notes in
1 the second volume of <;, hennecke's "hew Testament Apocrypha"* r''arly

ia the work, the ivery^paata Petrou is set out la a number of excerpts

from the iiomilies, preiaced by an -.Introduction of G* .^trecker defending
? this position 3 and. dating the Kerygmata some time around 200 A.D," 3ut

the introcluotion to the Pseudo-Clementines proper, written by J. Irmscher
f 

explicitly differs i'rom •:*treeker,"; and hm serious reservations sbout

the theory that the im&ic writing is based on two main source writings 

(the Kerygmata. sad Acts of Peter), which in essentials own be reoon* 

s true ted* :"

1 English translation of vol, 2* "Apostolic and -iiarly Church : 'ritings'*.
4ipjo editor ..''.,* .-.id^# •• iJuSGfi, LOHCLOU, ju

2 ibid p. Ill,

3 * * > ••» ,- •* "*• f*4 />% -> /••; - -. _ *"* '\v-\jUi^«UU y» ^^V



393

Holland has set out v@ry clearly the chief stages in the history

of the debate, shoeing how e^en the limited consensus achieved before
5 1930, haa been attached % £• Schwarts, «T* Thomas and B. ftehn. ?'hil@

we hav@ not accepted the thesis of Sehwarts which denies the presence
6 of .Sfeionite doctrines, as well as the possibility of reconstructing

7the basic writing (Gzundschrift i.e. &)» and the Ktrygaata Petrou,

EeJas f s suggestion that these 3bionite doctrines are largely heretical

interpolatian® in tbe Hcnilie» t which the later author of the
8 Recognitions attempted to eliminate has not been effectively

However, ^lile th®re i® no strength in maa&ers with regard to 

these questions, the descendants of the Tubingen School, which aee the 

Hbionite contri'butisn e© the earliest strands in the final works, are

5 &• Holland, "La clreoacision, 1® bapteW et if 8iitorlte' du decret 
apostolicsi© (Aotea .>C?. 28 sq«) dans lea ailieux Judeo-^hretieas des 
PaeudcHJleaeiitinea11 in 3tudia Theologioa (9) 1955, pp. 2-5•

S, Sohwarts, "Unaeitgeaaaae deobachtungen «ii den Clementinen1* in
SJI.'v. (31) 1932, pp. 187 aq.

ibid pp. 167

S, Rehm, *Zur ^ntatehong der pseudoklementiulschen Sehriften" in 
S.H.-. (37) 1938, e.g. p.
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showing ©n increasing self -confidence, and command a larger numerle&l

following among scholars than their opponents.
10 tfith &ehn and his opponents we accept the e5d.sten®© of G,

11composed In Syria perhaps la the first half of the third century ,

and to be Identified in broad outline by the similarities between the 

two final works* ^e have not attempted to disentangle the sources ofjt ' ''**"

0, and we haw not attempted to date the Eblonite doctrines a® either

later heretical interpolations f or second century source material* In
12 either cas€> 9 they are otstsiet® the time span of this stu^« A brief

outline of their teaching is giwis, since whether from an earlier or

9 Cardinal Panielou in his work HA History of -tarly Christian Doctrine* 
vol. 1. "The Theology of Jewish Christianity* Sag. trana. London 
19^4, p. 59* adopts this point of view, not even mentioning the 
opposing literature| cf. nil* p. 59. &* Strecker, "fias 
Judet^hristestum in den Paeudokleiaentinena in Texte und 
Untersuohungen (70) 1958* p. 34. claim® that the consensus is 
mov5jag back towards the Tubingen School approach, Holland hiaself 
adopts a variation of thia; op, oit* pp. 6-8. Also 0. Cul3aann, 
HBi© neuentdeckten QoiBrantexta uad dss Judenchristentuia der 
Paeudoklementinen*1 in Baihefte sur Seitschrlft fur die 
liehe " ; issenschaft (21), 19549 pp. 35-51. H. 39 Schoej 
and Gesohichte des Judeucferlstesiaams1* fublngea 1949* P* 135. 
tfee exaltation of James asd Peter, and th@ wiled attack on Paul 
through the person of Simon, is th© content of the second century 
debate on th© place of Hie Law in Christianity,

10 cf, J. Xmseher op* cit* p. 533*

11 Ibid p. 533. of. J. i'ttasten "Patrology11 vol* 1* p» 62. 
B« Altaner "Patrologis" p. 6ft.,

12 Keitlaer interpretation aacribes "toe .'^bioisite doctrines to the
composer of &• Hefam believe® these deriv© from interpolations iss 
the Homilies, while Streeker (p. 105. "H.T, Apocw ) believes the
genuine Hblonitissia were sources for G.
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later source, it could in its general outlines represe&t the group's 

doctrine in the late second and third century, The epistle of Peter 

to Jaros, which is certainly Sbionite, has a number of interesting 

points for any stu^y of authority. But their- significance cannot be 

assessed, unless t&ey can be dated with some accuracy*

The dating of $ie epic tie of Clement is another and different 

problem* Strscker believes that it comes from the author of 6-,

Re&a insists that the work as we now hair© it should be dated as

late as possible* Ullnsjia has a brief iafon&ative section oa its

dating and pxov«nfincc t pointing out that It is rash to presume a priori 

that it originally constituted part of the P*eudo*€leBentine&» and

there is BO evidene© that its transmitted fom was composed, in one 

pic?ce at oa® aiid the sas© time,

Eeferences to James and P@t®r 'Will b© discussed in ^ie next 

chapter of this work* ' :.'e are here coac©rn@d with more geaeral 

eoclealological cpesticmsj and aeust restrict our examination first of 

all to ^ 8 afterwards e^aparing this with element's epistle* Peter *s

13 195B art* p*

op* cit. n2Q2. p* 148*

15 ??• UHaaim^ "The significance of the ^pistola Cleaeutis in the
Pseudo-Clementines*' in J*T*S* (11) K*s* I960* pp.
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epistle Is considered separately. OB small points of detail, it is

impossible to give even an approximate dating* An example of this is
16 

the reference to the "rule of the Church" in Clement's epistle.

For (*, Christ is the true Prophet, who is recognised by the 

unfolding of his prophecies. There is little interest in the 

Christologioal pi'oblem, and a aimpls? belief that a ^ust life is 

guarantee of a successful Last Judgment.

Both works share a belief in the importance of baptism, and the 

long intensive preparation isfoieh normally preceded it (as in the case 

of Clement himself). In the Recognitions, it is described as baptism 

the "name of the threefold Blessedness for the remission of sins".

ia th® .Recognitions t when Peter is in Caesarea we leam ffiai^r
i fl 

details of the oatechumate and the baptism ceremony» The catechumen

must first be inscribed, end then taught Christian doctrine; h© must 

fast, and examine his om conduct. Baptism Itself is given in the 

n^ae of the trinity with running water and is preceded by an anointing 

with oil* Once again though^, little significance can be attached to 

these details, as t&@ parallel passage in the Homilies only mentions

2. 4. cf. R« P. C. Hanson W0rigen*s Doctrine of Tradition" 
pp. 77-8, who following Ullmann dates the work sifter Xranaeus and 
before Cyprian, and mention® the difficulty of explaining the 
exact meaning of th© terau

17 Recognitions 1* 69*

18 Recognitions 3* 67.
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regular instructions (by Implication), fasting and a daily imposition
19of hands before the actual baptism*

G aaa tte epistle of Cleme&t share a belief in the existence of 

"bishops, presbyters and deacons* More significantly, the bishop Is 

clearly monarchical in theory and probably in practice* He talc©© the
20 place of Christ, has the duty of preaching** &nd the power to

22 5^ "5
and loos-© 5 he snst be obeyed* ^

Similarly there is a ccauaon belief in an ordination cereaony, 

by 3hioh bishops are oonseerated* Eaad® are iaposed, on the person to

b© ordained by Peter alon© 9 who also pray© over the ordineiid* Th« 

exact words at this sioment ca& only be guessed at, as they differ 

greatly in th@ differeut versions* After the prayers and the 

imposition of hamls., the candidate is placed on the episcopal chair, 

from which he teaches, and presides in the liturgy* In every case 

Peter alone ehooses the bishop; but we cannot teoneluele that a bishop

19 Homilies 3 (f )* 73. The epistle of Cleaent 13 tea a brief 
section on the duties of e&teehists, stressing in particular
that such a man be educated* There are also suBBaaries of the 
teaching given to catechumens iiec* 4* 35« ^iad HOB* 8 (H ), 231 
Reo* 5. 10. and Horn. 11

20 HQBU 3 (f )« 60j R.eo* 3* ^^5 %« ̂ ^®a 2*
21 Horn. 3 { f )* 711 t^ec. 3* ^65 i--p* Clem 5*^*
22 Horn* 3 ( r ). 72? Ep. Clea 2*
23 Host* 3 ( T ). 61 j nee* 3. 56j %. Cl^m 6.
24 Horn. 3 (r ). 63} 3-eo* 3. 66; 3p* Clem 2.
25 Rec. 3* ^j Uon* 3 ( r }• ?2j cf, : -p* Cle® 2*

26 -: 'p* Cleas 195 Ho®, 3 (r )* 63* However in Reo* 3* &S« a&d
Horn. 3 (f )• 72« oB3y the imposition of haads and the prayers are 
mentioned*
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chose and then consecrated his successors, although the inference 

must be that the imposition of" hands for ordinution, at the tiia©

(and place) where G rcas written, was reserved to the episcopate clone* 

and that the bishop alone chose his presbyters aad deacons *s Peter 

did. Leaving to one side for the moment the positions of James end 

Peter, the author of .G has shovm a thoroughly traditional belief in

the apostolic origins of the hierarchy, and their "apostolic** authority,
27as he describes Peter's ordinations in kcsae, Caesarea, 7ripolis, etc*

There is little here which could not have been written by ss/my 

writers at the begiimiisg of the third century. A ;;yrtaa origin for & 

is suggested by the strongly monarchical position of the bishop, *Mio
*°»£J

takes the plaee of Christ.*0 However the Apostolic origins of the

episcopate were not so much as explicitly mentioned by either Ignatius
29 of /ntiooh or the fiidascalia,' - so that S ? if It is Syrian, represents

a significant development for theology in that area. There is BO 

reason why this Bight not have occurred.

2? of 6 C« Schiaidt, *.>t^diea su den Pseudo-Cleffientinen*1 in Taxte und 
Untersuchungen (46) 1930 , p«

28 Ignatius of Antioeh C-P« to the Tralliaas 2, 1.) speaks of the
biijliop being like Jesus Christ, but in the ridascalia the deacon, 
not the 'bishop, takes the place of Christ e»g. Diiias* 9» (S5«8}»

29 The i'idasc&lia oertaimly stressed the importance of the apostolic 
origiEs of doctriao.
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The epistle of Peter and the G antestatio, in which Cleeent is not 

mentioned, present us with a sectarian Judaism based on the Law* This

was gi^ren to Moses by G-od and confirmed by Christ, who promised that
30 not one jot or tittle of it would pass away. Sone asio&g the G-entiles^P -^ • ««• w ^»v ^~- ^( -wr

^L who have followed a lawless and absus^d doctrine are to b© rejected*

fThere are a number of appeals to the rule,*'' snd the Scriptures 

have a aubordinat© position. These are aabiguous ®a& even contra**

dietory; one swst Isnow the traditlona ao that ^me is not perplexed
31 by the ambiguous utterances of the prop&eta* There is a

soaeera for unity of doetria®, none God, one Isw and one

There is an ambiguity in the role® of both Apostles aad bishops* 

the epistle is from Peter, aiid both it and the Coirtestatio are chiefly

concerned isiith Peter's t©ashiis^s» On the other hand, Janes ubo is
35not an Apostle, is the lord and bishop of the ho3^ Church, and ele&rly

the dominant figure for the author » Therefore eT@n the limited role 

Ca^enhauseu gives the Apostles as "founders of the Chuvoh's
36 37 tradition asid legislation" is not their preserve alone*

30 Spistle of Peter 2. 5*
31 ibid a. 3*
32 ibid 1* 4; 3* 2.
33 ibid 1* >S»
34 ibid 1. 5.
35 ibid 1. 1*
3^ "Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power" p* ISO*
37 ef* S* Blu®, "Tradition uad Sttkaession" (19^3) p* l&O* who points

	out how Jaiaes* authority limits theit of the Apostles*
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Jsaea is described aa bishop, and the bishop supervises the handing
so

over of the secret teachings* But the books of Meter's preaching 

ar© sot consigned to them, but to the teachers, who ar© compared to

the seventy to ?tfnm Mose$ consigned his teaching function. Thes© 

preaching© are secret, and are only to be handed over to those -worthy 

of than. The teachers are the usual depositaries,, Jaaes explains to 

his alders; they oust be circumcised, and have undergone six years 

of preparation before all is revealed to than (although some works 

ere revealed earlier as part of their trial}* They seal their 

reception of these works with a vow to pass on tbe information only to 

those worth^r to receive it*

ThBS© ambiguities reflect the uneasy balance struck between Jewish 

aad Christiiin elements in these two works, whatever the period ?^ 

the final protest emerged. If the bo% of the materiel as 

herQj showing especially the subordinate role of :';cripture, the app« 

to the rule, the lir.iited importance of apostolicity, and the esdatsnc© 

of a set group of teachers, could be proved to have originated in %fae 

second century, then our picture of early Christianity ^ould be 

coasidsrabliy fuller. As opinitms, however, are still so diverse about 

the period when -toss doctrines emerged, no fira oonoludioas can be 

draws about their 9ignific:uaee«

36 Contestatio 2, 2; 3. 4.
39 :-p. Pet, 2, 1; of* 1» 2W
40 Contestatio 1« l,-3« 1* of. Horn* 19 (l^}« 20» -xhere Jesus commands 

tha esysteries be confined to the household, end explains them
privately to his disciples* Schaddt op a cit. pp. 31?»l8 explains
the role of the teachers*
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A large number of biographies of Gregory Thautaaturgus werct written 

after his death* All of them, with the possible exception of Gregory 

of Nyssa'a, are so Btythologlsed as to be almost worthless. The stoat 

important source of information remains Gregory's own panegyric of 

Ori&en*

He was born between 210-213 in the town of lieocaesarea in Pontus,

of pagan and vroll*to~do parents* After the death of hi® father, he
1 first came to know of Christianity, probably through Ills mother,

although it is not Joaom whether he was baptised then* '" 1th his 

brother Athenodorus (mentioned only by .-Xiaebiua), he studied Latin, 

rhetoric s«d law in his native city* They had hoped to continue their

legal studies in Beirut, or perhaps Kiojae, but after aeesxnjanyiag their 

sister and brother^in^l&w to C&esarec, they met Oj^igea, enrolled in his 

school, and finally abiindoned any thought of a legal career* After 

five years with Origen, both left Ca@sa.rea to return to Pontus as 

missixmaries (o 238-9), fcs«i eventually both became bishops, Gregory in 

Neoe&es&rerx. itself. "e should b© a little sceptical of -usebius*

claim that his oonseeration occurred almost iamedl&tely after his
2 return, although be was bishop for some years before the persecution

1 Panegyric of Origin §• 49-50, (ed. II. Grousel* 19^9* Paris )•

2 Ecclesiastical History '/!• 30. !•
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of reoiufi in 250. About 2S4, he attended mlth his brother the first 

council of Antioch against Paul of 3anoaat&, although his pressnce at 

the second council is unlikely. v/ery possibly he had died in the

One incident in his personal history is of further Interest,

Gregory of Nysae. in his biography tells us that Pha-sdimus, bishop of 

Aaasea consecrated Gregory bishop of ffeoc&esarea (or rather God did) 

by prayers, and without the imposition of hands as Gregory was not 

present, and perh&ps unwilling* Later the proper forma were carried

out. Despite the aythological elements in the later Gregory* a
5account, this incident should not b© dismissed out of h&nd as

A nuffiber of questions ariat, "'as Gregory already a presbyter? hen 

did he know of his episcopal commission? As the account serves no 

pie-tiatie purpose, it is probably true in its basic outlines. That 

there was a proper ceremony later (by implication aa imposition of hands) 

shows that such was the custom, if not always an absolute necessi^* 

If Gregory hiaaelf had imbibed ouch of tfe© spirit of his master Origen, 

he would hardly have quibbled over liturgical, or even "sacramental*

cf, Crousel's Introduction to th« Panegyric pp, 25-6* However 
V, Tyssel "Gregoi'ius Thouiaatur^us" Leipzig 1880, pp, 17-19. holds 
th« opposite view, believing he did not die before 270,

De Vita 3«sati Gregoril ?.G, 46, 909.

op, cit, p. 62 adaits the limitations of the biography, 
but denies that it should be dlaaisaed out of head as a " 
somnioruia*' ; alao Ibid p, 13»
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details aeoonpanyiag his nomination,

.AS far aa w© can tell from the few writinga of hi a wtilefa survive,

Gregory appe&left to tl3© traditional norms, and especially Scripture.
g ?The Old Testament is often invoked, us is St* Paul. Aa befit® the •

practical concerns of the cano&io&l Ietter9 the people of Pantos who

had just suffered at the hands of the Goths are re® laded that because
8 Aohaii sinned, the Jews had lost that particular war. the prof eaaion

9 of faith which Gregory of %ssa outlines in his biography,* explaining

that it was given to Gregory bySt* Joins at the eaan&ad of Our Loty, is

neither a creed, nor a rule* It is not a brief statement of the faith, 

out c careful theologlc&l statement on the Trinity*

The canonical epistle #ivea a nua3>er of lns%Jats into hi® 

adaaionary activity', and his general vccleuiology jyad attl1%ide to 

authority. fh& many practical issues needing to be solved favoured a 

strongly monarchical style of episoopaoy* Gregory himself &uat have 

dominated not only Ills oim dioceae t but the neightxxirlng ones ,sa v$ell a 

perhaps aa Cyprian ;iid# The canonical epistle to a neighbouring biahop 

shows Uais« '"'hile Cre^ory of Hjssa's life might be guilty of an&ohro*»

-an this point, it does highlight the istportanoe of the bishop , by

6 'Cpiatola Caaonica* Canon 1 (1021); 2 (1023) j 3 (1032) etc.

7 e.g. ibid 1 (1020)| 2 (1026).
8 Ibid 3 (1032).
9 p.&, 46. 912-3; slso ?.&. 10* 9B^-S*
10 of* -U P. C. !!i«a-ou "Tradition in the '"arly Church" (1962) pp* 85-4.
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explaining that Gregory constituted the Church in a neighbouring town,
3JL by designating a bishop. There is nothing In Gregory's

limited collection of writings to contradict this emphasis, un& a 

good deal to support it* The canonical epistle' is 'based on the premise 

that a bishop can legislate in some detail for his people* h@n 

Phaedimus ehose Gregory, and ho himself chose a bishop for Coraana, 

both th© choice cmd the creation of the new bishop were episcopal 

prerogatives 9 though we should like to know wtothor an indiviilaal 

bishop at this time could decide to erect a n«w dio©^sea The possibi­ 

lity of a loose supervision by a local defacto metropolitan, or even 

a more general supervision by Caesare& hes'S^lf (of* FixnillAn9 8 

synods) amat b© a real erne* But we Just do not .know, Xn

OMB case this t&onarchieal pow©r was toapered by ccemon sense,
13perhaps a touch of temow, and effectively limited at least on

iaportant occasions "by episcopal synods, such a© those against Paul of 

S&aosata*

His teachings on penance coiKfi«s this picture of well ordered

11 fita. 933, T+}* rr*?* tiroes ijc-xA-^ e-*."«cw /c«c

12 Vita.

e*g, ;-'p« can. 1 (1020-1). If the young women captured "ay the 
barbarians had previously been of good character, they did not 
have to enroll in the penitential processes. If their earlier 
conduct had not been free from reproach, then 'they had to undergo 
the t>enanoes*
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where the bishop rules justly, yet mereiAilly* The
1L penalty of exeoBBunioation is used for serious sizars, " but th&re

is no hint of permanent total excommunication for as^ sins* As 

Gregory was a pupil of Qrlgen's* this is a confirmation of Origenf & 

own liberal approach to penance, although Gregory does not mention gay- 

limitation to a unique pgnone© after baptism* The penitential processes 

ar© seen in. terms of th@ wellbeing of the community, rather than that 

of individuals (although this latter value is e@x*tai&3^ presupposed). 

It is also seen as & judicial, as well as a healisg process* £"er a 

general history of pfaisns© lioweTr©rf Gregoiyf s chief si^ttifieanee liea 

in his eauaeration of the different classes of p©ziitents, with th@ir 

varyiR^ dagre^s of exoommunioation i«e* mourners (those oospletely 

excluded from the liturgy), the hearers, snd the pro®irate, who both 

leave with th© eateohumena, the by©'femders 9 and th@a those ^fao particl* 

pate fully by receiving Cooounioa

14 ^;p a Can, 2 (1025}| 7

15 ?n. Can* 11 (lOliB}* Croueel op, cit* p» 28, believes that the
types, of penitents h&ve been systesaatised according to the outline 
in the 75 th canon of Basil's third, epistle to Aophiloehios , and 
that the passage Is not i'rom C'regcry* .:.o does Ryssel op» clt* p*31« 
However as 0* D. '^tkLns " ;i History of Penance" vol* 1* (1920) 
pp« 239^*0« e-xplalns, while the llth canon Is more technical and 
definite than Gregory's letter requires, it does explain the 
references of tbe letter, correctly describing a system utiieli 
evolved before the end of the century, and which the Council of 
Ancyrti in 314 referred to as **th& defined grades**, (therefore 
already well established)* J* Srota, "Die "ntsicklung dea 
aussstufemveaens In der vornioanischen Kirche" (Freiburg 1955} 
pp, 408 aq» has & similar opinion, believing the divisions 
certainly cam© frcm Gregory's "Gedankenwelt***



the slightly attblgucua reference to the penitential grades, 

Gregory adds little that IB aow to our knowledge of the exereiae of 

authority in the Church at this tiae« Re confirm the existence ©f 

a strong and effective monarchical episcopate in Aaia at the tiae, and 

of a remarkably effective missionary (and episcopal) activity* Neithe 

legally, nor as & natter of fact was fa® m^tro^olitaa of Pontas, but his 

canonical ©pis tie ahows that hla iaflueao® <w&® not confined to his oro 

diocese. The neaaore of his aehi.©vement la 1fee legend that at hla 

death th©re were only ©eventesm pagans in hi© city, juat aa there had
<

only seventeaa Chriatlans whea. he returned there j

frequent appeals in Ms lettera to Neocaeaarea to the tradition
17 aatabliahed by Gregory*

IS 

17
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CHAW m. f m

COUNCILS

After tli© initial "council** at Jerusalem recorded ia the ^cts of

the Apostles 8 we hear of no Cornell® until the last third of the ©e 

, when '-tasebiua tells us that a number were held in Asia aga

the Hon twists* By the ©sid of that eentuxy and during the next,

bishops of tea met together on a regional basis to ciis-ou®© matters $f 

coaoon interest. But the meetings were in most part® irregul&r, the 

participants were different t ^id the ^hol® he.phasard process was ruled 

!>#• oustoja rather than oanoa law, aad intimat©ly oonneoted with the 

role of th© local "de facto** setropolitan*

Fr^i the tiae of Paul*® missionary Roomie a 9 the disparate 

Christian ©oaisumitle® ^id share a fellaw*-f@©ling wMafe found expression 

in a number of ways. Th© epistles of Paul and Zgn&tius of Antioeh 

are one exaaple; Paul's eolleetion for the Church in Jerusalem is 

another. The Xarnan coueera for th© state of the Choroh in Corinth, 

which we find in 1 Cleaent ̂ is a practical expression of this fellow- 

feeliisg* '"'ith the increasing interest of the educated classes .in 

Christianity in th® second century, travelling scholar© and teachers, 

both orthodox and heretic , helped to bring &t least th© Churches in the 

big cities closer together* Also there was th@ Church's missionary

f "-cclesiaatical History



If we grant this $eas© of unity £how®v®r cesnfused and iaoipiant 

it was) sttoag the different eosasuniti®®, end the precedent of 'fee 

council in Aots, « couple of questions present thenselves* -hy did 

the Church w&lt so long before r?>uaing the practice? "lay should It 

haw started around 180 A*B0 in Asia against the Montsnista?

•'•© do not have clear anawera to these questions -®n& we OMinat be 

absolutely o@rta.iii that there were no other councils before 180» 

However if they elid occur they oust have been y©f*f rare* By "

w® aean a gathering of Christians,, with a nuafe^r of bishops present as
2 well as tho local bishop* It is often said that w© hear of no

councils (in t&is sense) sa-e®tia§ to tosid® the canon of the K
3 Testament* ^his is not eoispleiely trua^ because TertuHian tells

us a nufflber of eouacila, inoludinfi; those of the Catholics f placed
JL

Keraas fimons the Apocrypha j but the fundaaental point is ^®lid« So

too th@r© war® no eotinoils agcinst the Gnostics*

Perhaps it a as beeause the Gnostie Boiinstreaai deviated in 

a spaetcicular fashion from established 'traditi^aBj especi&ULy In the us® 

or rejection of Scripture, that the different orthodox coif^iualties 

felt little uncertainty about their basic anti-^nostio position*

A g&therlzig of the loo.-il congregationt with the bishop 
presbyters playing & dcaln^rait role, was the usual way of 
at decision® in the early Church*

©*$* G* Kretftchnejr M£ie Koosile der alten Kirchew in
bkumsnisehen Konsile dor Christenheit" ed* H. J^ Margull (l%i) 
p» 14«

10. 12.
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However ther© as*© other eonai&r&ticns* A council presupposes a 

number of dioceses, with a bishop heading each of them; it also

presupposes the aon«iy necess&xy for travel,' and a bishop "sep 

from Ms presbyters sufficiently to speak in the name of his coausunity 

as its chief teacher (or at least the t&aoher afeo has ths l&at word 

on. orthQdoj$*)« In soae areas, not ell these jwreconctitlssia were 

present. At Home and Alexandria, the orthodox oaiaur*ity was so 

embattled against schismatics «*»d heratioa th&t its l©ad@i"S h&O, little 

tiae for travel, l? in*diy, if a Christian ocsafiouii-lgr was clearly 

differentiated from (and superior to) its zteighbours, as Koiae was in 

Italy, there was leas possibility «md need for & council*

3eyoad pointing to the absence of th@ae preconditions, we c&nndt 

explain the -ia&rth of councils on the Gnostics and the New Testament* 

But the presence of these conditions does help to explain the rise of 

t&© councils in Asia* "-pheaus, while enjoying some sort of precedence, 

as the follcsvdn^ ^olyerstes enjoyed stara, w^i^ mot a dominant jaetropoiitan 

see like Ksae op Alexandria* Tlier® w«»re nuD$rous bishops In the apea t 

and fro® St. Polyo&rp we know that the episcopate there was well 

established with no group of intellectuals to seriously challenge th© 

bishop's teaching role* Neither was Montanisa in any way so obviously 

opposed to the Church's tradition as Snostieiaaij indeed with it® 

enthusiasm and severity, it could see® to bring many benefits* Initially 

its anti-episcopalistt would, have been soaewhat sauted (Tertullian never

5 of* Intro, of Zgnatius* letter to !3olycarp«
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completely rejected episcopacy), ajsd the ©ntles of th@ prophets 

regarded as distasteful, rather than providing grounds for & 

rejection, Both in Phrygla and Rome, the Bovenent Initially hoped to 

remain within the Choroh*

During the second and third centuries there were councils of 

type*, but none of them olaiaed to tee s or was regarded s©

e of the whole of Christendom, as the later Kouaenieal 

Councils were* Some were smell local gatherings, such as the anti- 

Msntanlst councils in /•*!&; others had representatives frcaa a large

area, as for exsiplt in aoa© Horth African eoun^lls, with members froa 

all Latin Iforth Ai"rlc&« So®® were ootapletely domisiat^i by the 

bishops (Cjpri^^9 s rebaptlsa counolltt); soaetiaes presbyters played

a prominent part, &urid softetl&es perhaps even the laltj**

A probable example if this laat category is the tmtl^ontanist 

©ounciis, ::asebitts ?lo^s not apeeifj- ^ho par'tiolp&ted, and It 1® not 

'until the ninth century "Libellus .'^ynodlous1* of Pappus, that w@

of a synod held &t Hlerferolls ~by Apollljiiiri® smd
6other blahoj.^8* ' There is no reason to doubt that the biahopa

ed a pronlnsnt parti but where the uatherings were loo^l, ;^nd the 

susbsr of bishops sssall t the possibility of efffcctive contribution by

the other el@rgj cind lai% i^s so much i^eater, A certain a^aspl© of

uoted, by K» J» Kefel» "Histojre des Conolles11 vol, 1* 
M, l^^eler^ (1907) p» 128j but liefele p. 129 aooepte the 

of these accounts*
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participation 10 mentioned by Gregory th» • i"oodenroricer» where he 

speaks of th© total exoamnunio&tion ef those nho joined the barbarians,
try

until the sal&ts ( 0<^ ctj/t~o^ ) could meet .together to d&oid©|* 

however there is no certainty that any bishop was present except hiaself • 

:.t the local synod of Arainoe in Sgypt (c 25$ £.!>«), at which 

Dionysius of Alexandria presided^ and the local presbyters and teachers 

discussed the lillenarianisa of llepos, any .interested laity w@re also
o

invited to attend* the laity also attended the Fabian Byaod on 

the n&tore of the soul after death, and tfc©ir rola is b@st seen in

the account of th© synod against Beriwslides, at which Qrlgen played 

such an taportant part* They are not simple spectators, but
10 th@ deoiaiona taken » and guarantees that thes® will b^ kept*

At these sa&ller synods, the preslgrtera (as a ^roup) on occasion

had a slightly aore important part9 if ®%e fact that they are sectioned 

aocng the signatories is any g«id»» The first synod, against Origen

sapposedy ^:q»©iled hia frow Ale-sandria ms made up of biahopaA <k ^^ *• <M "J.

11and presbyters* Cyprian soaetiffies sent out letters in the ssmie
12of the iMiiridjjal bishop® and t^i© group of presbyters present; h©

7 Spistola Canonioa* Ci^noa 7
6 .'-.useblua -« K. VII* 24* &*
9 laid VI, 37*
10 . ;:Etretl@n a^rl-gene r.v<?c HeraelMe ed9 J* -cherer* (I9o0) 6 (

Scherer* Intro. n2 p. 19* points out that this is similar to the
role Crimes envisaged for the laity at the ordination ceremonies*
Photius. Bibliotheca cod* 118 (?.G. 103. 

4*
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13
also refers to decisions taken fcy the bishop© and their "copresbyters" f

ivhlle Cornelius tells him that ha had discussed the content of his

letter with the Roman presbyters 3 and five bishops who happened to be
^ 14present*

At other t-iiaaa, individual presbyters plsyM aa important part ill 

councils v&loh w®m otherwise very mch dominated by bishops® "lien 

hi© fellow-bishops could sot convince Beryllus of Boatrs (la Arabia) 

of his error (aocording to ?&seblus, h© held that Christ had no diifinity

of Kis oim), Or%eii was then eeat for, aM finally brought the bishop
15 back to the right path* " It was Again episcopal incompetence which

brought Origen to the stynod. held to Ju%e bishop Heraclldes, although
16 

it ia not certain th&t all the other participants were bishops*

Two lo^portant councils war© held against the bishop of Antiochf 

Paul of Samoaata around tha year 266* Obviously the bishop of such 

an important diocese could not bo triad by the local clergy or the 

neighbouring bishops alone* The support of the neighbouring 

"aetropolitans" was especially iaportant* Dionysius of Alexandria was 

unable to ooffie^ but sent a letter to 'the Antioohene coiaauiiity (not Paul)
17

setting out Ills views ; Hjaenaeus of Jerusal^is aad rirslliaja of

Cai?s:.-.re£ attended, as did many other bishops, Inolading Gregory and

13 -:P«
14 -p«

15 -;usebius S,H, ¥1. 33* 1-3.
16 Soberer op« clt* n3* pp* 17*18* thinks that Maxlmus and I>enls 

might have b@ea presbyters*
17 "usettUui Ti:*H. TO. 2?j Ttl. 30. 3*



his brother from Pontua, and Kfexiaua of Boatra* Such a gathering '

wag very different fron the local aynods againat Kottt^aiea held nearly 

OB© hundred years earlier In Asia*

Paul 1 a error was that ha denied the divinity 01' Chriatj at least
X9 hia opponents ol&ined as much. He was finally condemned and. deposed,

after sfiimiug a temporary reprieve. However auoh win his following 

in the city* he was able to refuse to hand over the church building f 

and tile Emperor .'.urelian tram appealed to In order to ju%t between the
OA

two parties.*" Thia Is indicative of the freedom th© Aatioehene Clmroh 

then enjoyed frosa pers©oution«

%art from the pronlneaea of the aoeuaed and thfi a€euseiv t end the 

immense geographie&l area fron Alexandria to Arabia *and r?ontua 

(represented by the biahopa}» the other notable ohar&oteriatio of these 

gatheringa was the pra&iae&t role played by the local presbyter falchion* 

According to -'usebiua^ h® was a man of great learning and principal

of &n ifliportctnt school of Hellenic rhetoric, and he alone succeeded in
21unraasking the bishop. :,videatly hia rol« ma very similar to that

o:f Origen vith Bt?ryllus and Ueracli&es, &1 though i

18 ibid VII. 20» 1.

19 ibid m, 30. 11*

20 Ibid VII. 30. 16-22.

23. Ibid VII. 29. H. d& Kiedtoattent !%es Aotea du Prooea d@ Paul d@ 
S&noaata" (1952) p. 14» believes -.uaebiua 1 ini'onmtion on Malohion 
probably «a«e from the Acts of the? council itself.



11 though w« fcno# of other t:aetem eounoils, it was Latin Ko 

more th«vi etijy otfeer aountzy in the third ee&tury» which was the

horn© of ttie coua<sll@» ^hen oirmBastonces pemitted during Cyprian1 s 

episeop&te, councils were held yearly, and soffietiass mars £re jjaentJy 

(.«a in 25'5)| some of theee were ouch siore* than f?ve*n provincial

gatherings, and soia® wtre h@ld long before Cjprlun beoasje bishop* He

hiswelT tells us of a counoil of bishops from Africa Proeonsularis and
23 I-Iusnidla, hald usd^r the prealdGKQQiy of Ilia predecessor /^rip

regarded the episcopal council &s the usual way in 

the 'bishops of his o\^a p--rovi»se» end indeed 'the whole of Li tin North

d arriw at uamnlBit^« Cei'tcdnl^ the role of th*s 

the later 0ou&ell3 was n^li^ibla^ as OB& suap-seta it ^^s In 

local gatherings &lso| so "tihftt the poasibilitgr arast rejas3ja that 

used the councils eta a eoav$&i<g!t method of overooQil&g local oppoeittca,

Bio&ysiua of Al«xKadria 8pet\ks of synods at Iconiu^ «ad S
on ^® reb&ptissi of her«ties t held in title tine of his episcopal
predecessors* iusablus .V'«H* 7II« 7. 5* Fismllian of Ca^ar^a 
told Cyprias that h® hod atteadod a synod at Xeoniua wliids 
eond®nn@d heretical baptisrm* •>* 73* 15^* - ;'plp!mnlus* Haereses 7» 
(P»G« 41. 993») speaks of two Asian synods between 245^!?0 against 
the Pfttripaasionist Ho«tus« ^Imilian else speaks of yearly synods 
(@p* 75, 4«) 9 but ttsss© are probably local affair® attended by 
foisJiaps and **seniores w (alaost certainly |>re8t)ytera)« The otter 
possibility la that thsy were incipient provincial ayuods, (bie to 
the eoolealastieal nreamijMmoe of Ca«s«rea within the 
and perhaps ©ir^n beyond it* v' © ej-annot be

23 '->p» 71» 4 1 73« 3« Augustine (l>e Bsioo ;Mptissio 13} tell® 
seventy bishops attended*



strengthening hla stonarohic&l position* If true, there would 

still be noting sinister in this, even if he *as too astute* tc fa 

to reoognifte the possibilities this long established ouaton offered,

The council wws used as an aid to Ccmunleatiou betavon the 

AfriOrin provinces as Mien ('yrrian and the Proconsular bishops reply 

to a ??uaidian syno-l <">n rebaptisa* ')n another occasion all the 

bishops of L&tln Africa, Including Huaidia r.nd M&uretanifi. set in 

Carthage in the spring of 255 to again discuss this qiuestlon, a

g sooond in ifflportAnee only to the councils against Paul of

urln^ the third ccjEtu^y* A fin&l eharaetaristle t nhich 

daision9trat«8 that ./vfrie«in «ou»cil@ did not feel bound '&y strict 

provincial bound.turles as far '»« <dth«r steabsrship or aubjt-ot natter

for d^cisioiu) wiis oooo@xnedt is the &utux&n ajruod. of 254» Here 
C^prlmi iuad liia episcopal ooll«?''igue'S did not hesitate to Lnter?en© 

la Spain (after thoy h&<i b*»en invited to do so lay a prea'byter, deaooo 

and Talthful i'rcjs .'.'merita, and tJ» neighoottriiag dioo&a$ of Le^io and 

Asturioa}^ oppose Pope Ctophen, nnd support the petitioners* daaaM 

feat the lapsed Ms-hops L^.;ailides ead Martial be desposed.

24 cf. "p. 70*
25 This is not on «x«eutlve orfler in the strict seB.se,> as the bishops 

realise the limitations of their i&flatnoej "Xsudeous p&riter 
et rsrobamtas et firaanttm fo«a«aKS octhortaraur litter Is *r>©trl$fl - 
tliis to the petitioners (ep* "*7* 9«)# 3ut It Is an exhortation 
expressed in very forthr1«Jst terei® t based on divine eommand® na<m 
tarn Bostra consil.la qoaja divina praeoepta" (®p« iS?« 1; of* 5?» 2»)» 
and an e&rlisr d#eisi<?n by **^5»nil)u» oransirto episo^pla in toto 8»undo* y 
Ijjcludiag Coranelins of ^oro (ep^ 6?« o.)» ^asilidas al^ Martial 
are certainly guilty^ but "non tantuat illos mil siala /'aoiuat t sed 
etlsia eos qui talia agentibus conscntiunt"; all ar@ ttffiorti? 

et ed ooensiB venire" fep» *5?» 9*)# Beeaus© he was
is leas guilty then Basllidas who daoaived him, but guilty 

remains («p» S?, 5.)*
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This is a el oar example of the prevailing opinion that when something 

clearly needed to be done, it was a secondary consideration who

performed the deed* It also demonstrates beyond doubt Cyprian's
£>£

conviction that a council of bishops could demand obedience*

All theae African councils are examples of full-blooded episcopa- 

lism, tempered by benevolence and common sense, and probably unencumbered

with too many fine intellectual distinctions. Such a portrait (of 

the autumn council of 256) is certainly presented by the "minutes" 

preserved for us in the Sententiae. No presbyter played a leading 

role in this council* There is no doubt that Cyprian's doctrine of 

episcopal freedom (responsibility to G-od alone etc.) worked well at 

the councils he attended. Remarkably we have no evidence of serious 

differences at the rebaptisza councils; a fact which slight be explained 

by the absence of those bishops 7vho disagreed with him. These cannot 

have been numerous, although the De Rebaptismate shows that there was 

some episcopal opposition on this point, perhaps in Mauritania.

~"e are not well informed on the Roiaan synods during ~?ur period,

-usebius mentions a synod. ?.i Rome during the Quurtcdeciman straggle,

27but tells us nothing of the participants except that Victor was bishop.
no

-Jerome and lufinus tell us of a "senatus" held in Lome, after

26 cf. Chapter 8. Section .. of tills work,

2? .;;.K. v. 23. 3«

28 In r-iufinua. Book 2. 5.

29 Apologia, 2. 20, (P.L. 21. 600.)*
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Demetrius h@d wd©priestedw Crimea* Both these events war© loeal 

gatherings* perhaps attended tgr some looel aad visiting bishopa. The

couneil under Cornelius, ©ceased of sir^y oishops and a still
30sumbtr of presbyter® and deacons sM ©ailed to eastern Novatiao

a wry different gathering from its local predeoessors* AS

w©r& not the usual asetb0d of obtaining Chureh unity in Italy

an oeourrenoe to be intimately conneot&d with the position of the Rota/an

and bishop » the s^3®3-o^:iag of ai«h a large gathering shows the

importance attaehed to Havati^^'® ®<shl^a» However Corneliua
31. wrot© an account of the gathering to biahop Fabiue of Antio©h9 00

32 he did for Cypris® of a smaller ©ou&eil on the return of the

Hoaaa oonnoils,, ffcen ttiey cH$ ooeur, to have been inatruaenta of

the RomfiS bisi^op, ra-ther t^an gatherings of theor&tieally ^qual biaao|>a
33 meeting to diaeover the truth*

from all those different gatlMriBff®, we te¥© ao word about hr>w 

th^y viewed the origin and nature of their powers to judge other 

Christiana* If the role of the laity had ever been influential t It 

was so no longer by the middle of the third ®e&tui7* Ooeoai^nally in 

tti® -.&at» a presbyter played «^n important part, "but everywhere the 

were j[undae«mtal3y episcopal* Therefore the matur© of

JO Eusebiaa '^H* VI* 4^* 2*

31 ibia vi. 43. 3.
4*^^ ^ 4 Vifc ^fl32 :.vp. 49» 2.
33 of* £» Sretschmar op* oit* p* 24*



powr is essentially commoted with the iwy the 

seen* and was &t least as diversified &a the theology of 

episcopate. H* &of®f & eonviotioa that all tfee councils of the third

century war® 1& prliMiple a local congregational Beeting„ relnforoed
3k by th* presenee of laadlmg m^afetra of the ottap Churohes might b©

tru© of the smaller gatherljitsj but It is difficult to see the great 

African eoonoilfl of tiie 250*0 in thi* light, espeei«43i^ ^ts@n w@ r«6all

c0uirieti-?m that Hit Chureh la basM on the episcopate» »s4
IK 

bishop la tJse repr«««nt&tiv» of Chflat* Although the theology

of eonoiliar authority h&d not yet been nork#a out (thla is large^r 

true of the foarth ©eKtur^ alsoj, there i® no doubting their confidence 

in the couuoil*© spiritual eattarity* and their certainty that a 

spoke for the Church*

M TSQPOLITAISS

The activities of the HQSMBB Church and bishop are discussed in 

the asset section of this chapter, although she sterea many of tfo& 

characteristics of the third century "metropolitan" dioceses* '"e 

have a nunber of eases where Christi£m.(MMaBKinitles elaiaed &«© sort 

of de facto superiority oirer *SB undefined imsber of neighbouring dioceses | 

and istasr© in f«ot this superiority was recognised* N&turally the®© 

units were cften based on an iaportant city «?tdoh w^© aometimes the 

of local mittslonary activity* The preeainenoe of the

"KlroheareeM** (1892) mU 1 

35 d$s. 33« 1| 59. 5*



metropolitan see also depended in fact very muoh on the capacities of 

its bishop. Apostolic foundation or at least close and early sontact 

with the apostolic tradition was another important criterion.

From the number of his episcopal letters which lusebius preserves, 

it is clear that bishop Dionysius of Corinth (c 170 AJ>,) exercised 

considerable leadership outside the confines of his diocese, Corinth 

of eourse had impeccable apostolic connections 9 and was also the 

capital of the province, Achaea, Dionysius writes to Athens, Sparta

and the Nicomedians, and even replies to enquiries from the Churches
% 

at Amastris and in Pontus, Busebius explains at greater length his

intervention in the Cretan diocese of Cnossus, where the bishop, Pinytus, 

was attempting (we do not know with what success) to impose obligatory

celibacy on the faithful, Pinytus wrote a very courteous reply,
37 requesting further informations Unlike Athens sad Sparta which

were in Achaea, Crete was a separate province. We cannot tell how 

far this metropolitieal activity of Dionysius was based on his own 

special abilities, the spostolicity of the see of Corinth, or the city's 

secular status. After Dionysius we have no evidence within the period 

under review.

In nearly every geographical area, there is evidence at some tira© 

during th© late second and third centuries of one diocese playing a 

role as at least an administrative centre, Irenaeus writes to Rome

36 E.H. IV. 23.

37 ibid I?. 23. 7-8.
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in the Qoartodeoittan <parr@l representing the Ctzureto of G&ul tf 

h© was quite possibly the only bishop* &atex» -Faustinas of lyona

initiates the eorrespoodeiiioe with Cyprian over the Novatlaniat bishop
38of A

Tb® larg$ and distinguished gatherings 'of bishops t&o 

Paul of Saito&ata nere as ©losfnejat tribute to th€s isx^ortaao© of the see 

of AatLoohf as iraa the eoaateraation aroused in Hone and Ale

a little earlier whea the jAntloehene bishop, F&biua* declined for
39 *^^ Inoideatall^r AlexoaArla'a rise to prosijaea©^ in Hie 

Christian world is shoim b;/ Hie fact that the aoeount of ^c 3jnaod

against Psal of Saa0sats.t sent to all -fee provinces, was addressed to
• rt 

biahopa of Roae asd Alexaadria*

Honever the ®ost detailed iafocnation w© have of this sort of 

is to be found la 3t« Cyprian* s letters* - ; e will prefaee 

an outlia© of their ©on tent® bj giving an earlier /Xrieaa viewpoint t 

hostile ^swards the episoopate, and doubly so towards any bishop of 

bishops* This i* Tertulliaa v s* Itis objection is first of all t© 

the la^er penitential discipline of his opponent, but it is SOB© the 

less a&t£~epiaeopal for this* '"a believe Hi&t the opponent so&t •<] Jtr *

.attached as Mpontifex nsudiaus1*

38 Bp* 68* 1« for the earlier situation in Gaul, at least
.•';tt»#biaft v view ef • -*H« V* 23« 4| ®»^ Chapter 3. Section B of 
this work, eepeeially nl!5*

ilusebins £.H. ?I* 43-4* 

40 ibid VII* 30. 1*



because he pardoned adultery and fornication, ia a 

biahop. \a has been pointed out, t@rtulll«n realised that the 

«J bishop had a decisive influence, ao that whet wan don©

in Carthage one day would be done by the rest of Africa soon afterwards* 

% this reckoning the tfettheantext ®n 1&e re-trine po«er oi* the key® 

ia claimed by the local bishop» and "every Church united In kinship 

with Peter*,43

Opinion on the identity is still divided today, out aoat favour 

an AfriCNin biabop. Our reasons for 3k ring this opinion are a« 

follow*. Aa we do not believe there waa a ban on the reconciliation 

of all aerious sinners before C<OU«ttui9 Hia innoiratioa aad its 

significance should net be overemphnaised* Hence the edict is leas 

likely to have been heard of in Africa* dippoly tua laentiona no eueh 

edict" of Callistu9 9 and moat importantly says nothing of his

reconciliation to adultery and i'ornication, and ao excluding
45 and idole.tory aa Tertullian la; lies of hi a opponent. The title

Z>e Pudicitia 1. 5.
42 C» B« P«Oy, "The edict of Camstua1* in ^tudlU Patristic* (3) 1951. 

p. 121*
De Pud« 21. 9*
of* Chapter 4, -eetion ? of thia

45 Pbilosophouwena 9«12 aq« Thia ha» been pointed out by a number 
of wrltera ••£• A« AfAl^a ff "La Theolo^ie de saint Hippojyte* ( 
p. 44; 48« A. Denial, "Ippolito di «aw (1925) p» 174 aQ, 
K« Preyaing, wKo»iacher Oraprung cle® Return Peimptorium?*1 in 
;;eitaohrift fur katiioliache Theolo^ie (50) 1926, |jp. 149 sq.
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"pontifesc ffi&Jdmus*1 would lie unthinkable for 4a*$r bishop or pope at th« 

tim«t asid is an example of h©&uy Ifrieasa aarcas»« finally TO e&a 

iaagin* the oapital ?ertu31i«Ji iswCtd hav® mad© out af the int&rf erenea 

of a foreign bishop, sad af th© ttoidity of the Afriean bishops in 

suteitting to it*

Possibly Cyjsriaii learnt si lesson fron the hostile reception 

to his predeoessorf s "©diet** (perhaps Agvippinaft hinself);

aoting outside his dlooese h© preferred to avoid any
^j^ ^,, -^- qy

was a fine leader» ^fe& only resorted to eo^rcion 

& small nuaber of oases t jmd wlraa® ohief oosaeana was the spiritual 

being of the Church* vfttether it b@ in Africa or Europe, '"ithin Latin 

/Trloa there wer© no fixed limits to "our provinaett t wbioh inala&6&

aot@d
JLO

separate unit» ' He rwtiwd eaojiiriea ft?oa all over Lfttia Africa t
§0 as $^H &s -Spaia md 5-aul, and jtega&tfsd it aa a apeciol duty to

Afrioaa diocesea, tenporarily wi"yKmt a biahop*^ Be

ef. Daly op. eit» p. 177*
-B. Poaciwamf "Pemme© eM 'the Anointing of tfeie Siek*

3? 45# lj 4B« 5» «feere r^uiBldia and M«mret«ni& ar®
explicitly Includsa); 55* 21*

49 As in their letters mentioned In eps« &2» 1* and 70* 1«
50 Kp» 2* answers an enquiry from Ms twin ftroeonsular province |
*^ *- -.» Cr •*• '•*• &

are 13%e Kuaddi&n letters pr«viottsly stentionedt and ^© 71 
73 answer enquiries from Ste

51 ^p. 1. 1-2? 48, a-3| 5&» lj 5B, .=:p. 65* 1* treats of a 
different ki&& of imeanoy &s the bishop had lapsed*
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effective leadership only spasmodic 5 but the ground was being prepared

for the later codification of l&es© practices, and it may b® that this 

preparation had gone further towards the canons of Mieaea than the

scanty sources available to us revesl*

SHE EOftdN CH0RCH JIHD BISHOP

Fro® tfc® collection of letters written by Bioj^rsius of Corinth 

and conserved by Susebius. we learn that there was an exchange ofw y *»*

letters with Pope Soter, in w&ieh Bionysius praised the Roman Church
KL

for her charier and financial help* 1 In another brief excerpt* 

there is & hint of disagreement between them, when Bionysius points

out ^iat Peter and Paul bM. originally worked in Corinth as well as
55 Rome* We can only guess at the cause of these difference®, bat

the implication is that Dionysius was conceding very little.

W« n«sct hear of th© Rona& Church ia the ^uartodeoimsn controversy 

when Pope Victor and a large number of other bishops insisted that the 

Resurrection be celebrated on & Sunday, while bishop Polycrates of 

Ephesus and the Asian bishops celebrated the feast on the fourteenth 

day of the month* Whether there was a deeper theological significance 

to the quarrel, which also involved ending the Paschal fast at 

different ti®es, we do not know* That the conflict was about the 

relative merits of two complemmtary festivals* Easter Sunday and a

54

55 ibid H.
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Christian Pa*tov»r, must remain as a possibility, rather than an
Cf'

established fact. Councils were held all over the Christian worldj
57 the on® at %h@s*is being ssjasjORefl at the invitation of Vlctorf «hen

Polycrates and his 'supporters «ould not aban&dn their oun tradition,
18 tells as that Tietor exeooBiinieated all their Churches.

we do «ot have the text of Yletor's letter, so that it

has been sugg&st^d that the first object of his wrath was the Asian
SQcoansunltles in Horn© itself* ŷery possibly the local situation 

triggered the confrontation, but to move from this, ami limit th® 

excommunieation to Some, involves atoitting that Eusebius either' 

misuaatderstsod cr distorted th® evideaee OB a aassiv© seal©* This 

is uajustifiable, especially when we reeall the big number of ootiuoils 

held'in such widely? separated plae®s» and ^ie aetaal text of ®om© of 

Iresaeus* letter 9 remoastra^tiag with iiie toman procedure *

The nature of th®' exooiBuitieation whieh Victor intended to isspose- 

is ano^ser disrated <^i@stioa* In fact sueh ©u action was one whose

C« W» Pug^r®, WA mote on the Quarfcodeeloans* in Stadia Fstristica (4) 
1%1» p« 412, suggests this. 'On p* 41S he outlines the different
opinions* On th® other hand P* Hautin, "Lettres et torivains
Chretiens de© II© et Itie sieeles** (I9ol) pp. 36-7 believe© the 
-parrel was about the nature of tile fast* rather tlian the d 
of the feast.

58 ibid ?. a*. 9-1G.
59 This was first suggested by &• I*a Pi&sa. in "Ths gooon Church at

the end of the second century" in th© Harvard Theological ftevlev (IS) 
19^ pp» 21^-2195 2^21 fxnd then developed by K* Zentovt Wl2usebl«» 
aiad the Pasohel Controversy at the ead of th© second century** in 
the Church Quarterly Review (116) 1933 pp» 26-7j



theological cotm«j«p®no«s wer© oat ttKamined* especially %ha& a 

number of Churches refused to r©eQ$aiae the- decision, anA »<»?» 

•specially wh^sn both groups ware rtarly to b© reeonoiled* Deqaiwc of 

the absence of aay contrary evidence, tike black aad white eecleaiology 

of the timea, and th& attitude adopted towmri© later sohisaaties, aueb 

as the Kovatianiata, we can only couolui^ that Victor intended to

hia dppoaenta* Juut a© oertainly tb© Aaiao Churchea rejected 

suggestion 'tfeat he «<mld aoliie^e this. As Poljroratea wrote,

"I am not scared of threata. 3etter f@opl® th®® I oave a&idi l!^e auat
oO obey Sod rather than »n* |H " It w&0 unpreoedeated tbat an individual

bishop should haim attempted ®a exeogounieatioa of suofe dimaasion®, for 

a disciplinary matter so far removed from i®^ eurreat conception of the 

cioctriiias of t!$e faith^ and in t^a i'^ce of thi; c ap^cielly str -n^

Polyor&tea wcaa able to present* A* bishop of K-ptheaua he had 

strong support in t&® province of Aaiat aad justly appealed to ttoa 

tradition of tlie Apoatlea 9 aainta ^in«i mar%TS of the TOgicaa» Scripture 

and the rulft 0f faith (3u*ettUia V. 24* 1*7*}*

Xr^jaeus ob^eoted to this r.oman aev<exlty» ®»& Ms intervention 

(and tb© couneils 1 ) *$* uo doubt ijs response to the effort® of both 

parties to win support among the r«*st of Christ^aiew# .Although he 

followed ^i» practice of a Sunday faster, he almost ©ertainlj ignored 

practical eoaseqpuKicea of the exooamunio&tioa t and continued to

§0 *5uaeoiua B*H. V. gj»* 7* 'Victor mast haw realised that Ms
would have little effect* "''© cannot be sure bow much this influenced 
his conoeptiott of what h® was doing* '••"useblMs has to scs&t extent 
caught tte ambiguity of the aitu«xtioa; "Victor tried (
to cut off the aioc®©©© of all Asia1** (M.H, \f« 24* 9»}»
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with Polycrates. "hile h© cosaseaded the earlier deci 

of Polyoarp and Anicatus, vrho had agreed to differ on this ver? point, 

he did riot launch into a flat denial of the power of . osie to take such 

a decision. An thia would have immediately ruled hid out o: court 

with Home as ft possible mediator, such an omission is not surprising, 

However it was not prompted entirely by tactical considerations, as 

he did recognise that the : oman Church had a special place, even 

the apostolic foundations* 

Rather than giva the succession lists of all the Churches he cites

f s § the greatest and oldest (siaxiiaae et antiquissisjaa) Church,

41 
.founded jy isoth Peter and Paul*' 'Jnder Cleaaent she had intervened

62in Corinth to strengthen their faith5 she is the prime e^azapl©

(plenissiasa haec ostensia) of that unique vital faith given by the
g» 

Apostles and conserved in the Church* There is also the famous

"potentiorest principal!tatea" text which we giv« in full:

"Ad hanc <snim eccl«raia^» propter potentiorem prinoipalit&tea,

nacesse eat cwiaeaj con venire ecclesiaia, hoc eat, eos qui sunt undique

fideles, in qua seap«?r ab his q^i eunt uncli^e cons«?rvata est ea quae
SL

est ab apoatolis traditio".

As w» do not possess the Greek behind tills translation, our 

efforts to unravel its exact meaning are seriously hampered. Let us

Adversus Haereses II f. 3* !• (n« 9«)« 

$2 ibid 111 % 2. (II, 10.). 
ibid ill 3. 3. (II, 11-12). 
ibid III 3. !• (II. 9*).



first dispose of »ome of the less contentious points* "CofSTOdre*1 mean* 

afree with (rather than "corae tofrtiitr*1 }. alttion$h the Qusjrtodetiiaaa

quarrel show® feat at leatt IB practical ©attars tta result of

need not toe exoojarDunication* The nature of the necessity 

according to the Importance of the doctrine- or practice Involved*

iu tarn $^%®& ^y Irenaeiifi 1 general ajald«Snostie

2?fe« w ia cjaa*1 refers to^ Hie Hoasu Cfeoroh* Th» ms&aiag of ^

prin«ipallt«t©m*' cannot be ^xme^ dstermined^ ^Itli^uiah th* practical 

consequenoeo of tb» tmatlatioiui suggested satall no important 

aiffer^ncee, ' Beemi*® of Ix»ea^eusf *tr»a» slsewher® on the dual 

apoatolio foui^ation, I thiait it probmbl® that tho word ^^X? " or
y**!*

behind i^i© pferas©^^ ThA plzras® Hab his fpl sunt

*1 has loag b®^a a stu®blia$ bloek. To hf

suggestion avoids considerable logical contortions. C. Mohimann

thinks that wabn Is a e«a$*a-rativ® f a popular equivalent of **p:ra©% 

and translation of mxo*c f so tlmt the passant? now read©: n the 

apostolic tradition haa al?mys been conserved at Rom© better than in

D» van den ^y&de t "Les Momes de 1* ^^is«igiMnM«it Cbrstiea51 (1933)
p. 177* s«gg®&t-» this* fhla is a^ainat H*?*C* Hauson "Tradition 
in the 'Ear2jr Church11 p* 265* «ho puts forward linguistic ob4teti 
and. suggests "c-3tamaiadii^: position of leadership" ratter than our 
own Mmore prestigious orig'insfi (beeau»9 of P@t@r and Paul}* 
However this interpretation 1» ©oimooted wi^tfo his vi«w tlaat the 
second "^ui aunt ui.vdi'.|u^ H rcfars to *^af i««* he-r leadership is 
connected with the varied origins of her ®OTib®rs (ibid pp*



those other Churches, made up of the faithful $wrjwhere% Xrenaeus

himself followed the Rosaa idew on the R?&®t©r dating* It is signifi» 

•ant that he aaould ha?* held these views os &one, ustiile still being
en Easterner*

Of the other Christian writer® befor® Cyprian, Hippolgrtu* oaintaiiMi
6?as intriguing alien**, althot&jgh he was no opponent of Yiotor.

Clement of Alessandria and tfe© Didaacaliat not surprisingly^ faa^e nothing

to aay on the ftenaa Chureh either* Tertullian ®€nti'oas the subjeet

a couple of times, a® he believud '^bat Cl®sa©at h.ad been apj
63 p there bj Peter j for him Rome was on® of the ori^lm!

69 to ©postolio tra-^itioa^ as P@t0r^ Paul and John had been

These were Catholic flewa} as a Xo&ta&ist his rejection of ®ay id®a of

an African metropolitan mv&t also entail a rejaation of Kooan olaSrns. 

&il©ace of Origin e^ harilj b@ uninteational as he visited Rome 

tfe« ^isoopat© iimediatelj following Victor's, explainiog that 

he wished to irisit the **nso3t ancient Cburch of the £oaan«N »

. 5« 3» 1*** in
Gnristiaua«j (3) 1%9 pp« 5^0, TIs® bssic idea has foeea, taken 
over from R» J&ocjuin, (*Le tetaoignage de 3* Irekl© sur I 9 '<glise de 
itaM* in ^ani^ T^^ologi<pe (9) 1%S» pp» 95-*99*» altiiQfiigh a 
argmaentatiofi is now used*

(J7 Phlloaophouaana 9. 3L2, 10.
68 D* Praeaoriptione Haeretleorua. 32,
6f ibid 36. 2.
70 JKusebius VI. UN 1®* " r *l y

n » (Are there here shades of Xrenaeus?)
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71he wrote to Pop® I'abian, defending Ms orthod-xgr*

The meet direct evidence w$ have of the ftcnan position is telcen

from the rebaptisR controversy between Stephen cf B.ome and Cyprian 

during the years 255-57* *'e have already e&sained the ecelesiologioa!

. consequences of Cyprian9 a insistence OB the rebaptlsn of aH beretiosf
72an& Stephen*® opposition to this* A few initial clarification®

sight be in order* Stepiien did not doubt that h© could order Cyprian

to adopt the Roman custom | did he aot on this conviction, end

©xcozsssunieat© Cypri&n when th® Afrioane rtfus^d to cooperate?
73 d th&t h@ had done *o f '^ and there i® no real reason for

this« Certainly Stephen rs-fased to set the
*7l

representative® of tlie liTrio^m Church sent to Mm. Cyprian eomtimed

to follow th@ local cuetcn, ant ignored the excooaoiinicatioa*

what w«re his views on the Church and bishop of Home? '.'"* must 

his actions &$ well as his doctrines*

'"e shall leave a discussion of the different texts in Chapter f oui* 

of r-e Unitate imtil last, &ad b©gin by pointing out that his professed

71 ibid VI* 36* 4. According to Jerone (%. 8k» 10.) h© regretted 
that some doctrines were written down, but apparently retracta-d 
nothing? of* H, Chadn&ek "i^arly Christiim Thought end
Clastic*! ?ra4itioatt (1966) n!9. p, 159.

72 of * Chapter 8. Section® C and B«

73 %• 75* &*
74 r.b# 75* 25. DioqrsiUA of Jilexa&driA in a letter to Pope lystus 

says that Stephen vould not HHaint®dn coawoaioa" with the Easttra
dloceaes which disagr©@a with him* susebicui s*H. 1fII» 5.

o^VU>/'r|erjAi"v^ y *
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that bishops ar^ responsible to &od 0X000 1 etc* need a$t prevent

him aacilbi&g a sptoiaX poaiticm to th# Rooan bishop any aore than it 

curbed (la his view) eonoiXiar powers of jurisdiction or prevent** the

bishop of Carthage frost exercising a prlsaaej in 'Africa*

The &oaa& Cbar«& pXayed an important part in Cyprian*® concept 

of th© Churches qyetieal wait/* She is the -womb aad root of the
•MB

Catholic dmre&f -tlto Koaaa biahop atf^ads in tbe pXaoa of Pete 

There is aXsa the famous passag® 0peakii»fi of the Rowan Chureh as w 

ehair of Pet^r and the Xaadla^ (pvinoipaXe») Chuxvh fyo« waieh priestly

has ariften**; hep faith nao praised by the Apostle, to which

sot have «atry% -ven here t wh@rs w@ ha^@ -yj© text

the 0ri$in®X Xtm^uage 9 the escoot mtaiOakg of ^

Arguing fro® ^oul&r paraXXeXa» B«uwou lias mad© a good eas® for
yB w c<si^titutioiiaX |sre^-assines©€ as opposed to despotic x*uX®% whiX©

has arcaed froai Tsrtullis&'s use of the woi-'d to the iieaislag of "aouxtte1*.
*** -*w p

*m
or ttpi<*incipXe1' (not anteriority}* Thi« is the beat possibility, 

follows oa froa Ir-aa&auSp and eolneidea wall with ^@ idea of wrsmb and. 

root, as «eXX as C7prian ft 9 oonooption of st»

75 Hp* J*S* 3 

77
pp, 537-40.

**Eecl@«ia. F^inoipaXis*1 in Kmhenshm d@ Seieis®© Heiigieust (ll)
PP* 376-7B. /^ainat this K. Koch in ^Cathefirfi Petrl-* (X930)
pp» 95*X0^2. traneXatea *pri ncdpaXie* as "of the prineeM , and
JJi« "iinde*1 with ?«jte.r ra'fcher than the Church* Against "Usi©. ae®
J. Lebreton "Lea originea de Xa Prinaute rottaine* IB •?;UH.*R )»(2X) X9JX*
pp. 60X*^Q5« Cjrprian naver refers to Peter as prince eX®«iwtw<iJ in
his writings*
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Ho clear pattern ©merges when we «xaodn« 'to practical eonaequeaoea

of HoBie'a distinguished position. :iarly on Cyprian explain to tha 

Roman clergy that his aocaptanee of deathbed. reconoiXiatian for the

laps! was prompted by hiss desire to be at on© with J'cjssn easterns* 

This can be taken with a grain of salt, although the gesture would 

have been appreciated in Rosa©, sad the explanation a useful roll for 

rigorists ia Africa. He seems to have been in the habit of

&ting with Rome regularly on diooeaan .matters, **" However in 

the letter where he lauds the Aangaa* faith and reeognisea the apeeial

position of their Church, he de»i©0 t&© poaaibility of any appeal fron
82 deolaiona on Airican cpestions* A little l^ter.t on two

oceaaiona in the s«u&e year (2p4}» he adopted dilferent position© in

the face of Ro&an intervention® overa^^s* In &&ul p he strcaiglj urged 

Stephen to appoint a substitute for the Kovatiani&t bishop of Arlea 9

obviously preau&ing that the Pop® only had to write a letter for & new
83 bishop to be appointed* " On the other hand, he together with an

do %* ao» 3«
::p* 59* 9, of« ep« 3^>* 4| of * alao M, Bevenot§ **A bishop 
responsible to God aloaan in s*3»I?.* {39} 1951. pp*

Ep. 59. 14*
©3 %« ^B* 2# "Quapropter faoere te oportet««. w ; 68. 3* "r-irigantur 

in provincial^ et ad plebeEB Prelate oonsiatentesi R te littereiei 3-

quibua abatanto Muroi&no allu© in locus eius subatituatur*.**1 *
It la *by tibe letter" th&t M&reian is to be reisove^l, Unaecoimtably,, 
Cyprian makes no mention of the conbined bisj-iops of ^tml enfor&ing 
the Roman letter*
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eoiBty&tttate4 ^tophen, vfa® h*»J! aHfwd %»ilides and Pa
Si*. Ifto remain Is their blshopr!**, and teiaM®€ they be

thing n*edeA to b» done, and he wrjs able to do it, Cyprian w^s only too 

to ehanoa hla awif ewi If It neant ^po»ing the biafeop of tho

Church* ^>ie li*rioaft l>l^hops eoulfi int^i^no ?j» Spain,

Gyprimi) lat«rw«» iB &a«l beoasuHs on *»ech of

to C^rprlasi} the&r «er« aeti^ In s 

This oist^e!§txe<l CypriisB*® g<;m©rcil "rolt*** thfct proYijie© affair®

should b^ aettl«d ^itblit ife© provineo* "la^ parfonaed *$iat was Be

i« a seconds^- onnsiderntlon*

oono^ption of "'U* rater Is also iatereatiac* The? Church 1»

but the p*w»?r of binding and looslEi; Jlret 5!
M to him is then givan to all, tbe Apastleu* ^ortfotw ^«x Pettr

disagreed «1134 Paul* he did not arrog«at3ijr aisert hia position &•*• 

"«e {irittft^ia tcm-era** or daftpliie Paul, tttt a®€e«i to th@ truth*

noral xim&& ao «Qtplanfttioa« A® e@v3^ as 250f he a»«d Satth«w TL$. ' 18*49*
SB to Justify tSie ncsier glifeft to nH the tpiB@afatc?» Ha

70* % 
w £to* 73* 7*

5*
* 1* ef* 1* Beumot "Priisstas P^10p^ Iafejr» :>t*
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see the Roman bishop as the only successor of Peter, a position
89 Pinsilint* tolls us Stephen did «visa$@ for himself*

'In drawing up thia picture 9 we haw not usad the disputed texts 

of Be Unitatc* Neither would neoesaitate sis^r substantial change, if

incorporated, as tii& Primacy text explicitly give© eqjiial power to the 

Apostles* Opinion is not unfinimous that P*T. la genuine, sad is still 

divided ou itiioh of the "fero v@»icsia. is earlier*^ Certainly P*tf* 

could be used as a Roman apologyt but Cyprian did net envisage the 

Homaa Islshop a® ths only successor of Peter* After the i^orke of

Chapman, vm den :~^ynda and Beveoot Hiere seem to be no groiaads for
91denying th® authenticity of P*?» on th® grmmds of manuscript —*"*——

» 75« 17* *se jmeees&ioaem Petri tmiar® oontendit^*

50 &« S« M. f "alker **Tl5® Oior^manship of St» Cyprian" pp.
gives us a good autllsa® of the modern opinions* Tfee elassioal 
exposition of the osse for f «K« as the only genuine text is still 
H, ICoeh's "Cathedra Pe'tri" (1930) pp 33 »^S 91 ®q« ^is visvipoint 
has been tak^i up mor$ reo-®mtly by J* 10 ,ioyn©t "Saint Cyprien est 
11 Men 1'autaur de la redootion 1srw@ du *l>e Unltate* Ch&pitre 47*1 
in 3Levu« 3enodiotine (63) 1952* pf* 70*115 • A^&inst this see 
B©Y€8aot*a J*T«.9* 1934 article* Among those favouring the eutbentl** 
eity of P«T» 9 s«se favour an early . dating following r>B rr 
J* Chavmsn's articles in the Hem© Benedietine (19) 1,902, 
357-731 (20) 31903.

DJ« Chapman op. eltj also ibid (2?) 1910* pp* 447*64* 
:^ynd» "ia double edition da Pe Unitate de -* Cjpri@ar* in Se 
d*!!istoir© "*od£sla8ti$*e (^9) 1933* pp« 5»24» S. 3evenot» **'> 
Cyprianfs Pe Unitate* Chapter 4 in 12i© light of the 
(1939)*



although few wouM wont to 4oin Jt !*u$wig in asking the authenticity
<ag

of tiae Taxtu* Reeeptus* ^tdl* one ia tempted to believe Cyprian
93 aapabl© of preparing different irersions f»p aifferent attdieaefts* a

more likely explanation la that an original P»T« was modified 

his opponents gave it a more pa^&list inteiprvtatiojn thaaa Jb.®

Cypriaa differs 'frcm Ireaaeu® .in not iaoludJUig; Paul as a guaareatee 

of Roae'a positloat ^»* iifftremt «o$ivuieft em th^ir eo«leaiolo£y ar«

relevant here* Irenseu® thiaks m^r© 'in terms of loeal Ctorch@®» and 

the special apostolic origins . of Row make her a special gua,rantee of 

dootrinal truth* For Cyprian, thi^ough St« Peter, Rome is the womb and 

root of the whole Clmreh in a mystical sense. He aid Bot regard 

as infallible, and .mtch in his thought is explained % eoiapa

to a business administrative centre, issuing directives 'but without the
% power to bi»d# Howewr tlda does .slot explain liis id©® of papal

intervention in Gaul; hit the incidents in &aul and Spain do ^gree on 

one thing. On 'both oecasiona s Cypri-«jft (one© alone 9 and once with a 

council) not merely asserts an mdependctiice of, but a superiority over

Mt. 16, IS.
A» Demousti©r, "ipisoopat «t miiou 4 Rone s©lon saint C^p rien** in
R*S,&« (52) 19^4* pp« 3^4 st* 3tigge®ts 1^is 9 fealle^iEg Tv&. was
earlier*
M. BeveiKJt, Trimatiis Petro iatur, St» C3rps*ian OB the Papaqy* in 
J»TtS. (3) H.8» 19%» p« ^>* outline© the support for the 
of P»f *

is suggest©^ by Beirenot# ibid p*



Konan authoirity. Cyprian was nat over def erantial to Rome but he 

had picked up her desire (dating from Vie tor) for praetioal

cm iaportant issues wtaaeimr passible, and her de-termination to 

it on those outside tor boondavlea iten neoeasajey, Unlike Rom* lie 

usually u®@d Hie eomauila for this s |ir«f erring to win support ratter 

than atteaptisg to oQBtBfi&d it« Soa»timea tha goal ws^ unattaloable} 

but ^i© drive for undforalty on r©baptiasi was ©<^won to both 3tephfln 

and Cy^riasi*

It a«@ma that tht application of M<a,t1^©w '16* '18*9* to the Ronaa 

Hafeop was a l&te dav«loptt«iit« still confined to loaw by 1^s® 

of the third omtury# -v« have »eea that the A^'riean bishop 

Tertullian oosed used theae verses to buttress Ms

Tertulliaa hiaself reooignised P©terf @ positi^ti aa the foundation of
96 

the Clajreh§ aisd his rtoeptioii of the power of binding and loosing*

However he is not mir^ idio re« dived tiM^e pavers from Peters sorotiise®
•Wt W

97
it seeas to be givcsii to all iribo staad firm in peraeeutiong 

he denies, that th& power wa© given to the Chureh at all*

not xis© th@s® verse® at all in this context* Origeis often

97 3eorpiaee 10*' 8*

10 \



437

Peter's special position, but th© disciple® who ariak of the spiritual
100rook, i*e* the perfect, beeone eontsnporary

!Efat ^stidcNClsBentines fora a case ap&rtf and '''» ttllasnn

shorn the signifiooaee of the. Rpistola. Clementis for the hi^tey of the 
101

looef giving tiim th© power of binding sad loosing* and ©Iso 

©racial relaticaasM-p between Peter and MM sunoessors* If 

was written ia tti® first half of the third oanttn^r as Ullms 

suggests, it woiald be a fascinating oontribatioii to -Hi© Mstor^ of 

the d@v©loping; self«^umrens>sa of tfe® iiosaiaji episoopate* But then 

ao 0vid®nee that ^@ later diffim&ty cter the link between Peter 

Ms successors was realised as early us the third eontia^-; most 

bishops ©ust feaw enjoyed a siailsr ignorance of the ©arl^r history of 

their nli&ts**«

fb©r@ had be^B a 8t®a^ Increase sad olarifieation in intei>Cbarch 

relationa sissee th© ^ad of i3&© seccmd ©eaturj, with the instxmesat of 

couaoilt eapeoiall^ in Hor^ Africa- -and around (what we uo^? call) 

Kiddle ^a»tf hasdliiag the vast i2i©r@&$@ <^* official inter^Churoh

ia It. 77? Coma, on Johss 3. 3; 10 (8). 6*

100 Co»« on Mt* 12» 10-11* In otter wora® the or^iodoae ^
are like Peter, of* Luclwig op. eit, pp. 3

ICE wTha signifioanee of 1fo® '.-^idtola Cleaentis in the Pseudo*
" J.T.3. (11) H.3.

ibid p. 29S| of* the reservations expressed on
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business* Thg &© faato tt0trQ9olitan»»

this period e*g, Carthage &si& Alexandria, h@r@ found a s^w sec^@ for

aetivitles« The Rornsa Ctercfe showed an laere«uiia^ »elf 

tb® natural (Mtttr* of Ctoi@ti®ni%» alttoa^h Mr two isajor

imuraiosis mm xeaiated* Kor ^id it atop 

After Cloay»ioa of Alexandria had 

aia opponests dmoianoed !*im to Sane (e 2^O-5

not tosltat^ to oall A looel ocunoH sad fesw tap a ^ouplsj of
A " **

lettera unfavounabl* to the AXeacaadrioa bish^it and ®snd tb«n to Mm
103and his eoagrsgatioa. But it was

a r$t|ue&t for an -eaejdiiaatioii, aoe«»faj^ix^ a traditional 

affirmation of faitiu, Mot all UMI Popea w@i*e lilee S

llewever tl^3 oousiciis, the Church and bishop of R*s% ®M to a 

lesser ffxtaat the metir^polltsaM w®p^ eleorly to play role® of inoreaeing

of* AtiwM«MiiM8 M ^piatula dt deoratia
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CHAPTER £t,m» 

CONCLUSIONS

From the and of the second century, w@ begin to learn saore about 

the institutional life of the Church* In Xrenaeus* w& first hear of 

the rule of faith; there IB a& increase la the references to baptismal 

foxmlae* Fixed Kucharlstle and. ordination rites appear* and the 

eetechuottnate aad penitential prooessee receive greater attention sad 

become aor* $yst€isati&ed» It would b© unwarranted to think that 

this represents on^y a theoretical recognition of ouch older practices* 

"'"MX© there is m eleaent of truth fe@r© 9 the situation represents a
Ir w

devslopiaent, a tightening tip of Chureh organisation and discipline 9 « 

natural result af iaD-r^a^ed nuabers t and an inevitable r&aotion (if 

Christianity was to sur?iTO) against the incursions of the

This reaction was led in most cases* $^ a group of sen, os® 

to a eoBmtunity» wtoo in dbiag so energed (where this had not 

occurred) as undisputed leaders of their cosnunities* sad c 

strengthened theii" office* In time© of stress a ecouBuniV scatters or 

leaders eeerge; t^as© lectd^rs w«r@ the bishops*

*'• Imve every reason to believe that duriBf the second century in 

Syria, to some extent la Asia Minor and in Greece, there was s strong 

Aonepiscopate, ©wn if it was not everyfcfaere aonarchical* ll@m. too 

there w&s a development, a^ bishops becaae inoreasingly involved outside 

their omi d&oeesenu Councils «nd isatropolitans are the principal



examples, but this inter-Church cooperation is shown also in smaller

ways* The earliest evidence we have of the no tic© of a formal
1cation being communicated to neighbouring Churches occurs in Tertullian.

By the time of Novation, this is already commonplace for important 

excommunicates.

Most of these changes were only followed afterwards by theoretical 

explanation, although the process waa mutual. In the "est, the doctrine 

of the apostolic succession of bishops 9 through its coherence and 

usefulness, must have helped to strengthen the position of the episcopate, 

Nonetheless Christianity's first interest was on the preaching and 

living of the G-ospel, and everywhere there was little Intellectual interest 

in the theory of authority, Yves Coagar has written that "the secret

of -Qie New Testament concept of authority (as service) consists in the
2fact that authority is not put .forward aa the primary datum**

Be Pudicitia ?, 22, cf* H* von Campeuhauaen, ".rleelesiastieal 
Authority and Spiritual Power11 n!21. p* 1&5« On the more 
question of the development of ecclesiastical institutions, see 
J* Lebreton, MLe developpement des Institutions Ecelesiastiques a 
la fin du second siecla et au debut du troisiebe** in 11,>3,1, (2(^) 
193^ pp« 129-64, I, Meslin, "Keelesiastical Institutions &&& 
Clericaliaation from A,D, 100 to 500" in Concilium (7) 1969, pp. 14-20.

-here no references are given to support statesients, recourse 
should be made to the relevant chapter and section of this work.
Otherwise, or if the cross reference is not obvious, further notes 
are given,

Y, Congar, "The Historical Development of Authority in the Church. 
Points for Christian Reflection* in "Problems of Authority" (1964) 
p, 121,



ill Cyprian saA the , tfeis rewalns true fw ti» psvidd under

It too was characterised in practice by a stratsg
* W ***F

insistence cm authority, whieb was closely linked tc the Christian
3 Finally the 

was to the ^eripturea* But t&®» wa® no ©®^on liw to order

ooaoems of the Cbtiroh; 

councils and ctoeleaiaatieal

law is not f oua&

dspendent on the rise of

first tree® of auoh

to tradition or 

motif

if the

1$ the struggle

ttaese at b©st

the whole period, which oust be 

patterns of authority ar® to be understood, 

ti* Ghrifttistt intellectuals and the w i

unintcllectiial, sui often their opposition mm 

f orthr%ht» tes '^eber 1® basically correct in pointing out that
ancient Christianity "took A p©&itl$a against lnt®ll@etuali®si with

it 
ilie greatest |K>s&il^.© awarffiSi®»si and omusistei^oy*1 . Of the mimber of

first rate Christian intelleotasls whc did flourish then, onljf

of /4cxandria (as far as we knew) escaped »@rimi® trouble witfe the

in his life tine. Kowtlau, Hippolytus aM Tertullian died

3
4

5

1.

tvsns of
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outside th® viaibi© Churoh, aad 0ri$ea had to leav* .Alexandria* 

conflict played a big part in the straggle with Gnosticism, nh«re the 

bishops emerged as the representatives of the ordinary Christian agalaat 

the irresponsibility of gaoat&a i&teUeatualiaa* That m*Qb of th® 

Gnoatie noveneat could aaarealy be dignified with the adjeatlve 

w intellectual" aid not pr©ir®»t it from beias aharaoteriaed b^ Irenaeiui f 

Tertullian, Hippol^toa a«d to sa-ae extent .even Qrlgenf ^® the aatorel 

all^r of the pag«a philoeoph^ra* Oa® good.reault of tfeis 

viotory w^s tlie Cfeaa*efef s rejeatloa af that iatelXeetual olitia«t 

its att<mdant diirisioas witfei® the Chvlatlaa

the Cnoatica in their groups, a^d ;i.:lopted, with certain

by both Clement of Alexandria and rigen. This saae victor^'

to explain the developments at ioste at the eat of the second century,
6sad the unfortunate experlenees of ll.rppoly i^a and Qidg©&* T he

popular parV was eharaateriaed b2? a stro»g emoeim for aawmmi^r

di3oipliaef a laek of s^mpath^ for ©ither thealogiaal or practical 

pluralism, doetriucil i»t©r©®ts i» ^s® fall, red^apticm ©»d aalvatldb 

rather thaa tije aature of the divinity or ^i® creatioa of the world 

(e»g* Ireaaeus), a preferenae for sioral problem, aud a

For the general problematics see the imrj peraaptive articles 
of «?„ Lebreton, *Le d6aaaaord 4e le^foi populaire et. d@ let 
theologi© 0a¥ai3.t© dans I 9 ^gliae ahretlenne da HI® aieele* ia 
&ev. Hist. ?:oc» (19) 1923* pp. 46l~5G6f (20) 192^ pp* 5-37| 
also H» J« Carpenterf **Popuier CarlatLaalty and the Theologiana 
ia the ©arl^ aanturiaa* ia JT.T.S* (14) JUS. 19&3, PF* 2%^ " ' 
This thaae Is iavestigated ija the Churah of £oae % 6* La 
•VTha Bomoa Chui-oh at the «a4 of the second aentury*1 in 
Harvard Theologiaal Review (IB)*. 1925. pp« 201-77.
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distaste for speculation* That Tertullien as an intellectual » despite 

his disavowal of thia title, cut® across this syndrome, do©s not <l@atroy 

toe general outline in other situations*

M has been inferred, all this ha® & direct influence on the 

the bishop was regarded* awryirtjere at the ead of the century, 

bishop usually with his presbyters was re^urded as the leader of his 

but th^r© were ©till &o» differences of opinion on wtiat 

was included is this l@aa.@rship role. President of the 

liturgy, adainiatratort ahepterd were all accepted rol©s of the 

Imt he was not ewry^her® accepted as a t@«ieli©r9 having the last word 

oa questions of baale orthodoggr or aupervielng the teaetiings of the 

profesaional scholars* Th0r© ie no @xpli©it recognitton of epiacopel 

teaching power in the oonsecratiea pra^er^ of Hlppolytua* "Apoatolio 

Tradition" 5 Cleaent of Alexandria does not male® a ©ingl© direot 

refer^ioe to the teaching activitiee of the bishop f ae thie was perfomed 

by hia ideal, ^3® teaching, Mgnoetictt { Origen'a etox^y relationship with 

Demetrius, his preference© for the generic term -'teacher1*, and his theory 

of apostolic succession (which vre shall @3£®misi@ short!ly) callow an 

important teaching role to the bishop, but some thing far short of a 

monopoly* liven aa a Catholic* Tertullian had Serious, reservations about 

tl» ©plseop&te'a teaching rol@| a® a Hontaniat he rejected it for all 

practical purpoeee t ^lile retaining the office. The- ambiguity in the 

idea of & bishop 'being chief teacher precisely becauae &© is a bishop 

is clarified if hia role is aeen first of all in relation to tbe 

(or rule of faithj or ker^eraa)* and only oecondiudXy



to theology proper* !There la no evidence though that Cleaent

or Origan was reaciy to grsnt this, e»iy nor© than Demetrius was

to be so restricted* ?rith tyjdoal pervftrsityt Tertullian *too darif led 

the aotlon of a aeeeaaaxy rule of faith (distinguishing it fro» other 

changeable doe trine) uore than anyone el®® iaa the period* went further 

than all the othera iii re^eetlog t&« epiactspate'a teaming nathoritgr*

Still it is auoh dualer to aeoept the blahop at 'the "aouth of God" 

in assail .rural eosBaimities (ataoh as the on<& miviaag«d IA the ri 

fiber* he handa out traditional ^oluti<ms to simple probleos* tha& in 

great Intellectual eeatrea ©u^Ji fe® Alexandria «jiA Koate» This was 

•the e&ae« In Clesie&t of .^loxsmdriaj we aee th* teaoher anA his 

of* followers iiaiij©r©M in their p<ur®uit of perf motion , professing a 

loyalty to the looal bishop 9 but being nourlahed by their Inherited

s*3er«t doetrinea, and having only a wry loo@© relatlonahip with tlui
7 rest of idb© Qrriatiani Cottounityw for mmy years

layman, «md ^iere was BO official oateeJbetioal seb0ol Ija A 

until -Demetrius appointed Origan to head thia giwsp* This was an 

asaertiOB of the ©piso-opaoy*® right to ©oatrol teaching thegasartioa 

of this a©^ ri^ht explains much of <die sub^egaent ocmfliot between 

bishop and teacher*

Rome ia tte a^eos^ o®»tury w&s Hi® intelXeetaal omtr@ of the 

ChriatLan world, visited by many teaohera of mmg different shade® of

of * Chattel* $• Section D of this work.*



orthodoxy* fh® Palestinian convert Justin set up & school there in 

the tisi© of Antoninus ^ius (158~1&1 A*».) t wiser© for a while Tatinu

was his pupil* Mareion sad Valeatinaa ndsited Eam@, s© did Irenaeus 

asd Origan* @any of these visitors stayed to set up rival school®, 

mad© up of snail gi?oups of pupils &rotuid-th» I*t0«oher'* 9 who usually 

wes not a cl®rle« At least his clerical rank had nothing to do 

with tfeo leadership of his sehool* Ths praotioal effects -on Chureh 

life of this aultdplioilgr of iieuEying groups oan be taagin^d, as eon 

th@ eonfusion assd resentoMmt felt by tlM» "orthodox** in this situation* 

^'e seaa© i^iis in Hei^aa* rebuke of those w*ho desire to b© self**
o

appointed teachers , ssn©@lesa though they be"* Suoh a situation

nonsense of ai^ claim that Eoae nas & oentre of eonserv&tisa and 

orthodoxy, &t least cljuriag the first seventy five j®<fira of the second 

century* In fact the favour shosm initially to Maroion and Valentlnus 

•shows that there was considerable tolerance f this ccatinued on towards 

the end of the ©entuiy, as the Montanists were initially well 

<*ad liippolytus was not expelled9 however strained relations 

become t but ohoae to 1«§&T©« However duriiag the last tfalrd of 

c^itiiry (at least) » it m.y b© that the confidence in its apostolic 

tradition which Xren&eus envisaged was precisely what enabled the Roman 

bishops to exhibit this tolerance toward® theological aiseussdoii*

T!s© h@r^tios there would have disregarded the teaching of the 

Roman bishop ©M presbyters; and the presence of a number of orthodox

8 Hermas. Similitude 9. 22. 1.



teachers would have seriously weakened the teaching position of the 

official olergy, whatever official reeoggaltioii th«gr received* That 

some &u#h olai® was aaeerted can fee gather®! fro® ine letters ©£ 

Pope 3ot®r to Dionysiua of Corinth (o 170), and ewa the earlier 

accord oa boater r^aehed Igr *laie@^i^ eaA Foleei* However this

background should bt; miff loieut to @Kplc^in the r-'atic^nce or* 

teachisig In the Mippolytajn Draimitlon prayers, and the si

unaccountable racing; in hia e&rl^y Cc^BiiaanUry on BaaieX of the
9^efore the bi&hops, pr« sorters and deacons,,

By the middle of {fee third o^atm»j these ^abigiiitlea had 

there was orjv.^o^Ition to episcopal t^aeklilg but HO visible (?md orthodox)

opposition to tlto bishop as tei-cher. fhe couriCiia ax»@ an exai^le of 

this consoliar;.tioa, which is MI iaportajat element in -the Bpre,:,xl of a

a

For our purposes ao better 

be distinguished X'rom the 

th@ writings of Clem?int of

of this

9 . an Daniel 1* 17* $»

can be fauna

While the bishop i®

the Hosaau sltaatLott and &•

(to

ill

in £©ir* Hist. %e. 2 1932. pp. 501-32. A,
aad ^aasioii of Christl^niV1 (Sae» trails. 196l) pp* Bl^ »q|
n2» p.' /(4JI. Xntro. of £» Pist* and K, Chaawi<sk*s edition of *th»

ohriatlioh^r Sohulbetrleb in Alexandria und Kom11 (1915)
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to tJj® father of a family, Clement of tea writes as though there were 

only two baftle ardara s preatgrtara and deaeou»« Although it is 

difficult to know whether Xrenaeua fceaioi "aldai* i*e» rwrared t®ach©r 

of former ti»@s g or "clerical praabytax'1 ty ?rp*<5- fuY-j. pcJ § h© does 

seem to u&« the term pr@sbyt@r of the blahopa*

The Bovtaent towards a nonarehieal «plaeo|Kitt ia to b 

by the dlstiaetion of tha bishop from 'the preabytera, so that be in 

faot dooinat^a then 9 aad esa ia tfe^ojf7 f aad to @<»e extent in faet» 

teach and judge slo&e* this is sc5flietiir.es seen as thst Jjatvl table 

result of the Gnostic crisis* Few thiugs are inevitable 5 its© 

monarchical epiaoopatv clearly predattta the Gnoatio' •ovenoiit ia 

atid Gnostlcisui probably slowed down tlis develop^eat in the est I' 

than produced it by soae automatio re action*

It is difficult to traea tbia dwelofBMtat, but ihe ^sad 

sterna sur@ s^ougli* 2o%0 indication of the increased i&iportsaoe of 

the episcopate OiOi be seen in til® ^eciaii persooutions wlsers bishops 

are objeeta of special attack* A.s Harnack has pointed out, 'the

appearance of change is lessened because til© Msl^op continued to act
10 wit& hia praabgrtcre; thia praotl«« ia eaqprtaaeft IB

appeals to the d^oiaion-si-^iag; of faia own eoswiaitgr* To soro extent

is alr©&% aaaohrooiatie, as h@ himself is tto first oertaia exaaple

10 A« Baroaokt wTli© Constitution and I»av of t&© Cburoh1* (Siag, 
1910) p* 100,
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we have of a bishop taking, a decision in coaplete independence of his 

presbyters (and people), when he allow the de&thbed return of penitent

lapsi* By all the rules of lo^ic the bishop in the Did&scalia could 

have performer! such a deed, as his theology of the episcopate is raore 

exalted than even Cyrian*s| but we have so eiridsBca here* The 

emphasis is confirmed for Cyprian in the rebaptlsm councils, which are 

dominated by the episcopate* All the larger and later councils of 

the period under review t even rhen Mnlchion and Origen played such

iaportant parts, @nhenee the superloritiy of the bishop over the

presbyters.

Just as significant fois the spread of the monarcliieal episcopate, 

although &oarot>l^ less difficult to pinpoint, is the extension of 

episcopal control over all the activities in the ©osiJ-auJiit^1 ,* T&© 

clfiSsio-^1 «£jfiaples are Ale.xancl.ria and HOB© whero the freelance teachers 

are brought under episcopal supervision, and iiit,1 bishop wins acceptance 

a^ the chief teacher* Kon* the Iwss ijspres^ive is the li&t of 

dissidents whose d&aands were eii^ier absorb*.*d In the cQemun.M^r, or 

successfully rejectt-d, A brilliant esaaiplG of the first is Cjpriaaf a 

handling or the coafeoaors, who with their uresbyttr&l allies, 

momentarily threatened his le&d»rship« In turn the Gnostics, the 

Montaniste sud the rigorists such as Eippolytua and Kovatisn were 

opposed, and their challenge blunted. The episcopate led the Church 

IB all theae endeavours, and n&turally gained ioaenae prestige from
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their {successful

. As the theology .of the clergy In the Dld&soall® is directly 

descended frora that of Xgnatiws of Antlocfa, it is reasonable to conclude 

to an unbroken tradition of monarchical bishops in Syria, frosa where 

this style of Church government spread to the other Churches* © 

cannot trace ell the steps in the process* Similarly it was the 

theology of the -Kastern-born Irenaeua, ^iieh moat influenced th» estera 

concept of the episcopate, and to acme extent the Alexandrinisn concept 

too, through the doctrine of the apostolic succession of bishops* 

'Vherever used, this cemented th«s position of the episcopate, and 

especially its teaching .power* According to Irenaeus the tr«.th of 

^ie apostolic tradition preserved, in the local Churches is to 'be 

recognized by the unbroisen line of biahops gx>ing back to the Apostles 

thaaselves* The emphasis i« on Uie Churches;, but the bishops receive 

the ch&risa of truth and the Apostles* *locua wagisterii"« "e ha-^e 

eerlier evidence of this theory in Ho^esippus, Rnd something? similar 

in the letter of Ftolem»eus to Flore« However the assumption that 

the Church received it from the Gnostics, based on the false assumption 

that Ptoleraaeus" letter ia earlier than Hegesippus, la ill-f winded* 

re cannot be sure of the aource, but the Christian theory differs from

the Gnostics' because 'fche bishop not the teacher is the *dtness to
11 tradition, which is no longer secret* ^hile Hippolytus, unlike

Irenaous, balieved the high priesthood wrvs one of the gifts of the

11 cf» Chapter 3« Section C of this work*
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, Tertullian never believed the bishopa inherited tire teaching 

of the- -Apostles, or reeeivaft a charlsm of truth* .for him they 

ware only non-supernatural «itaeaa«s to tradition* The connection 

between his theory and the succession liata of the Eoman law schools 

is tsnuoua at best. Cleta©nt of Alexandria her® adopted the gnostic 

approach, • and 'believed in the transmission of secret traditions through 

the 'teachers, while Origan avoided the Catholic and Gnostic extresea 

anA believed in the continuity of the apostolic teaching function in 

the Church, in n&ich til® bishop and prtmfcytsrs played a proainent part* 

For Cyprian, it is not the ufiit^ of doctrine which i© entrusted to the
12bishop, but iho unity- of the 'Church itdelf * Neither Gregory nor the

Pidasoalia uses the thaozy. ?'iito the exception of the last tiro writerst 

the eonaeetioa betrr^en the apostolic bequest and the episcopate Is as 

accurate indication of the authors 1 visvns of -the episcopate, reaching 

a peak in Cyprian*

The pattern of ordination for aajor clerics is aaot ualf cm. 

Irea^dua does not mention aus& a oercsacny; if he .himself was consecrated, 

bishop by the laying oa of Siaafts, suj is pr-3b^bl*3, than this was 5oa« 

by the presbyters of Gaul, tut th©re "naa no olsher bishop thsre. ^ Both 

Cleaent and Origen recognise i^© existence of such a practice, bat 

neither eateems It highlyj oace a^ain th« presbyters probably

12 Hp, 45* 3*
13 cf» Chapter 3» section £• notes 115 f 11^* 117 of thia



mm Mehop, with this onste* CKMslag is favour of 

aoaoeftr&ttoa soate tiro Before AthaBas^aa* A© eerier &@ th* 

P© Sshortatione Castitatis, ¥«rtulllan a3Iomid the laity to eslefer&t* 

the -"taahariat, utt&a 00 ftlarcy wai* available* His later and

reaoved idi&tevar iBportsnee he attached to th* "rite of'1 

ordination, although he was not in favour of "toBporasy** ®l@rics» 

classical source of Information is Hippolytus* "Apostolic Traditlott*,

where God's choice sad the choice 'of th© people are needed, as well 

as the cermooy flhare only the bishops say the ordia&t&on prayer, and 

one bishop iapo&ea hands* SpeoiaX types of oonfossors do not need 

ordination to tho diaoon&te or prasbytera.te| bat ordination is alw&jn» 

needed to the episcopate* ?h© prooedoro is siisilar in Cyprlea exoept 

that tho oonfsaaora* privilese has disappeared- J^ad the proYiaclsl
** 'V* « A ^ *

bialiops probably jpl^y & greater p-art in the oli->ica of ca&didates (at 

the cscpease of the looal oongregatloa) than they did .at Roa««

opinion varied within tib» orthodox oaafimnities on the 

of th^ cere®oi3y« What waa is^ortsnt was the Church's 

, although tli@ extant to tihiah •chariaia Is supposed as well. 

gi7ea, is shows by the oxaapla of Hippolytus* confessor} there 

lncrea,»ijag realisation that ths* Churches appointatiot sfesuld be 

•xpreased through an ovOi&atian c«res&o^ including the l^ing on of 

•Tha reported consacr^tion of &r«£ory Thauaaturgus catcliea 

as although coiisecrat^d wlwn in f<a«t h© ??as abaent, he later 

the regilsita forns* ^o too an episcopal aonopoly 0j»

ef» Chap'ter 9» Seotlon H*
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consecration oereisoniea of bishops is. well &n the wia^ to 
if it i* not alr®a% fcttBlered*

Vflbat results th» spread of the monarchical api&oopate had on tht 

position of th« presbyters said deacons oan only be guessed at, apart 

from a few scattered f^ot» 9 and the truiata th&t the proafcytei1* suffered 

a declJji® in iraparta&cse* One oas^ outa ri^it £esx>g.s the cofflaon pattem; 

Is t*3s i>lda«eelia whera the ^leaeon baa -aectood rs^k to iftie bishop 

of the praabyter* is there bad been soimr^hio^ episcopacy in 

I&iriti'tsius, wbo believed ia ttee .e*cond iaporteiace of tlio

, the co^dt&ticm of th& deaooo* o&aaot be oomeoted witb a 

iaov@ fr<^a &onupii>oopdc^ to ttoaarcfcQf* v^xovpt p«arha|Hi that tJba preal^yters 

had heard rat' diff&£«eat @®$mitia&@ ^Ia0iter@t i;-iid eath^i1 defied their 

bi&hop or sought to itioxmse their 0hsra itt tl»e so^®Hffi«3st *» and than 

denoted* •<*«* do not know* v.lsewl&e.f©, eaiwcdUCLly if ther® It 

oppoaitlon» the daoocin. is tbe obviou* e^iudidate to ba the

the &no»tie orisia, the orthodox Chrietlana regarded 

definition of belief e® & 'a»lf~evideat neeeeaity* *tej «^at©d to

at least the .fuadunentol ®eaai»^ of th® &©®p©l ft *md to this «0A 

uatabli«bed a nuober of nors^, it isaa at thia level tnat the results

of the Gnostic eriais were most evident, a® there «&a Jiow a

appeal to the on^ truo feith ewr^?vtier@ tranettitted by ail ish® Apoetle«| 

a rejeetlon of secret tz'&di.tioass aj^d most iaportastly a

to a "fixed*1 c&Jio» of Scu^tut-e* eoMpo»«d of the Old
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and based on the Gospels aatd Paul in the New,

Such a clarification of the norms was a prerequisite for the 

tightening of Church discipline; and there can be no doubt that the 

Maroionite canon of Scripture, rejecting the Old Testament and radically 

pruning th© New, also hastened the earning into being of an orthodox 

list, wherever the origin for the idea might lie. :

The need for both Scripture and the teaching of the Church wag 

everywhere recognized, but the relationship between the two was not 

fixed in a unanimous way* If there was disagreement within the 

who was to be reckoned as the teacher? How were the Scriptures to 

used?

In this context the contribution of Tertullian has often been 

underestimated. Although he was extremely inconsistent sometimes, 

in explaining his Montanisi beliefs on penance for example, the distinc 

tions he drew as a Montanist between an unchanging rule of faith, and 

the remaining and changeable (**discipline" and "eonversatio*1 ) content 

of faith brought much light on the problem, and clarified the alternati 

considerably. Today some would regard such an approach as doomed from 

the beginning, either because of th© impossibility of arriving at clear 

cut solutions, or because they see it as a siis-statement of the entire 

problematic* ^ith the possible exception of Clement, all Tertullian's 

contemporaries would have agreed with his aims, if not his methods; and 

the Church then (and now) in the day-to-day teaching of Christianity 

has to use some variant of his approach.
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One of the dangers resulting from the adoption of written documents 
as the basic expression of normative tradition is that of a mechanistic 
appeal to ihoe® dQC»«tnta f 00 that the possibility of anachronism becomes
very real as obsolete "details" of practic© are maintained &x&
The "nihil innovetur* argument of toe t&nan letters to Gypri&a oen
a source of greet strength i'or the continued welibeing of the eowunityj
in aosse s@ns®a it e^reaaes th@ nsbole attitude oi' tiris Churoh or ti'ie
But if interpreted rigidly or stupid^, it can be disastrous*
explicitly reco^ni&ed ttte role of nreasojr in 'feh@ application of Christian
teaeiting to new situations, realising that Scripture did not have all-
purpose and rea; ;y«-i3iide prescriptions. .But he did not conclude from this
insuiTieieney to ths existence of a p©rmas©nt teaching office in th®
Church, least of all on© belonging to the bishop3*

Cyprian also appealcsd to rectao-n rather tixatt mere custom in the 
rabaptissi controv@rsj9 but his appeal is to Christian tradition Interpreted 
by the episcopate which is responsible to &od ^lone* This enables him 
to arrive at a number of "divia®" deoisiOD& t all appealing to Scripture 
or the rule etc* md mw$ t4ja@a based only in part upon t&ea* He did 
ccsaplezaent Scripture with a pezmfinent teaching office, find there was no 
danger of anachronism for hi®; but his understanding of* the alternatives 
was so imprecis®, hia ooafiteice in episcopal powers so greet as h@ pls^d 
fast and loose with traditional norms (even while this was done with the 
utmost sincerity), that the danger of a serious perversion of tradition 

was real*

In Alexandria tile strengths and w©akn©s®es of Cyprian's position
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ar® also to be found in the extensive application of sllegory to both

Because ©f tit© intellectual respectability of the device, 

its sophistication when compared with Cyprian's au&ulet w® should 

not forget ttofct the $&me dangers exist, -as & determined allegorlat

from Scripture most or Kh&t he wants to find ti

Both the AlexsjAdriaii writer* were more interest

, and tb@ s^lritual~3iitelleotaal problems of the 

than in the everyday ooeeerns of the ?i o-fcbere Christiana* 

This helps to expltda their infrequent refereneea to the "rula% & 

device fr@qu@ntly- invoked IB Ii*@ftit<m® a»€ Tertulliaii in parti@ula.3Tji 

and to be distinguished fro® the baptiaaAl ©reeds | it is noxttativs< 

i;or the orthodox and aati-heretioal, belag i« faet an articulation of 

the ooiiteat of faith, v&rying for vsiirious purposes* Its ambiguous 

relationship with the Sf e:®0^iitlf.ilsn of faith is shown in Tertullian's 

claim as a Montetniat that because the C&tholie doetrliies of Chureh 

and r^najic^ ware not cojitaii'iev. In it, he w,,s I'i^© to ^hei^e' Ills 

on Uiefee poiiit^, whil® reffiamijag tirn^ to g^xiuiae Chriatiari tradition* 

If there had been & strict aquation of t^i® rule of* faith aad the 

essentials (i*@» for meabersiiip of tlie Ghureti) tiisn Ma case was 

unassailable* ^*t it was r©4^©^^ by aost of cont^&por&ry Qhristianj

rhil© th^ Me®3,*t <^T the- Hew Testaaient Csao® wag fixed* the edges 

were still qudte blur-red. In the oase of Cleaent ol' Jllexandria, ®ptd 

evaa Ir^minis and Origan, it IB soRewfaat oisleadiag to ®|>ealK of a 

oloaed oanonj moreover the device of apostolic authorship in the
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ea» scarcely be reeoneHed with it» The apoatolloify of 
the author waa the foremost criterion, bat acceptance by the Church w@®
another iaporta&t factor.

Ti» 0oac@fta of th© Church always stressed the p&raaount activity 
of the Spirit, and the necessity of mutual love e»d conoor6, aaong Ita 
euiabers. ^hile ttos^ writers more influenoed bj Greek philoaopi^y w^r® 
less inclined to iri©w the Clmrcls if* tern® of the here-ond-now than 
either the North Afriofia or the S'jriis® authors, the principal tension 
is eooleslology revolved around the issue whether ils© Chureti was to b© 
& Cfeoreh of salats, so exeluding those guilty of serious sia»

this extr^se w&e mot adopted, the ri^orist current was still

Hermms having & stroug and 2»«©rc^© following*

Mo early Christian writer taught that there w&e salvation
oa© true Churchy although Clmnent oonbined this- with a belief

15 Plato 'taught aa thoui^i inapired and la sa alaoat prophetie way, ^ and
the belief of Stephen and his itlUee «^oin0t the rebaptiaa of heretioa 
would »ft®B to lead ultiestalj to aueh a poaltion* fh® fieroe opposition 
to achiam&tiee end their equation with the fe@ret.ioa imist be s©©« as a 
eontinuation of ttw orthodox party* a disgust at 'the fragmentstion of the
Christian comsimities in the Gnostic erlaia* loreair@r the old anti*

•

heretiesl aouss l@ft over from this criaia w«r@ the best weapons to 
, while the Jutelleotuel iaseiisitivil^r of so msi^y leaders, as well

15 Strogu I. 3. 42. 1; V* 14* 108* 2.
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as the aeeft to 2*al3^r popular support against the offenders, all 

eoatribttt&d their part to the ©cmtimiRtiai* of this bl&ck and white 

eeelesiology* It was &n effective t If ruthless policy based on a 

strong 4eo&e of corporate authority and little rtiope^t for ibs Ind 

dual oonssitmoe*

Hot oalj does the attitude to tlie jjenit9f:tdUl processes wry, 

but our evidence of the interrmtloaui of the official cleirgy is 

"'.'e hear no&JAg ox* 1fe@ el«2*gy*3 role in r&ooaolli8g froK Irenaeus 

of Alexandria* Hippo3^tua« th© Moaita»i»t Tertulliaa a»4 

ae reoQnclliatioa to all ^erioua ains* In both 

« Catholic Tertulliiia -Ut©x^ QCE& cwl he one

for cesxdoua aixis of tei* baMsei a z'adtriotiOQ whicli

on CypriUn WWB & rig-orist*

Grogoiy eM the author of the I*idufi«*allt., both from the Kuett 

uiicc>&pllocita& acceptance of reeobt^i&tlQn for all aeidouss sins, for 

which there Is ^erEaine ropeiitogaoe* Al»o the 3>i 

cleejr&^t inadght into the a-'Msmaetital j^ture of

The role of the confeaaore in Hie pimite2kti»tl proceasoa «dao 

li(jhts some of the authority p^ttema of Hi^ Church at -thv tine* 

Cutholio confeasor* in Ai'rdoe 0i&4B€id. to be uble to reconcile in 

?ertulHan*a tioe» «•» '^M?y <^,^ a^^iii in Cyprian* a day in :--OB«, Horth 

Africa sod Alexandria* "' That they felt able to do &o is evidence of

of. Chapter 8* "ectioa 0* note® 2B3» £84, 285 of thia
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the traditional reverence for ojbariea&tioB» and the natural

that th^se charieia&tios can oxerolse public functions* ?h

was fttrang enough to resist their efforts, although not ev«n Cyprian

could afford a direct confrontation with th<©% at least at the tioe

letter eighteen was mitten* In Alexandria, bishop Dionysius allowed

their concessions to stand*

The charismatic®, be they prophet, tweoher or confessor did r®c©i?© 

^reat respect in th&ir ooi&nunitie8 9 and throughout this period it was 

still d@aaad@d aost enphatioally that offlee-hold^rs be feo^y* A ®ls&» 

ful office-holder w^^s felt to be a contradiction in t©ra& f although until 

the rise of the councils sn& metropolitans there w%® little 

of acting on th@ oonaeqpienoee of thi* belief, aad re&oving ®uch 

"offleer" t ^speclall^ if h© w@re a bistep*

T^rtullian and Clement show the importance earlier in the third 

ce»tury of lay teachers, but 'the fact that Origen eventually accepted 

ordination to 1^ie presbjterat^ probably reflects a growing conviction 

in the Church that teachera uftuully ^iould be eleriea*

Origea was no ch&api :^a of the mase of the laity agoinat tbe cl©rgj, 

although h© did not hesitate to attack clerical abuses, Howbere waa 

^ens aa^r developed theory of countervailing powers with the body of 

the laity balancing epiecopal power, Tertulllim did believe in m 

uaiYersal9 ©ad anti«fiiniaterial sacerdotalismy but th© ilontsniat 

calamity discipline w?ui so harsh, JUa natters trivial -C.B *ell &s 

important, that his group wa® always destined to be a minority movement*



rejection of Stontenlsm also increased official suspicion of all

prophecy, ecstatic and otherwise, so closing on® other field of lay

The role -of the laity is typically ®k®m in their part in tbe 

election processes of local clerics, and in ooaeiliar gatherings, 

where they were quasi-official witnesses and more than cute onlookers f 

but iMher© their role can© to be acre and more dominated by the 

provincial bishops.

These councils certainly ex&lted episcopal power, but they also 

placed an effective check upon it, at least in Important matters of 

Doctrine, and to some extent practice, «feich involved other bishops* 

The check© on episcopal power within a dloeese on ordinary aay~to-4ay 

matters were of much less consequence* Thes© councils enabled a 

de facto aystas of appeals 1x> work, at least on questions of doctrine, 

as well as instituting a natural process of arriving ©t unanimity on 

important matter©*

As soon as bishops begisn to ^rk together regularly, ®vm at a 

distance, it was inevitabl© that individuals would com© to predominate* 

There is nothing unusual Is le&dsrs merging within an area} what is 

interesting is the development of a ojuasi~p«n&anent pattern, and -the 

establislnent of de facto saetropolitans. For a see to achieve any 

preeminence the bishop had to be pr@€©in©Bt also; «hile a continued 

leadership-role n@c©sslt^it@d a suce©ssio» of capable bishops* Kvery
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had to be in aa Important city, and apostolic fotmdation

was another ijfflfortast, but not esseatial characteristic, Councils 

generally l@as developed in the ?"este«i or 3cttaa sphere of influence > 

with the exception of {forth Africa, whioh shows a greater ooaoilior 

than any other area in ill® third eatery* with the posslbl© 

of Ca©sar@a» 

Hone was th© greatest eity is th* world, its Chareh had been founded'•"" flr ^

by Peter (to *h<an Christ had ctvea a special po»i^.oii} aud Paul, aad^ * -*i*f * A> * ^

had been led by a number of asea '^so m«de aigaifieaat eontributiaaft, suoh 

as Aaioetua. Soter. Vlotor. CalHottis. Cornelius and then Stephen* It9 W f if '*

had beea ii)e iatelleotual oeatre of Christianity ^uriiig souoh of the 

second C€^^iry» On the -"ast@r date aad the rebaptiea eootroveroy its 

vi©w was eveatoally accepted tgr the Chrietiaii %-orld* Possiblj these

happy solutions ooatrlbuted as maeh to the eoasolidatioa of the Ronaa 

position as RoMik iaf3jaeiMM» eoatribnted to -^©ir aeeeptaaee* Certainly

Victor *» episcopate is a twning point. If in 00®© sense a culmination 

of previous history* t& Plaaa rightly eoaaeots it wi^i tbe rise oi' the 

Latin and popular party in ^^ Ho»aa Charoh, as opposed to the mor©

S-reek-speaking grornp* Th®$ w@re deteralaed that 

no lo»^®r be the pl^y thing of the intelleetuala*

not primarily a theology f but a saving faith Eynd a Cfeui^sh in which 

unity ^^ unifsnai^ were aeeeBaaxy* Organisation and authority

to out through the debilitatiag pl«r^ias in Booe t and outside the eity

17 I*a Piaaa op, alt, ?, 2141 p, 221



if neoessarj* Whether this approach w&* desirable and justified, in 

tens® of the Church's tsmmnity wellbeing and 1fee required fidelity to 

the teachings of Chxdst la not a question to b© answered h®r@*

A number of atg*ps were necessary before tn* theology of the 'Roman 

biahop could be fully articulated. First of all the bishop had to b© 

clearly superior to the presbyters, and seem an the successor of the 

Apostles, with superior teaching p€>wers» Th© dootrine of apostolio 

succession was iiaportant here* Quoe Peter9 * special position Is 

recognised, and- th© bishops ar® s@«n as the successors of the Apostles, 

it is s small step to on© bishop ©laijalag to tar@ iaherited ?eterfs 

position.

At least for internal organisation no tidy pattern can t>© found 

dividing r^st from ^est, as long as Alexandria imd Syria zmaia in the 

Eastern half, la Inter-ClmFch affairs a pattern was estexging 

the Christian issorld geographieal3yt is as ssuch sis the ^astern 

w@re ®-or^ dootrinal, and th© "*«stexn more practical* This is partly 

explained by the fact that mwy of Or%«n*s pupil© became bishops, 

bringing a stronger intellectual element into the ^astern hierarchy* 

Also lfe@re ^ms na "astern equ3.valent of H.os®,

Organlsetioji was still «a0odlfi®d9 sad most were willing to 

abandon constitutional pr@e©teit in a good cause* fh«?re are dangers, 

as well as iimea®© admntages , in this comparative freed<^a, but every* 

where there wa© a confidence in the Spirit, a realisation of the 

importance of mutual love, end a determination to preach the Gospel*
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