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become an objective power of the age, and carried in itself the
necessity of being recognised. The greatness of Constantine, what
makes him one of those world-historical characters who are the
individual expression of the spirit of their age, is simply and solely
this, that he understood his age, and had the capacity to take up
into himself, and to join with himself in a personal unity, what the
genius of the time had to deposit in his hands in Christianity.
Though so significant a warning had gone forth between the second
and the third edict, the right time had not yet gone by for the
world freely to measure itself with Christianity. The last great
attempt against Christianity had been without result, and had only
exposed the weakness and powerlessness of the heathen world,
and the inner dissolution which had seized upon the ancient faith.
It was now evident that the substantial power of the age was
Christianity, and that alone, as the Corpus Christianorum with the
strong, well-articulated organisation of the Catholic Church. Only
in this form did Constantine know Christianity, and it was only
the grand unity to which the episcopal system of the Church had
even then been developed, which excited in him so great reverence.
Thus he came to see in the Christian Church the power by which
the Roman empire, so much in need of regeneration, could gain the
strength and capacity needed for that process. Thus there was
an approach on both sides, in the interests not less of the one than
of the other. The real power of the age resided in Christianity
alone: amid the dissolution of all the forms which held the old
world together, it only formed a firm and compact unity, in which
it was able to offer a new body to the State now falling to pieces.
On the other side, it was no less for the interests of Christianity
that the form of the Roman empire, founded as it was in history,
should be that in which it became the ruling power of the world.
In a word, if there was still to be a Roman empire, this was
possible only under the condition that a Christian emperor should
now stand at its head. Thus it was nothing but an inner neces-
sity, lying in the changed relations of the world themselves, which
forced the two powers to come together into one : on the one side,
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Christianity, in the form of the Church and the episcopate, which
now once more built the bridge over which Christianity went
forward to a new stage of its historical development; and on the
other, the Roman empire, being still in name at least what in
reality it was no longer. It is nothing but the objective process
of the thing itself that provides the force for further motion. In
the life of Constantine, in fact, there is no personal information as
to the decisive step of his going over to Christianity. Indeed he
even postponed his baptism, as if such an act had ceased to be
necessary for him, the Christian emperor, to the very end of his
life. Thus considered, the whole change which we are now con-
sidering has an entirely political character, and history has in
reality no great object for inquiring what relation Constantine’s
own religious convictions bore to the great process! Yet the
religious element, in so far as it belongs to the question at all, does
in a certain way assert itself. When a power has advanced by
the road of historical development, and come to be a patent and
evident objective reality, it must be held to be religion in a man
that leads him to recognise it for what it is, to see in it a divine
evidence, and in the consciousness of his own subjective depend-
ence to bow before it as a higher power. This kind of religiosity
we cannot in any case deny to Constantine. If we are to put the
question as to his religion, there can be no doubt that this was the
real substratum of his religious consciousness. He gives a clear
manifestation of this religious disposition of his mind, when he
characterises the efforts of his antagonists as nothing but a tyranny
hostile to God.2 In conflict with him, the friend of Christians
and of Christianity, they had to rely solely on what still remained
of the power of heathenism, and thus they set themselves against
the spirit of the age. They were the enemies and adversaries of

1 Here I am in essential agreement, though on quite independent grounds,
with Burckhardt’s estimate of Constantine, op. cit., p. 346 sg., 389 83. As for
Eusebius, I cannot but agree with Burckhardt that in everything relating to
Constantine he is a very untrustworthy panegyrist, and is guided by the Chris.
tian hierarchical interest.

" 3 Thus, in Euseb. Vita Const. iii. 12, he speaks of a feopayia Tvpdwir.
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God, because they fought against a cause which history plainly
showed to be the declared will of God; and they were tyrants,
since, from this same reason, they were without any justification
for their power and rule. It was therefore a perfectly idle and
futile attempt that Licinius made, when for the last time he held
up the standard of paganism ; he did so at a time when it had long
been clear that the chance of battle could fall in no other way than
it did.

Thus, harsh and repellent as the relations of Christianity to the
Roman State were at the beginning, and sharp as the antithesis was
which they could not but present to each other, now at last they
came together peacefully and harmoniously to the most intimate
unity.  Christianity and the Roman State now travel hand in
hand on the way of the historical development which still lies
before them, and it seems as if no force in the world could again
sunder the two powers so closely united with each other. But
what enabled Christianity to gain a victory which men of every
age have felt that they could not but regard as one of the greatest
wonders of the world’s history ? The cause lay, first of all, in the
definiteness and the traditional significance of the forms by which
Christianity united its adherents to the most intimate communion
among themselves, No religion can attain to historical import-
ance without a form of association resting on an authority that
has been long recognised. Faith in Jesus as the Messiah who had
appeared and was to come again in the next times, was a charac-
teristic enough bond of association for those who believed in him.
The more intimately it united them among themselves, the more
decided was the contrast it caused them to present to the whole
world by which they were surrounded. They had but two alterna-
tives before them, either they must conquer the world or they must
perish in the struggle with it. After the christological conscious-
ness of the Christian churches had been so far developed, that
Christ could not be thought of as the head of the Church in his
divine dignity without the churches having at their head an over-
seer and president representing him, the episcopate became the
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form of the association of the Church. On the one side, this in-
stitution was capable of endless development, while, on the other,
it was calculated to unite all its members together in the closest
possible way ; and it both went back into the past, and reached for-
ward to the future. It may with truth be asserted that it was the
episcopate alone that rendered possible the historical development
of Christianity, and prepared its way to a world-historical future.
This it did because it united in itself things divine and things
human, things spiritual and things worldly, the high and the lowly,
the near and the distant; and while by no means closed to what
was transcendental in the Christian consciousness, did not fail, on
the other side, to recognise the facts given in real life and the needs |
of the present. So often as an important crisis was reached in the
history of the development of Christianity, so often did it prove
that the episcopate came forward to effect the needed conciliation.
It was the episcopate which cleared away the dangers and perver-
sions even of Gnosticism and Montanism, which cut off the extremes
of all the heresies, and provided for the Catholic Church in an
increasing measure that assured and even basis which it required
for an existence calculated to endure in the future. And without
doubt it was the bishops who, when the heaviest blow of the last
persecutions had not without good reason been aimed persistently
at their heads, mainly contributed to the guidance of the Christian
Church and of the Roman State through the transition to the new
form of their relations to each other. But, we are obliged to ask
again, what was it that made it so great a need for Christianity to
have such forms as would enable it to embrace a wider and wider
area, what was the inner in this outer form ? The simple answer
to this question appears to lie in the impressions and results which
Christianity cannot but produce in all susceptible minds. And
yet regarding these history has very little to tell us. How many
were converted to faith in Christ by the comfort of the Gospel
and all the spiritual blessings it conveys, this is recorded in no
annals of history, but belongs entirely to the secret history of the
human heart, from which scarcely even a faint report is carried
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into that general history which passes over individuals so lightly
and rapidly. Nor indeed, from the very nature of the case, could
these, whatever we may say of them, belong to the first and most
obvious effects produced by Christianity in its contact with the
heathen world. Forgiveness of sins, reconciliation, comfort and
peace of conscience, these every religion gives in its own way, nor
could all this be found wanting in the heathen religions, if only one
believed in the gods, whose gift these highest blessings of the
spiritual life would be found to be. As soon indeed as faith in
the gods themselves had disappeared, the indispensable condition
had been lost for receiving all that could be looked for as their
gift. And for this reason the main question at issue in the
struggle between Christianity and heathenism lay, not on the side
of the heart anxious for salvation, thirsting for the consolation of
the Gospel, but rather on the side of the reason, asking above all
as to the truth of its ideas. The one great and pressing point to
be settled was as to the truth and meaning which polytheism,
the belief in the gods of the heathen religion, might still possess
for the religious consciousness. Regarding from this point of view
the relation of Christianity to the heathen world confronting it,
and the great result of the first three centuries of Christianity,
how little can we wonder that it gained at this time so general
and so decided a victory over that heathen world? How many
would there be at this time whose imagination the old mythical
doctrine of the gods still influenced with its magic charm? In
the early days of the empire even a religion so repugnant to all
heathen notions as the Jewish made a great number of proselytes,
and this may surely teach us how easily the religious consciousness
of the heathen turned away from his old gods. And if we consider
further with how pronounced and energetic an opposition Chris-
tianity confronted the whole system of heathen polytheism, and
how, in all the conflicts which were waged between Christianity
and heathenism, the main point was that of acknowledging or
denying the heathen gods! we cannot be surprised at the result

1 Compare a refutation of the heathen belief in the gods in Tert. Apol c. 10 sg.
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that the victory did not remain much longer undecided.  For
who were those among whom the old faith still had its most active
defenders? On the one side the coarse fanatical populace, with
whom this faith had turned into the most utter superstition, and
blind hatred against the Christians was the one acting motive ; on
the other side was the small class of those who were led from
reasons of State-interest to wish this religion maintained, or who
more or less unconsciously foisted into it another meaning, in the
light of their Platonic idealism. But between these two classes
there was the very considerable middle class, the numerous
members of which belonged neither to the political grandees nor
to the philosophical illuminati, nor yet to the lowest class of the
people, but composed the ordinary citizen-class, of more or less
cultivation. Of this class were those people of whom, as Chris-
tians, Celsus and Lucian speak with such contempt, those artisans,
those weavers, shoemakers, and tanners, who knew so little how
to come forward publicly, but proved so active in the matters of
their faith in secret and by themselves. It was in the purer and
less prepossessed mind of this class that Christianity had found from
the beginning the most receptive soil for its operations, inasmuch
as they were the least restrained by all the prejudices and interests
of the other classes from finally dissolving in their sober practical
reason the weak bond still holding them to the faith in the old gods.
If people of this class had little opportunity, especially in the poli-
tical circumstances of that period, to play any part upon the stage
of public life, it was the more probable that Christianity would
make greater and greater progress among them privately, and on
an increasing scale withdraw from the faith in the old gods the
ground of its existence. Thus at last the time arrived when in
the midst of the heathen population a new generation had arisen,
the existence of which all at once opened the eyes of the heathen
potentates to the abyss on the brink of which the heathen State
was standing. The words of Tertullian, in which he describes
the strength which the Christian population had even in his day
attained, are not perhaps to be taken literally ; some deduction
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may be made on account of a rhetorical mode of statement. Yet,
for all this, they are sufficient to enable us to estimate the import-
ance which Christianity had acquired even in his day in the
provinces of the Roman Empire. Hesterni sumus, the inspired
apologist of Christianity exclaims to the heathen, et vestra omnia
implevimus, urbes, insulas, castella, municipia, conciliabula, castra
ipsa, tribus, decurias, palatium, senatum, forum; sola vobis reli-
quimus templa, Cui bello non idonei, non prompti fuissemus,
etiam impares copiis, qui tam libenter trucidamur, si non apud
ipsam disciplinam magis occidi liceret, quam occidere. Potuimus
et inermes, nec rebelles, sed tantummodo discordes solius divortii
invidia adversus vos dimicasse. Si enim, tanta vis hominum, in
aliqguem orbis remoti sinum abrupissemus a vobis, suffudisset
utique dominationem vestram tot qualiumcunque civium amissio,
immo etiam et ipsa destitutione punisset. Procul dubio expavis-
setis ad solitudinem vestram, ad silentium rerum et stuporem
quendam quasi mortui orbis. Quaesissetis, quibus imperaretis.
Plures hostes quam cives vobis remansissent. Nunc enim pauci-
ores hostes habetis prae multitudine Christianorum paene omnium
civitatam, pene omnes cives Christianos habendo, sed hostes
maluistis vocare generis humani potius quam erroris humani.!
And now let it be considered how much this state of affairs
must have increased in the course of a century, after so long a
period of repose, and such ineffectual persecutions. What the
Emperor Maximin, the last vehement persecutor of the Christians,
said in his edict issued to put a stop to hostilities in the year 312,
was certainly quite in accordance with the truth, that the' Emperors
Diocletian and Maximian had seen that almost all men had left
the worship of the gods and mixed themselves up with the people
of the Christians.? The ground of the old religion had long been un-
dermined in all directions, when Constantine followed the impulse
of the time which carried him, and placed by it on its summit,

erected on the place deserted by the old gods the symbol of the cross.
1 Tert. Apol. c. 37.

! Euseb. E. H. ix. 9. An ros Xpioriavdw is spoken of here, as a Corpus
Christianorum in the edict of the year 311.




PART SIXTH.

CHRISTIANITY AS A MORAL RELIGIOUS PRINCIPLE IN ITS ABSOLUTENESS
AND ITS LIMITATION IN TIME.

Taus the word with which the founder of Christianity began
the preaching of the Gospel, that the confessors of his doctrine
are not only the poor in spirit, whose is the kingdom of heaven,
but also the meek who shall inherit the earth, was fulfilled in this
last particular also, and proved true by the external history of
Christianity in the first three centuries in which it was a part of
the history of the world. The thoughtful historian, when he fixes
the point at which Christianity stands in the great epoch of its
fortunes which is marked by Constantine, cannot but look back to
the beginning and to the principle from which all those phenomena
proceeded which are contained in the history of the first three
centuries. That sense of poverty, the feeling in which the first
adherents of Jesus confronted the world and looked on themselves
as the poor, but the poor in spirit whose outward physical poverty
was but the symbol and the earnest of that which they possessed
in thinking of the kingdom of heaven, the very opposite of poverty,
stands before us here in the whole power of an all-commanding,
world-conquering principle. To nothing but its principle, the
power working within it, is Christianity indebted for all that it has
grown to be externally in the course of time. And the greater
the effects which have flowed from this principle, the more cer-
tainly do they authenticate it as proceeding from a divine origin.
There are more ways than one of defining this divine element in
the origin and the principle of Christianity. 'We may speak of the-
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Son of God incarnate in humanity, or of the spirit poured out
upon the first community of believers in Jesus, or of the spirit in
the sense of the apostle Paul, whom we find identifying the divine
Spirit which works in believers with the immediate self-conscious-
ness of the Christians in such a way that we can only conceive of
it as the principle of the Christian consciousness. But in any case,
when the principle is compared with its effects it can only be
considered as one essentially moral in its character. The only
way in which any religion can prove the divinity of its origin and
principle is by the moral effect which it produces, by the moral
power and energy which it calls forth in its adherents. Now un-
doubtedly there has never been a greater and more penetrating
change of the world, one that has more distinctly made an epoch
both in respect of its extent outwardly and of its inner significance,
than that which came to pass through Christianity. But what
would the change that took place in the religious faith and the
ideas of mankind amount to, without a corresponding moral
change? Of what profit would it have been that the world turned
from polytheism to monotheism, and instead of setting its hopes
upon a Messiah still to come in the future, believed in one already
come, and worshipped in him the Son of God in the highest sense,
had not the world become another world in its moral disposition
and its moral conduct, and had not those phenomena in which the
immorality of the ancient world is so characteristically manifested
been displaced by genuinely moral virtue and religion? Christianity
itself defines the work which it designs to do in man, describes the
essence of the change it aims at producing in him, as a regenera-
tion and renewal of the whole man. If this be so, then this power
which re-forms man must prove itself historically by a moral
regeneration brought about in the public life of humanity. And
in fact it is just this that gives the period of the first three centuries
of Christianity, regarded from the most universal point of view,
that of morals and religion, its greatest importance.

‘What we have here to consider is not what Christianity brought
to pass in particular individuals, in the hidden depths of their
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inner life, but its effects on a large scale, what appeared as the
noblest fruit of its influence in the common public life of the
nations. And looking at the subject in this way we have every
right to say that the world actually became through Christianity
a morally purer and better world. This applies of course only to
the limited circle to which the influence of Christianity directly
extended. But the change appears, as from the nature of the case
we should expect, in all those points at which Christianity was
brought into near and immediate contact with the prevailing moral
corruption of the heathen world, and is here an undeniable histori-
cal fact. The heathen adversaries of Christianity refused to allow
to it even the credit of being a moral religion, and went so far as
to accuse it of the deepest moral perversity and profligacy. The
answer of the Christians to these accusations was simply to point to
those phenomena, patent to all, in which the life of the Christians
exhibited a genuinely moral character. Let any one read the
writings of the Christian apologists of the second century, and
judge whether they could have ventured to come forward with
such speeches to defend and to describe Christianity, had they not
been speaking the truth. If the facts had been quite otherwise—if
that simple unfeigned piety and fear of God, that shrinking from
everything immoral and forbidden in which was expressed the
constant sense of the presence of a God who sees in secret and
judges according to strict righteousness, that uprightness, faithful-
ness, and straightforwardness in all the relations of social life, that
chastity, and that purity of manners which turned away from all
sensual delights, that hearty self-sacrificing benevolence from
which not even enemies and injurers were shut out, that devoted
and ever constant patience which displayed in sufferings, as if they
were the true calling of the Christian, the highest exercise of
moral qualities, and all those virtues which have at all times been
regarded as the fairest fruits and the most certain evidence of the
truly Christian mind,—if these characteristics had not actually
and most unmistakably distinguished the Christian community
from the heathen world, then the apologists could not have used



236 CHURCH HISTORY OF FIRST THREE CENTURIES.

the language they did! And what made the difference all the
more noticeable was that in many things peculiarly entering into
the life of the ancient world the Christians took no part, for the
gimple reason that they could not combine it with their Christian
notions. Not only did they avoid everything that could bring
them into contact with the heathen demon-worship, but they also
kept away from places where they could not appear without
partaking in the idle search for pleasure, the coarse delight in
spectacles, the shameless licentiousness of heathen manners. On
this point we need only consider how, for example, Tertullian, not
here under the influence of his Montanistic rigour, judges as to
participation in the heathen spectacles. God, he says, has enjoined
upon us to deal with the Holy Spirit, since he is in his own nature
tender and soft, with calmness and gentleness, peace and quiet,
and not to agitate him by rage or ill-nature or anger or grief.
How then can he accord with the spectacles? Every spectacle is
not without strong agitation of spirit. They are likewise com-
manded to keep all immodesty far from them. On this ground
they are excluded from the theatre, where immodesty has taken
up its abode, and nothing is in repute but what is disreputable

1 Compare particularly such passages as Justin, Apol. i. cap. 12 sq. Athena-
goras, Leg., cap. 31 sg. Tertullian, Apol., cap. 39 sg. The Christians examined
by Pliny also appealed, in proof of the blamelessness of the Christian life, to the
fact that se sacramento non in scelus aliquod obstringere, sed ne farta, ne latro-
cinia, ne adulteria committerent, ne fidem fallerent, ne depositum appellati
denegarent (comp. 1 Pet. iv. 15). On the honour and conscientiousness of the
Christians in the payment of their taxes to the State, also insisted on by Justin,
Apol. i. cap. 17, Tertullian says, Apol. cap. 42, Vectigalia gratias Christianis
agent ex fide dependentibus debitum, qua alieno fraudando abstinemus, ut, si
ineatur, quantum vectigalibus pereat fraude et mendacio vestrarum professionum,
facile ratio haberi possit, unius speciei querela compensata pro commodo cetera-
rum rationum. (What the State loses by the Christians not taking part in the
heathen sacrificial worship is sufficiently made up by their honesty in other
matters.) There is scarcely any finer evidence to the truly moral spirit with
which Christianity confronted the heathen world, than that contained in Ter-
tullian’s De Patientia. Compare especially the conclusion, cap. 15, where
Tertullian sums up the qualities with which patience is described as the soul of
practical Christianity, and where he contrasts the truly Christian heavenly
patience with the falsa probrosa patientia gentium terrae.
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elsewhere. What it is wrong to say, it is also wrong to hear. Very
decidedly does Tertullian reject the false reasons by which Chris-
tians endeavoured to show the justifiableness of such pleasures;
appealing, for example, to the fact that they were nowhere
expressly forbidden in Scripture. Never and in no place can that
be excused which God condemns, never and in no place can that
be allowed which is always and everywhere forbidden. It is
required by pure truth and the fear of God, which ever remains
the same, that we should not change our judgment according to
circumstances. What is truly good or evil can never be anything
else. In God’s truth everything stands sure. The heathen who
have not the complete truth, because they have not God for the
teacher of truth, explain good and evil according to their own will
and pleasure; what is counted good in one place is counted bad
in another, and what is called bad in one place is called good in
another. Everything is of the devil that is not of God, or that
displeases God. All this belongs to the pomp of the devil, which
we renounce in the symbol of our faith. But what we have once
renounced by an oath, therein we are no longer free to take part
either by word or act or look. Do we not rescind our oath when
we sin against that which we testified in it? Shall we ask an
answer from the heathens themselves? Let them declare to us if
it is permissible for a Christian to be present at a spectacle. Tt is
just in this that they recognise that a man has become a Christian,
that he renounces the spectacles. God keep far from his own so
great a desire for a pernicious pleasure!® We see at once how
principles like these must have found their application in many
directions besides, where the Christians came in contact with the
public life of the ancient world, and how earnest and severe a
character they must have given to the view the Christians took
of life, and to their whole behaviour.? If, from there being

1 De spectac. cap. 15 sqq. ’

2 Here we have to mention two writings of Tertullian, De habitu muliebri and
de cultu feminarum (or the two books de cultu feminarum), in which, here also
without being specially influenced by Montanist principles, he exhorts Christian
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so many things in it in which they could not take part with-
out injuring and denying their moral convictions, they were kept
at a distance from the heathen world, it necessarily followed that
they fell out of relations with the public and political life of that
ancient world. It was thus involved in the circumstances in
which they were placed, that as they retired from public life, they
formed a closer community among themselves. But the opinion
formed of them by some was altogether unjust, that their union
was a purely political association. The reason why aims of such
a character were imputed to them was, that the religious and moral
bond which united them lay entirely outside of the sphere of vision
of the heathen world. In fairness, Tertullian says,' this sect
should be counted among the tolerated associations, since none of
those things is done by it which are generally dreaded at the hands
of forbidden associations. “We, who are cold to all ambition, have
no motive for political associations; nothing is more out of our
way than politics. 'We look upon the world as the common state
for all.” Yet this retirement, necessitated by the very nature of
the case, from the public and political life of the heathen world,
was by no means to be construed into an admission on the part of
the Christians that they had no wish to be of service for the prac-
tical aims of society apart from politics.® “How,” Tertullian urges
on the heathens who took this view of the life of the Christians,

women to distinguish themselves from the heathen women by the sobriety and
dignity of their dress as well as in other ways. “ What cause have you,” he
says, in the latter work, cap. 11, “to appear in public with great finery, removed
as you are from the occasions which call for such exhibitions? You do not visit
the temples, nor demand public shows, nor do you know the festivals of the
heathens. It is for those gatherings to see and to be seen that all that finery is
exhibited. But you have none but serious causes for appearing in public. A
difference ought to be showed between God’s handmaids and the handmaids of
Satan, that you may serve as an example to them.” The Paedagogus of Clement
of Alexandria gives in the second and third books a great variety of directions
for the moral conduct of Christians, only they go too much into particulars and
petty details.

1 Apol. cap. 38.

? They would not allow themselves, Tertullian says in his Apology, cap. 42, to
be called infructuosi in negotiis,
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“can this be asserted of men who live with you, and share with
you the same food and clothing, the same requirements of life ?
For we are no Brahmans or Gymnosophists of the Indias, no deni-
zens of the woods who flee from the world. We are very mindful
of the thanks we owe to God the Lord, as the Creator. We reject
no enjoyment of his gifts; we only keep our enjoyment of them
moderate, and are careful not to abuse them. Hence we inhabit
this world along with you, not without sharing with you markets
and fairs, baths and workshops, and the rest of the commerce of
life. 'We carry on along with you navigation and military service,
agriculture and commerce. We share your trade with you, and
contribute our labour also for your use.” Thus a new community
was being founded in the midst of the heathen world—a com-
munity resting on a genuinely moral basis, and contrasting the
more with the life of the heathen world the more the heathens
were wanting in those elements of life in which men are connected
with each other by moral bonds, by love and a brotherly disposi-
tion. “Especially are you jealous,” Tertullian says, in this con-
nection,! “of what love brings to pass among us. Behold, it is
said, how they love one another! This must indeed appear
striking to them, for they hate one another. And how they are
ready to die for one another! Yes, for they, on the contrary, are
ready rather to murder one another. And that we call one another
brethren sounds suspiciously to them, for no other reason than
that with them all names of consanguinity are assumed in mere
pretence of affection. We are your brothers also, according to the
law of that common nature which is the author of us all, though
you as unkind brothers deny that human nature. But much more
fittingly are those called and counted brothers who have been
led to the knowledge of the one God as their Father, who have
received one spirit of holiness, who have awakened ouf of the
same darkness of ignorance into the light of the same truth.
And we, who are bound together in mind and soul, do not hesi-
tate to share our earthly goods with one another. With us all

1 Apol. cap. 39.
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things are common, only there we do not allow the principle of
community, where it is generally practised by other men.” Ter-
tullian is here referring to married life among the Christians. In
connection with marriage and the life of the family, it was to be
expected that the moral spirit which inspired the community of
the Christians would peculiarly manifest its ennobling influence.
The greater the value the Christians attached to chastity and moral
gelf-discipline, the more sacredness would the bond of marriage
have in their eyes. Marriage itself was regarded as a thing reli-
gious, and it early became customary to form the bond of marriage
not without the sanction of religion and the blessing of the Church.!
How deep and tender is the feeling with regard to the importance
of marriage expressed in the following description of Tertullian:
—“How can I set forth the happiness of a marriage which the
Church approves, which the oblation confirms, the sealing of which
is announced by angels, which the Father holds for ratified ? Even
on earth sons do not rightly and lawfully wed without their fathers’
consent. What kind of yoke is that of two believers, of one hope,
one conversation, the same service? Both are brethren ; both are
fellow-servants ; there is no difference of spirit or of flesh ; they
are truly two in one flesh. 'Where there is one flesh there is also
one spirit ; they pray together, fast together, lead and admonish
one another. They are together in the church of God, in sorrow
and in joy; neither conceals anything from the other; neither
is troublesome to the other. With freedom the sick is visited and
the needy supported. Psalms and hymns echo between the two,
and they emulate one another which shall sing better to the Lord.
Christ rejoices when he sees and hears such things; to such he
sends his own peace. 'Where two are there he is also, and where

1 Tert. de Monog. c.11: Ut — in Deo nubas secundum legem et apostolum
— qualis es id matrimonium postulans — ab episcopo monogamo a presby-
teris et diaconis ejusdem sacramenti — ? — Conjungent vos in ecclesia virgine,
unjus Christi unica sponsa. (In this passage Tertullian is speaking against second
marriage.) De Pudic. c. 4: Penes nos occultae quoque conjunctiones, id est, non
prius apud ecclesiam professae, juxta moechiam et fornicationem judicari periclit-
antur : Ad Uxorem 2. 9 he exalts the happiness ejus matrimonii, quod ecclesia
conciliat, et confirmat oblatio et obsignatum angeli renunciant, pater rato habet.
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he is there the evil one cannot come.”’ The description of a mar--
riage like this evidently borrows many of its traits from the ideal,
yet it is clear that only the moral spirit of Christianity had the
power to give birth to such an idealy Here we notice a further
point. Such intimate wedded intercourse as Tertullian speaks of
is possible only on the basis that both the parties have equal
rights. Thus it is an essential feature of the notion of marriage
to which Christianity gave rise, that the woman stands in a much
freer and more independent relation to the man than was generally
the case in the ancient world. It was required by the Christian
notion of marriage that the woman was raised above the servile
position she had hitherto occupied. But this emancipation of
woman was a thing which Christianity at onee and of necessity
brought about. In the freedem of the Christian consciousness
women at once felt themselves free from everything that was in-
consistent with it; and in the mixed marriages which were so
frequent in that age, there was abundant opportunity to become
conscious of this freedom. Even the apostle Paul allowed that
the Christian wife of a mixed marriage had the right of free
and independent action in relation to her husband in matters of
religion.? If this was so, the wife could not fail to become con-
scious that she was entitled to a freer position in social life gener-
rally. The freer conduct which even the women of the Corinthian
Church allowed themselves—more particularly if they claimed the
same privileges for themselves in the meetings of the Church which
the men exercised —shows us how early Christian women came to

1 Ad Uxorem, ii. 9. The two books Ad Uxorem belong to the pre-Montanist
period of Tertullian. Compare Neander, Antignosticus, Bohn, p. 350 sg. It is
self-evident that such a marriage can only take place between a Christian hus-
band and a Christian wife. Tertullian aceordingly argues seriously and power-
fully against mixed marriages :—Ad Uxorem, ii. 3; Fideles gentilium matrimonia
subeuntes stupri reos esse constat, et arcendos ab omni communicatione fraterni-
tatis,—comp. De Corona, c. 13. The arguments on which Tertullian bases his
opinion against second marriage, hard and stern as they are, yet express that
genuinely moral spirit in which his view of the nature of Christian marriage was
conceived.

21 Cor. vii. 12, 13. The wife has the same right to d¢iévas as the husband :
N yovi), fjris e dvdpa dmiarov—py) dpiéte altrdy.
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feel this consciousness of their freer position. Itis true that the
apostle Paul felt it to be necessary to restrain their desire for
freedom, and to remind them of the duty of subjection to their
husbands ;! yet there can be no doubt that the moral notion of
Christian marriage was most essentially determined by the freer
position which Christianity gave to women as nothing before could
ever have done, in the consciousness of their religious liberty.

If marriage is the basis of household life, the new consecration
which Christianity gave to this institution must naturally have
acted upon the whole life of the household, penetrating it with a
new spirit. But apart from this, the moral influence of Christi-
anity could find no sphere of action more suitable or more inti-
mately corresponding to its own nature than that provided by the
life of the household. The repulsion which the Christians felt
for the manners or the immorality of heathen life produced the
very natural result of directing their gaze from what was without
to what was within, and sending them to the inner life of their
own community to seek that satisfaction which the public life of
the surrounding world was not able to give them. In addition to
this, a religion like Christianity, which inculcates turning away
from the world and turning into one’s own heart, which encourages
the practice of earnest self-contemplation and self-knowledge, and
regards constant occupation with the most secret matters of a heart
directed towards God as the most important duty—such a religion
necessarily operated in the direction of awakening a taste for
domestic life, the quiet, sacred: circle where alone many of those
virtues which make the business of the Christian life can be prac-
tised and fostered. Here we notice a peculiarly characteristic
feature of that social tendency to which Christianity gave an im-
pulse. The predominating tendency of the life of the ancient
world was towards the outward, the public, the political. Christi-
anity, on the contrary, impressed on social life the directly opposite
* bias—to retire into itself, and to give to private and personal

1 Compare my Beitrige zur Erklirung der Korintherbriefe. Theol. Jahrb. 1852,
p. 563 sq.
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affairs a deep importance such as they could never have attained
in the prime and the glory of the old civic life. The decisive
change in this direction came, as might hdve been expected, at the '
period when Christianity and heathenism were most sharply anti-
thetical and repellent to each other. It is more than a hypothesis
if we affirm that the influence exercised by Christianity in the
quiet power of its family and wedded life, was the principal agent
in bringing about the great change by which the aristocratic and
despotic spirit of the ancient world—which regarded the indi-
vidual as merely a mean for the general ends of the whole—was
brought to yield to a more humane and kindly way of thinking, in
which the equal rights of all were recognised, and regard paid to
the human dignity even of the weakest and the lowest.!

In all these particulars that genuinely moral spirit of Chris-
tianity declares itself, which is the inmost principle of its historical
development. That spirit manifests itself much more characteris-
tically in the homely matters we have been discussing than in that

1Tt is from this point of view that we have to regard the slavery of the ancient
world. The mitigation and gradual abolition of slavery, though not a thing
unthought of by the humaner minds of antiquity (compare my Abhandlung iiber
Seneca und Paulus in the Zeitschrift fiir wissenschaftliche Theol., 1858, p. 212
#q., also in the Drei Abhandlungen, No. 3, p. 423 sq.), yet dates from the time
of Christianity. The apostle Paul, in the conviction that a man could be a good
Christian in any rank of life, advises the slave {1 Cor. vii. 21), even if he be able
to gain his liberty, rather to remain as he is. In his fundamental Christian view,
however, as expressed in Gal. iii. 28, the difference between slave and freeman is
made to disappear ; and if there was no inner reason for the subsistence of the
difference, it was found, sooner or later, to fall away outwardly as well. What
a kindly spirit towards slaves breathes in the Epistle to Philemon, where the
slave converted to Christianity is sent back to his Christian master as a Chris-
tian brother, and with all the sentiments of Christian sympathy. Origen (c. Cels.
iii. 54), regards the training of slaves to a freer mind as one of the exercises of
humanity with which Christianity is charged, inasmuch as it seeks to heal all
reasonable natures with its reasonable doctrines, and to make them the friends
of God, the Creator of all. One of the innovations with which the Roman Cal-
listus is charged by his adversary, Hippolytus, is an ordinance by which marriages
between slaves and free women were to be allowed and to be recognised as legally
valid. Philos. ix. 12. p. 291. Comp. Déllinger, op. cit. p. 158 sg. According to
Mohler, Bruchstiicke aus der Geschichte der Aufhebung der Sclaverei (Gesam-
melte Schriften und Aufsitze, vol. ii. 1840, p. 54 sg.), Chrysostom was the first to
raise the subject of the emancipation of the slaves in the Christian Church,
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feature of the history of early Christianity which is commonly
most admired. The latter indeed, if we analyse with some exact-
ness the exaggerated representations of vainglorious writers, or the
motives, not always of the purest, from which it proceeded, often
proves to be a mere deceptive show. Whatever glories surround
the Christian martyr-heroism, the true and solid substance of them
is ultimately to be found in that moral earnestness alone, which
Christianity awakened in its adherents. By this earnestness it
produced much deeper and more permanent effects upon human
life, than by anything that remained after the transitory glory
of the martyr-crowns. But with regard to our whole subject we
are not entitled to dwell only on the bright side which we have
before us in the phenomena on which we have been dwelling;
there is also a dark side confronting it, and this must be considered
as well if we are to have a true and faithful representation of the
moral and religious life of the Christians of our period.

Moral quelities and acts are pure and noble in proportion as
the religious consciousness from which they set out is free and
uncorrupted. What essentially determined the morality of the
Christian was that in his religious consciousness he had made him-
self free from all those elements which in heathen polytheism
clouded the moral consciousness and hindered its pure and free
development. But in this respect were the Christians really so free
in their religious consciousness as the decided antithesis which they
presented to heathen polytheism would lead us to believe ? True,
they did not believe in the existence of the heathen gods, but
instead of gods they felt themselves enoountered everywhere in
the heathen world by demons; and the idea of these demons
exercised the widest influence on their lives. The Christian belief
in demons engendered a multitude of superstitious ideas and
actions, by which the life of the Christians itself received a heathen
impress. In every place, and especially where he came in
contact with the heathen world, the Christian saw himself
surrounded and laid wait for by demons, against whose hostile
attacks and snares he could not be too much on his guard. This
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produced in his whole bearing a timid anxiety, a preoccupation
and disquiet which could not but be very injurious to his moral
attitude, and was far from being any great testimony to the firmness
and cheerfulness of his moral and religious self-consciousness.
And not only so, but in this constant battle with the demons he
resorted, since he thought there were no other means of protection
against those beings, to practices resting on no moral ground, and
in fact belonging to no art but magic. What is it but magic, when
the power to drive out demons was ascribed to the mere name of
Jesus?' With prayer also, although the Christians were well
acquainted with its moral and religious efficacy and importance,
magical ideas of the same sort were not seldom associated. And
what could be more natural, than that, in proportion as the
demon-world everywhere made itself felt, human life and the
human soul should stand entirely unprotected and open to the
influence of higher powers of opposite nature? But the more the
centre of gravity of the consciousness comes to be not in the man
himself, but outside of him, not in the sensible but in the super-
sensible world, the more is his moral consciousness deprived of its
firm and immanent principle. Nor was the belief in demons less
disturbing and disquieting for the Christian consciousness on that
side where the demonic in the form of heathenism encountered it in
the daily relations of life. In the manifold relations in which the
Christian stood to the heathen world, it was hard enough for him
to avoid every occasion through which his conscience might
become burdened with the guilt of favouring polytheism. But how
many collisions were certain to arise when the further step was
taken that every contact with heathenism was counted as a demonic
pollution, and how hard was it to draw the line between what was
allowed  and what was interdicted, when the life of the Christians
was so interwoven with that of the heathens that the question
of conscience might easily become a question of life or death.

1 As even by Origen, contra Cels. i. 25. Tijs & Jpoias €xeras wept dvopdrov
¢Pihocodlas kal 6 fpérepos Inaois, ob 76 dvopa pupiovs 8y évapyds édparar dai-
povas éfehdoay Yuxav kai cwpdrwy, évepyfigay els éxeivovs d’ &v dmphdfnaay.
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Tertullian declares that not only he is an idolater who strews
incense to the gods, or sacrifices or performs any other act directly
connected with the heathen cultus; but that all acts, trades, and
businesses, which contribute in any way to the erection or adorn-
ment of idols, are to be placed under the same category of idolatry.
‘What then were those to do who made their living by such an
occupation? To this question Tertullian gives the stern reply, that
faith fears not hunger, but knows that for God’s sake it must despise
hunger, as well as all other modes of death. The apostles also
gave up their trades and occupations for the call of the Lord, and
none of those whom the Lord called to himself said, I know not
whereby I am to live! This moral rigorism was based for the
most part on the false view of the heathen gods, as wicked demons
hostile to God. But that simply shows us how limited and one-
sided the moral action must have been which proceeded from
such views; and since it was surely impossible that everything
alike could be regarded as a furthering of heathen idolatry, how
-constantly the doubt must have obtruded itself whether the
action thus enjoined, and involving so great a sacrifice, had so
strong a claim upon the moral consciousness as was supposed.
As against such scruples Tertullian reminds his readers that the
display and luxury of the age provided occupation for the arts even
more than its superstition ;> but what was there to prevent the
same rigorism from extending yet further, since there could every-
where be found in one way or another, some indirect reference to
heathen idolatry and the pompa diaboli? Tertullian even went
so far as to declare the office of the Ludimagistri and the other
professores literarum to be incompatible with Christianity ; they
also stand in the most manifold relation to idolatry: they have
to describe the heathen gods, and to explain their names, genea-
logies, the fables about them, and all that belongs to their honour
and personal distinction. Here he cannot help noticing the objec-
tion that if it is wrong to teach such things, it must be wrong to
learn them as well, and that in this case the Christians would be
1 De Idolol. c. 11 sq. 2 Op. cit. cap. 8.
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deprived of the means of general culture, which is indispensable to
them even with a view to religion. The only reply he has to give
to this is that there is nevertheless a difference between teaching
and learning, and that the compulsion to take part in heathen
idolatry is not nearly so great in the case of the pupils as in that
of the teachers! But this only shows us to what perpetual
collisions such a limited mode of view could not fail to give rise,
and that there was ultimately no way of dealing with these
collisions, but that of petty evasions. In the same category we
have to place all those cases in which the Christians came in
conflict with the heathen state. How could the Christian fill any
office of the magistracy, if heathen usages and insignia were con-
nected with it? how could he undertake military service if he had
to swear the heathen oath of the standards ? how could he obey the
emperor, if the emperor stood at the head of a heathen state?
Tertullian was nothing more than logical, when to the first two
of these questions he returned a stern uncompromising negative,?
but what course was to be followed in answering the third? The
Christians honoured the emperor, and showed him due obedience,
recognising it as their duty not only to give to God the things that
are God’s, but also to give to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s.
Indeed they even saw in the emperor, the regent placed by God
at the summit of the empire which was to subsist to the end of
the world, the man who stood nearest to God® But if the whole

1 Cap. 10. The question, afterwards so frequently discussed, of the secularia
studia, is here spoken of for the first time. The same question, but in another
sense, is discussed by Clement of Alexandria, Strom. i. 5 8g., with reference to
the mawdeia koopin or the mporaideia ENAnyki).

2 Op. cit. cap. 18 sg. Daemonia sunt magistratus seculi hujus, unius collegii
insignia fasces et purpuras gestant (dignitates et potestates).—Non convenit
sacramento divino et humano, signo Christi et signo diaboli, castris lucis et
castris tenebrarum ; non potest una anima duobus deberi, Deo et Caesari. The
same question is answered by Origen, c. Celsum, viii. 73 sg.; but he does not
enter into the real point involved in it.

3 Tert. ad Scap. c. 2. Christianus nullius est hostis, nedum imperatoris, quem
sciens a Deo suo constitui necesse est ut et ipsum diligat et revereatur et honoret,
et salvum velit cum toto Romano imperio, quousque seculum stabit, tamdiu enim
stabit. Colimus ergo et imperatorem sic, quomodo et nobis licet et ipsi expedit,
ut hominem a Deo secundum et quidquid est a Deo consecutum, solo Deo
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constitution of the state was founded on the worship of demons,
and the head of the state was himself the most powerful supporter
and the greatest furtherer of this cultus, the Christian view could
as easily see in him the vicegerent of the devil, as the regent
appointed by God.! It is true the Christians felt it necessary to
make their obedience to the magistrate dependent on the condition
that he did not make a duty to them of anything unchristian.
But how soon would the limit of their obedience be reached, if the
emperor himself should require of them anything heathen or
demonic, and in such a case what choice remained to them, but
either to injure their consciences as Christians, or to go out of a
world, in which there was no practical possibility of the exercise
of Christian virtue except on the condition of a temporary immola-
tion of the moral subject?* A moral disposition which decides
without hesitation for the latter alternative is highly to be esteemed
from the subjective point of view; but within what narrow limits
is a course of moral action confined which is determined by ideas
belonging to such a limited view of things and standing in so
fortuitous a connection with Christianity? For considering the
very idea which did more than any other to bring the Christians
into such strained relations with the Roman State, how little inner
justification does it find in the essence of Christianity itself ?

minoren. Hoc et ipse volet. Sic enim omnibus major est, dum solo vero Deo
minor est: sic et ipsis Diis major est, dum et ipsi in potestate sunt ejus.

1In the Apocalypse Nero as Antichrist was this. There could be no greater
contrast than that which obtains on this point between the Apocalypse and the
Epistle to the Romans, xiii. 1 sg. It is with reference to the same Nero, in
whose person the apocalyptic writer sees the embodiment of Antichrist, that the
Apostle speaks of the Christian duty of obedience to the magistrate ; and where
the former writer exhorts to the most determined resistance to the adversary,
who is the enemy of God and is contending with the Lamb, the dictum of the
latter is, 6 dvritacadpevos 1j) éfovaiq 1j) Tob Ocob Siaray) dvdéornkev, etc. The
dilemma which could not but arise for the early Christians from this difference
between the Pauline and the Johannine injunction, has been solved by time in the
simple discovery that Nero was not the Antichrist the Apocalypse announced
that he was. But what a stumbling-block must it have been for the conscience
of that age !

% De Idolol cap. 24. Nemo dicat: quis tam tuto praecavebit? exeundum de
seculo erit. Quasi non tanti sit exire, quam idololatrem in seculo stare !
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The moral and religious business of life for the Christian was
from the first defined (Eph. vi. 12) in this way, that the Christian
had to fight not only with flesh and blood, but also with the
powers of darkness. How the Christian bore himself as against
the demons and demonic heathenism, we see from the traits to
which we have drawn attention as illustrating the character of
the Christian morality. But in his own flesh also the Christian
saw himself placed in the sphere of an opposition by which his
moral view of life and his moral action were determined in a
peculiar way. The dualism of flesh and spirit, and in particular
the second member of this antithesis, the flesh, occupied a most
important place in the whole mode of view of the Christians. On
the one side the flesh was precious and dear to them, and one of the
principal distinctions between the Christian and the heathen view of
the world and of life was with regard to it. Hence Celsus contemp-
tuously called the Christians a race “clinging to the body,” and in
fact they were never able to give up the flesh, even though there dwelt
in it the most dangerous enemy with whom they had to contend.
They were under the necessity of seeking a reconciliation with the
flesh in spite of these conflicts, since without the flesh there could
be no resurrection, and without a resurrection there could be no
enjoyment of all those goods and pleasures which the future world,
the true home of the Christian, was to afford. In no other period
of the Christian Church was so great stress laid on the doctrine of
the resurrection against heathen and Gnostic adversaries, as in the
first age. Several of the most notable of the Fathers, as especially
Athenagoras and Tertullian, made it the subject of special discus-
sion, and sought to bring out the importance and the truth of the
doctrine, and to show that the body as well as the spirit was an
essential element of the nature which God created, and of the
human personality, so that it was impossible not to believe that the
divine justice and mercy would extend to it also. And it was not
only for the future world that the body had so great importance ;
in the present world as well it was necessary that it should, as if it
were a separate subject, existing for itself, render its co-operation
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throughout all the stages of the Christian economy, up to the
attainment of the Christian salvation; its co-operation was so essen-
tial that salvation could not be obtained apart from its help, and it
would receive in the future world, simply as its wages, what it had
earned in the present.! This specifically Christian view of the
flesh, however, is only one side of the way in which it is regarded.
On the other side that dualism of spirit and matter, which was so
intimately connected with the notions of antiquity, operated
upon the Christian view of life in such a way as to make it appear
that the highest requirement known to the Christian life as a
business of moral progress was to flee from the body or to mortify
the flesh. Christian morality thus acquired an essentially ascetic
character, which however was simply the Christian modification
of the tendency of mind prevailing generally in that age, to look
upon philosophy on the side of its practical requirement as an
doknais, a view which made philosophy appear to stand in an
inner connection with Christianity. The task of asceticism is in
general both to prevent the excess of the sensual lusts, and to set
a limit to those material wants which are essentially necessary, by
adopting a mode of life in which they are restricted to the smallest
possible measure of the satisfaction they crave. And accordingly
the frequent exercise of fasting was from the first a leading feature
of Christian asceticism, the Christian character of these fasts
appearing mainly in the fact of their being connected with the
days and hours which were sacred to the memory of the passion
and death of the Redeemer. These exercises, however, which were
observed with more or less strictness, and in a freer or more
precise form, do not present any remarkable feature though they
were sometimes marked by special acts of abstinence. A much

1 Comp. Tert. de resurr. carnis, c. 8. Videamus,—quanta huic substantiae
frivolae ac sordidae apud Deum praerogativa sit—adeo caro salutis est cardo.
De qua cum anima Deo allegitur, ipsa est, quae efficit, ut anima allegi possit.
Scilicet caro abluitur, ut anima emaculetur ; caro unguitur, ut anima consecretur ;
caro signatur, ut et anima muniatur ; caro manus impositione adumbratur, ut et
anima spiritu illuminetur ; caro corpore et sanguine Christi vescitur, ut et anima
de Deo saginetur. Non possunt ergo seperari in mercede, quas opera conjungit.
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more important question is, What views were held by the Christians
of the earliest period on marriage and celibacy? The phenomena
bearing on this subject will give us more than anything else the
standard by which to judge of the ascetic character of this period.

At no other time has the question of marriage ever been so
much discussed, or have such widely divergent views been put
forth on the subject.! On the dualistic view of the world, which

1 On the occasion which leads the Apostle Paul to speak of marriage in 1 Cor.
cap. vii,, and on his view of marriage, compare my Beitrige zur Erklirung der
Korintherbriefe, Theol. Jahrb. 1852, p. 1 8. I can only repeat shortly here
what I have thiere set forth in more detail. In his view of marriage the Apostle
is still at that point of transition where the Christian moral view of the world
has yet to disengage itself from the view of antiquity, which is based on the
antithesis of matter and spirit. Not only does the Apostle accord the preference
to celibacy viewed in itself, and allow marriage merely in order to prevent the
greater evil of mopveia,—he goes so far as to declare that it is best that those who
are not yet married remain as they are. This is manifestly because he sees the
catastrophe of the world, advancing to its dissolution, immediately impending,
vii. 26, 29, 31. Accordingly it appears to him that at a time when everything
is already shaking, changing, and passing away, it is scarcely worth the trouble
to undertake a change of one’s outward circumstances. In making the change
a man can reckon on no permanency, and is only preparing care and trouble for
himself, vv. 26, 28. Here it is very clear how such a standpoint bore upon the
moral judgment to be formed on such relations of social life as marriage. From
the point of the world’s history at which we stand we cannot but see that from
the beginning Christianity was destined to enter into all those relations in which
it realises itself and has now set forth into the full reality of things seen the
essential contents of its nature. What we thus observe we take to be the moral
task of Christianity. Our whole view of its absolute value is essentially depen-
dent on our observation of all that it has come to be to humanity in moral
respects in the course of its historical development. The more profoundly and the
more many-sidedly we see all the relations of moral and social life to be penetrated
by it, the more certainly has the idea of its nature realised itself in that process.
Thus should we find a standpoint from which the course of development which
Christianity has followed lies beyond the sphere of vision, and not only so, but
the very idea of such a development is cut off by the belief that the end of its
course in time is at the door, when it is in truth only about to begin ; we shall
see it to be very natural that from such a point of view the moral task of Chris-
tianity should be less thought of, and those very relations of life which we
cannot but regard as peculiarly constituting the moral sphere of Christianity,
appear more or less indifferent. As with the Apostle’s view of marriage, so with
his view of slavery. He exhorts the slave rather to continue a slave because he
holds it as a general opinion that all should remain in those circumstances in
which they, as Christians, are, vv. 17, 20, 24. And yet we cannot but judge that
the abolition of slavery is a requirement of the moral consciousness which agrees
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in this subject showed itself to have such considerable influence,
there could be no explanation of the intercourse of the sexes that
did not go back to the antithesis of the two principles, spirit and
matter. When such principles formed the background, every
view on marriage was of great importance ; especially, if this was
the case, would the attention of the Gnostics be directed to the
question ; and it is necessary to have the principles of the Gnostics
before our eyes if we are to understand the different ideas about
marriage aright. Gnostics like Valentine and Basilides, who
conceived a less abrupt antithesis between spirit and matter, did
not simply reject marriage. In fact the former thought of the
aeons of the spirit-world as pairs joined in marriage; while with
the latter ethical considerations stood too high to admit of being
seriously limited by his Gnostic dualism. Those Gnostics, how-
ever, whose views and principles were most extreme, were correctly
divided even by Clement of Alexandria?®into two classes. The
first class he said allowed promiscuous intercourse hetween the
sexes, while the other required in an exaggerated way a continence
hostile to God. Divergent as these two views are, both spring
from the game dualism. If the relation hetween spirit and matter
is conceived of dualistically, to smch an extent that the antithesis
between the two can never yield and allow them to be united in
an inner harmonious unity, then spirit must be filled with a
constant endeavour to come to such an adjustment with matter as
is possible. Now this may be brought about in two ways. Either
spirit may seek completely to sever the bond which connects it
with matter, or in its co-existence along with matter, it may

with the spirit of Christianity. Thus although the Apostle’s views on marriage
and on slavery were limited by the circumstances of the time he lived in, yet we
see the universality of the Christian principle in the fact that in the whole history
of mankind there has been no advance of moral development that was not
essentially founded in Christianity, and was not brought about, without any
revolutionary pressure, by its quietly working influence.

1 In the third book of the Stromata, where he treats of the doctrine of marriage
at great length, c. 5:—épe els 3o dieNbvres mpdypara dmdoas ras alpéoes
dmoxpwapeba adrois. ff ydp Tou ddiapdpws {fv diddokevew, ff 6 Vméprovor
&yovoas, éykpdreiay 8id SuaoeBelas kal PihamexOnpooivs karayyé\hovo.
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regard all that takes place in it and by means of it, d.e. all the
works of the flesh, as a thing entirely indifferent, by which the
being of the spirit is not touched at all. On the latter side stood
those who followed the.principle which is ascribed to the Nico-
laitans: &re 'rmpaxp‘rfo'aa'eaa -r'f, capxi Sei, that one must let the
flesh have free course, in order that being left to itself it may wear
out and exhaust itself. Fleshly lust was to have its natural course,
in which it was not to be restricted.! Accordingly the Nicolaitans
are said (as is said of other Gnostic sects as well), to have prac-
tised the most shameless licentiousness.? The strictest dualists
being also the most pronounced opponents of Judaism, there were
some among them who were carried so far by their antinomianism
as to become opponents and contemners of the moral law. Such
were those whose tendency was indicated by the Fathers in the
term Antitactae. They said that the Creator of the universe was
their natural father, and that everything that he had made was
good, but that one of those who derived their origin from him had
sown tares, and thereby engendered the nature of evil, in which
he entangled us all, by making us opposed to the father. “There-
fore,” they said, “we also oppose him, in order to avenge the
Father, by acting contrary to the will of the second. If he said,
Thou shalt not commit adultery, we say, we commit adultery, in
order to make his law void.”® From this antinomianism where
everything positive is rejected, it is a small step to that naturalism
and communism which completely does away with the distinction
of the natural and the moral. This was taught by Carpocrates
and his son Epiphanes, who sought a foundation for it on principle
in the idea of justice, as a new theory of social life. Epiphanes
wrote a book on justice, in which he developed his idea as follows :
—The justice of God is community with equality. Heaven is
stretched out equally in every direction, and encompasses the earth
round about. Night shows all her stars alike, and the author of

! Clem. Strom. iii. §; cp. ii. 20.

2 There was no particular sect of Nicolaitans; the name was taken from the

Apocalypse, ii. 6, to serve as a general designation of Gentile-Christian libertines.
3 Clem. loc. cit. cap. 4.
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day, the father of light, Helios, God has poured out from above in
equal measure for all who can see. They all see in common, since
there is no difference between rich and poor, people and prince,
rational and irrational, man and woman, freeman and slave. Nor
is it otherwise among the beings without reason. As he com-
municates himself from above to all living beings, to the good and
to the bad, he confirms his justice by this, that no one can have
more or can take away from his neighbour so as to have the light
doubled for himself. The sun causes common nourishment to grow
for all creatures, and gives the same justice to all. All creatures
alike are generated in the way of community according to their
species, and there is no written law of generation ; it would have
been abrogated long ago. The same community of the sexes is
natural to them all, as the Creator and Father of all, the same just
lawgiver, has given to all the same eye for seeing, without making
a distinction between the male and the female, between the rational
and that which is without reason, or in a word, between one thing
and another. To this natural community he opposed the laws as a
hostile power. The laws, which cannot hold the ignorance of men
in their discipline, taught men to act against the laws. It was
the property of the laws which cut and gnawed through the com-
munity of the divine law. To this refers the word of the apostle :
“By the law I knew sin.” The difference hetween meum and
tuum came in through the laws, and what is common can no
longer be enjoyed in common, neither the earth nor its possessions,
nor even marriage. The Creator made vines common for all ; they
refuse neither a sparrow nor a thief; and the same is the case
with corn and other fruits. The violation of community, however,
created the thief of flocks and fruits. While God created all
things common for man, and joined the female and the male
together in community, and paired all creations in the same way,
he thereby manifested justice, community with equality. But
those who were born in this way denied the community by which
they came into being, and now one man is to have one woman,
when all can take part, as is the case with the other animals.
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The stronger sexual desire was implanted in the males for the
preservation of the species, and neither law nor custom, nor any-
thing else whatever, can do away with it ; it is God’s ordinance.!
‘While this class of heretics thus set in the place of marriage the
most promiscuous sexual intercourse, thus marking the greatest
practical aberration made by Gnosticism in its extreme tendency
in this direction, those Gnostics who stood on the opposite side
would know nothing of marriage or of the intercourse of the sexes.
In fact, they made a principle of entirely severing the bond which
connects man with the physical material world. While the
former school reduced marriage, under the name of a general
community, or of freedom and equality, practically to a wropveia,
the other school regarded it as simply a mopveia, and so rejected
it with all possible hatred and abhorrence. We refer to those who,
as Clement describes them,? under the fair name of continence,
acted impiously against the creation and the holy Creator of the
world, and God, the one ruler of all; and rejected marriage and
the generation of children, because, they said, it was not right to
bring others into the world who would be unhappy and to provide
new nourishment for death. To this class belonged Saturninus,
who expressly declared marriage and the begetting of children to
be a work of the devil;® and other Gnostics, especially those of
Syria, had such a view of matter that they must have held opinions
contrary to marriage on similar grounds. But it was by the
Marcionites, more than any others, that this view of marriage was
represented. They hold, Clement says,* that nature is evil, because
it arose out of matter which is evil, and was created by the just
Creator of the world. In order, then, not to populate the world
which is made by the Creator, they require.that people should
refrain from marriage. They resist their Creator and hasten to
the Good, who has called them, but not to him who, as they say,
is of quite a different disposition. As they do not wish to leave

1 Clement, op. cit. cap. 2. 2 Op. cit. cap. 6.

3 Epiphanius, Haer. xxiii, 2. Philos. vii. 28, p. 245.

4 Op. cit. cap. 3. Compare what Tertullian says of Marcion as the detestator
nuptiarum, Chr. Gnosis, p. 268 sg.
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anything belonging to them behind them here, they are continent,
not from free determination, but from hostility to the Creator of
the world, being unwilling to use those things which he has
created. But while they thus with impious mind wage war against
God, and keep far from them the thoughts which are according to
nature, and despise the longsuffering and the goodness of God, they
make use, even if they will not marry, of the food which is created,
and inhale the air of the Creator, since they are his creatures and
live in his world. And while they say that they proclaim an
entirely new knowledge as the Gospel, they ought to be thankful
to the Lord of the world for this, that the Gospel has been
announced to them here. So great, as Clement remarks, are the
contradictions in which this dualism was involved. But even
this shows us how mighty an influence that dualism still exercised,
and how profoundly it modified opinion even where the freer spirit
of Christianity might have been expected to elevate the Christian
consciousness long before this above the abstract antithesis of
spirit and matter. Yet it is just this profound interpenetration of
the heathen and the Christian views of the world which constitutes
the essence of Gnosticism, and not without manifold struggle and
conflict could principles so heterogeneous be disengaged from each
other and take up their proper relations to each other. Hence,
even in individuals in whom the Christian principle had already
struck deep root, the Gnostic element again and again gained the
ascendency. This we see in a notable manner in the case of Tatian,
a man who held a position very close to that of Justin Martyr in
the series of the apologists, and yet took up a line in relation to
Christian asceticism which justifies us in reckoning him among
the Gnostics. He wrote a work on Christian perfection,! in which
he appears to have treated specially of the question of marriage.
In the passage 1 Cor. vii. 5, he asserted that the marriage the
apostle speaks of is only the spiritual union of the husband and
wife in prayer, and he declares matrimonial coition to be a com-
munion of corruption which puts an end to prayer. The words
! Hepi rov kara Tdr cwripa karapriopov. Clem. Strom. iii 13.



MARRIAGE. . 257

of the apostle are to be understood, not as conceding, but as deter-
ring : one should not, the Apostle says, serve two masters; if the
husband and wife are united and agree in prayer, they serve God ;
but if not, they serve incontinence, fornication, and the devil.
Tatian is therefore regarded as the founder of the Encratites, who,
following the precedent of Saturninus and Marcion, set up the
principle of celibacy, and held it to be a reproach to the first pair
that they joined together for sexual intercourse and the begetting
of children : he is charged with the blasphemy of having denied
salvation to the first parents of mankind.! In genuine dualistic
fashion he appears to have drawn a distinction between the law
and the Gospel, that if the God of the law allowed not only poly-
gamy, but even marriage, he must have been quite a different
being from the God of the Gospel. In support of his view of
marriage he no doubt appealed—in fact the title of his work suggests
that he appealed—chiefly to the life of the Redeemer himself.
Clement couples with Tatian an adherent of the Valentinian school,
Julius Cassian, said to be the founder of the Docetae. He devoted
a work to the subject of continence or eunuchism in which he con-
tended that it was not legitimate to infer from the sexual form of
men and women that God intended them for sexual intercourse.
If this organisation of human nature were from the God to whom
we seek to come, he would not have said that eunuchs are blessed,
nor would the prophet have said that they were no dry tree
(Isa. lvi. 3). Otherwise we should be forced to blame the Redeemer
that he re-formed us and delivered us from error and the com-
munion of the sexual organs. For this Cassian appealed to a say-
ing of the Lord contained in the Gospel of the Egyptians: to the
question of Salome, when that which she was asking should be
known, he answered, “ When you shall have trodden under foot
the garment of shame, and the two are one, and in the unity of
the male and female there shall be neither male nor female.”?

The absolute rejection of marriage is the heretical extreme.
Within the Christian Church it was desired to avoid the extreme,

1 Fusebius, E. H. iv. 28 sq. 2 Clem. op. cit. cap. 13.
VOL. IL R
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but, if that were avoided, still to hold fast essentially the same
view. No one remained nearer to this view than Tertullian. It
is true that, as a Montanist, he only represents one particular
tendency of Christian thought and custom, but even before his
Montanist period, he stood very near to the Montanist way of
thinking, and this is but one proof the more of the many various
modifications and degrees which found a place under one and the
same fundamental view. The complete continence and celibacy
which the Gnostics and Encratites required became an object of
Christian ascetic endeavour, but with this difference, that marriage
was not called in question; allowing marriage, it was sought to
approach as nearly as possible to the same standard of perfection.
What Tertullian fought for with all the acuteness of his sophistical
dialectic and all the fire of his rhetoric, was monogamy.! There
can be only one marriage ; what goes beyond this, second marriage,
falls under that abhorrence of mopve/a, with which the Gnostics and
Encratites rejected marriage, as such. In the accursed Lamech,
the first who had two wives, second marriage had a fitting place as
the second crime after murder. He declared that it was not a
double marriage, for at the root of the matter it made no difference
whether a man had two wives one after the other or both at once,
but simply adultery. A wife who had lost her husband, if she
had lived at variance with him, must be the more bound to one
with whom she had still a suit before God. If she had lived in
peace with him, then also she must abide with him from whom
she would not have wished to be separated : she must pray con-
tinually for his soul, and sacrifice on the anniversaries of his
departure, and hope to be united with him again at the resurrection,
In this case, if she should marry again, she will have the first man
in her spirit and the second in the flesh, and this is adultery if a
woman divide her consciousness between two men? Now, the
remarkable point is, that the arguments Tertullian uses to contend

1 Cp. Hauber, Tertullian’s Kampf gegen die zweite Ehe. Ein Beitrag zur
christlichen Sittengeschichte. Theol. Stud. und Krit. 1845, p. 607 sq.
2 De Monog. cap. 4, 10.
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against second marriage apply to the first marriage equally well.
He sees in marriage nothing but the sensual act in which the flesh
satisfies its burning appetite. It is only of the second marriage,
it is true, that he directly says it is a species stupri. 'When Paul
says that married people seek to please one another, he refers
to sensual desire, to that out of which fornication arises; he who
looks on a woman with a view to marriage, looks on her with
a view to the commission of a stuprum. This naturally applies
to marriage in general; it is only the laws, as Tertullian himself
says, that make a difference between matrimonium and stuprum,
on account of what is prohibited, not on account of the nature
of the thing itself! He himself allows that his argument is
destructive of marriage in general, but he considers that there
is no wrong done in this, because marriage is essentially the
same thing as stuprum. The best of all therefore is the original
holiness which has nothing in common with stuprum. And if
this motive of continence applies to marriage in general, how
much more strongly does it speak against second marriage? A
single marriage is an indulgence on God’s part, for which we
must be thankful ; but we must not go beyond it by abuse, so that
we may not sink deeper and deeper below the first stage, from
which even marriage is a declension, to the second.? "Especially
in his work on monogamy does Tertullian, writing as a champion
of Montanism, contend zealously against second marriage. But

1 De exhort. castitatis, ¢. 9: Matrimonium et stuprum commixtio carnis. De
monog. ¢. 15: Quid est enim adulterium, quam matrimonium illicitum ?

2 De exhort. cast. cap. 9. Tertullian distinguishes the following kinds and
stages of virginity, cap. 1; Prima species est virginitas a nativitate: secunda
virginitas a secunda nativitate, id est a lavacro, quae aut in matrimonio purificat
ex compacto, aut in viduitate perseverat ex arbitrio: tertius gradus superest
monogamiae, cum post matrimonium unum interceptum exinde sexui renuntiatur.
Prima virginitas felicitatis est, non nosse in totum, a quo postea optabis liberari.
Secunda virtutis est, contemnere cujus vim optime noris. Reliqua species
hactenus nubendi (i.e. never again), post matrimonium morte disjunctum praeter
virtutis etiam modestiae laus est. Ad Ux.i. 8; he places the state of widow-
hood at a higher stage of merit than virginity, inasmuch as—facile est, non
appetere, quod nescias, et aversari, quod desideres nunquam, Gloriosior con-
tinentia, quae jus suum sentit, quae, quid viderit, novit.
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on this point the Montanist view was not essentially different
from the general Christian view; it was the exaggeration of the
Montanists, with the opposition which it called forth, that removed
the prejudice against second marriage which had till then prevailed
—but up to that time it was generally disapproved and held to be
at the best a less offensive adultery.! This view of second marriage,
however, must, while it prevailed, have reacted upon the view
taken of the first, and made it also to appear as only the lesser
evil compared with mopve/a. It thus gives us a most interesting
insight into the character of the moral and ascetic spirit of that
age. In Tertullian -himself, more than in any other writer, we
notice how undeveloped the idea of morality still was. A doctrine
of morals which forbids a practice and then allows it again, and
which seems to set up its principles and commands in the strictest
and most universal way, only to introduce an indulgence of them
afterwards, has essentially a very ambiguous character. And what
is yet more remarkable is that in the very midst of the exhorta-
tions to rule and mortify the sensual desires, the language of sen-
suality is heard, and with what appears to be the most earnest zeal
for Christian asceticism there is mixed a most carnal inclination.
In what sensual expressions and images does Tertullian speak of
marriage; in all that he says on the first and the second marriage
how clearly do we see the most burning desire for that very thing,
against which he is contending as a purely material impulse! How
far does he seem to be, in his Montanist way of thinking, from the
whole higher moral notion of marriage, when he places the whole
essence of marriage, that in which he says it consists, in the
entirely sensual act of carnal intercourse.? In this way the first
marriage appears, when it is insisted so strongly that that is to be

1 Compare Athenag., Leg. cap. 33. 6 Selrepos (ydpos) ebmpemns éore poixeia.
He who withraws from his first wife, even if she is dead, is in secret an adulterer;
he goes beyond the hand of God and severs the band of sexual intercourse which
makes of two one flesh. From the monarchical view which lies at the basis of
the Clementine Homilies, as well as from the abhorrence of wopveia, expressed in
that work, we infer that it can have allowed one marriage only. Compare Die
christliche Gnosis p. 374 &., 400,

? Nuptiae ipsae ex eo constant, quod est stuprum. De exhort, cast. cap. 9.
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the limit, as being a mere compromise with sensuality. A man is
not to go further, to a second marriage, because he has no confidence
in his own moral power and cannot expect to get the better of
sensual lust in any other way than by the outward removal of the
object to which it refers. Thus what is generally taken to be
moral rigorism, it is true, but also certainly a most estimable moral
earnestness, is in truth at the same time the confession of a lack
of moral power. This appears with equal plainness in Tertullian’s
zeal in insisting on the veiling of virgins. Virgins must be veiled,
he requires, as soon as the body is developed and the sexual con-
sciousness has awakened; from this time forward they are mnot
virgins but women, and in accordance with the Apostle’s command
they must be veiled! What notions of modesty and holiness
must we suppose to have actuated this zealot for discipline and
the sense of shame, when we find him directly stating, as a thing
that was self-understood, that holy men and virgins could not
look at each other without blushing, could not meet one another
openly without feeling sexually excited !> A wall of separation
must therefore be erected between the two; but, this being done,
chastity is sufficiently protected behind this rampart, and the
inner desire may be simply let alone> Here we have again that
external morality, where moral requirements ask for nothing more
than the drawing of an outward line of separation, by which the

moral and the immoral are to be distinguished. Morality is not .
here morality of disposition, but a certain outward behaviour,
negative or positive, by which one satisfies a certain requirement

1De vel. virg. cap. 12. Agnosce et mulierem, agnosce et nuptam de testi-
moniis et corporis et spiritus, quae patitur et in conscientia et in carne. Hae
sunt tabellae priores naturalium sponsarum et nuptiarum. Impone velamen
extrinsecus habenti tegumen intrinsecus. Tegantur etiam superiora, cujus
inferiora nuda non sunt.
- 3 0p. cit. c. 2. Ejusdem libidinis est, videri et videre. Tam sancti viri est,
subfundi, si virginem viderit, quam sanctae virginis, si a viro visa sit. Thus we
see the strength of the sexual impulses in the fire of the African nature of a
Tertullian as well as of an Augustine.

3C.15. Vera et tota et pura virginitas nihil magis timet, quam semet ipsam
—confugit ad velamen capitis quasi ad galeam, quasi ad clypeum, qui bonum
suum protegat adversus ictus tentationum, adversus jacula scandalorum, etc.
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which is set up as the highest norm. Thus there are actions and
states which as such are counted moral; chastity does not consist
in the chaste mind of the married persons, the truly chaste are the
virgines and the spadones, and they alone, who refrain entirely
from a thing which even in the legal form of marriage cannot
take place without reducing the married persons to a secondary
stage of morality. Thus even at this period the highest value is
attached to the life of celibacy; it is preferred to married life
because it is held to be the surest and most immediate way to
attain to God.! Yet it is always true, that where sensual desire
is not conquered inwardly, but only warded off outwardly, the
enemy, who is thought to have been conquered, again and again
lifts himself up, and appears only in another form to assert his old
right ; and so it was here. Those virgins, who appeared to have
for ever renounced marriage and every enjoyment of wedded life,
yet had a desire to marry and live in wedded intercourse. If
earthly marriage had no charm for them, their desire was but the
stronger to be brides of heaven, nuptae Deo or Christo. This
Deo or Christo nubere is a very current idea even at the time
we are speaking of, and the pious fancy of an age fanatically bent
on celibacy, busied itself largely in decking out the heavenly
marriage with everything that could compensate for those pleasures
of the earthly marriage which had not been enjoyed.? And the

1 Athenagoras, Leg. c. 33. eJpois 8 dv moAhods 1@y mwap’ fuiv, kal dvdpas kai
yvvaikas, karaynpdoxovras &ydpovs, éAmwidi ot pd\lov ovvéoeobar TQ Ocq.—Td
év mapOevig kal év edvovyia peivar paNhov wapiornoe g Ocp. Compare Tert. ad
Ux. i. 6. Quot enim sunt, qui statim a lavacro carnem suam obsignant? quot
item, qui consensu.pari inter se matrimonii debitum tollunt, voluntarii spadones
pro cupiditate regni coelestis? Comp. de cultu fem. ii. 10.

2 Tert. ad Ux. i. 4. Malunt enim Deo nubere, Deo speciosae, Deo sunt puellae.
Cum illo vivunt, cum illo sermocinantur, illum diebus et noctibus tractant,
orationes suas velut dotes domino adsignant, ab eodem dignationem velut munera
dotalia, quotiescunque desiderant, consequuntur. Sic aeternum sibi donum
domini occupaverunt, ac jam in terris non nubendo de familia angelica deputantur.
Talium exemplis feminarum,—Tertullian addresses his wife—ad aemulationem te
continentiae exercens spiritali affectione carnalem illam concupiscentiam humabis,
temporalia et volatica desideria formae vel aetatis immortalium bonorum com-
pensatione delendo. Comp. De exhort. cast. c. 13 ; De vel. virg. c. 16 : Mentire

aliquid ex his, quae intus sunt (by veiling her head the virgin gives herself out
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sensual interest thrust itself into the exercises of asceticism in a
yet more striking form. At the time of Cyprian it had become
not uncommon for those who devoted themselves to the ascetic
life, and who thought that by exciting the sensual impulse it
could be the more effectively subdued, to live together in a sexual
familiarity which at the same time wa,s.only to have the character,
of a spiritual intercourse! It was especially the members of the
clergy who exposed their morality to this dangerous test.

The dualistic view of the world which entered so deeply into
Christianity held that evil consisted simply in the uncleanness of
matter, and thus led to the highest requirement of morality being
made to consist in the principle that whatever defiles the spirit by
contact with matter must be separated and eliminated from the
life of the spirit. According to this view, marriage, inasmuch as
it belongs to the material and carnal life, was necessarily regarded
as objectionable. But on the other side, spirit and matter, or
spirit and flesh, are so intimately connected, and are so essentially
in each other that even the strictest dualism cannot put asunder
what God has joined together. Thus, however strictly the
antithesis was held as an abstract general principle, yet it was
necessary to relax it for the ends of practical life, and there was
no other way to unite the two positions than that the one was
allowed and the other not excluded ; and definite lines of demarca-

to be, what in herself, inwardly, in her consciousness, she is not, a mulier) ut
soli Deo exhibeas veritatem. Quamquam non mentiris nuptam. Nupsisti enim
Christo, illi tradidisti carnem tuam, illi sponsasti maturitatem tuam. Incede
secundum sponsi tui voluntatem. Christus est, qui et alienas sponsas et maritatas
velari jubet, utique multo magis suas.

1 Virgins of this kind were called ovveiraxrot; Eusebius, Ec. Hist. vii. 30.
auveloaxrot yvvaikes, ds *Avrioxeis évopdfovar. From Cyprian, Epist. 61, we see
in how unchaste and shameless a way this sort of asceticism was carried on.
We hear of virgins who themselves acknowledged, se cam viris dormisse, namely
with a deacon, but asserted se integras esse. Cyprian denounces the practice :
quid Christus et dominus et judex noster cum virginem sibi dicatam et sanctitati
suae destinatam jacere cum altero cernit, quam indignatur et irascitur ?—Et cum
omnes omnino disciplinam tenere 3porteat, multo magis praepositos et diaconos
curare hoc fas est.—Quomodo enim possunt integritati et continentiae praeesse,
si ex ipsis incipiant corruptelae et vitiorum magisteria procedere? This unchaste
practice continued afterwards, as we see from the prohibitions of it.
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tion thus required to be drawn, within which the one principle or
the other was to find its application. Here we have the basis of the
distinction so important for the history of Christian ethics, between
a higher and a lower morality, also of the principle, which arrived
at practical importance ¢hiefly in connection with the question of
marriage, that even if one renounces the attempt to accomplish the
highest moral task, there is yet a sphere of life in which he is
moral enough to satisfy the demands of Christian morality. And
as the practice of the Christian life, from the very nature of the
case, gradually became laxer, that sphere in consequence grew
wider, in which a man was not to strive after the highest abso-
lute perfection, but limited his efforts to the minor, subordinate
standard. At the beginning even marriage appeared to be only a
thing conceded ; but in the sequel the prejudice disappeared, not
only against the first marriage, but even against the second and
succeeding ones! And not only so, but it was thought possible
to reconcile the two tendencies, the stricter and the laxer, by the
simple expedient of allowing them to exist side by side, and dis-
tinguishing two classes, who, though the task of their lives was
different, were yet equally justified to the moral judgment. And
if in the sphere of morals there had thus been formed, even at this
period, a moral aristocracy, what was more natural than that it
should take up the closest relation, as being of equal birth, with

1 Even the Shepherd of Hermas allowed a second marriage, Mand. iv. 4. Qui
(a second time) nubit, non peccat, but with this condition: si per se manserit,
magnum sibi conquirit honorem apud dominum. For the same reason, however,
Tertullian inveighs against the apocryphus pastor moechorum and his scriptura,
quae sola moechos amat, and is counted ab omni concilio ecclesiarum inter apo-
crypha et falsa, adultera et ipsa et inde patrona sociorum. De Pudic. ¢. 10. 20.
Another utterance of Tertullian, found in the same connection in a passage very
characteristic of his rigorism, applies to Hermas : Age tu funambule pudicitiae et
castitatis et omnis circa sexum sanctitatis, qui tenuissimum filum disciplina ejus-
modo veri avia pendente vestigio ingrederis, carnem spiritu librans, animam fide
moderans, oculum metu temperans. What is said here is, Deus bonus est. Suis,
non ethnicis, sinum subjicit, secunda te poenitentia excipiet, eris iterum de moecho
Christianus. The pastor described in calice is a prostitutor et ipse Christiani
sacramenti, merito et ebrietatis idolum et moechiae asylum post calicem subsecu-
turae, de quo nihil libentius libas, quam ovem poenitentiae secundae. i
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the aristocracy which had come forth from the hierarchical develop-
ment of the Church? If celibacy counted for the highest moral
perfection, it now became peculiarly the attribute of the hier-
archical class. But as the hierarchy itself was only in process of
development, it could not begin all at once with what was highest
in reference to morals. At a time when second marriage counted
as a sort of adultery, it was very natural that the governors and
heads of the Christian Church should first of all be required to
refrain from it. The injunction placed by the pastoral epistles in
the mouth of the apostle Paul, and. meant to be regarded as an in-
junction given by him, that the émioromos should be the husband
of one wife, is"a precept of Church discipline as it took form during
the course of the second century. The idea of the purity and holi-
ness of the church seemed to require that it should be so.! Second
marriage was thus to be denied to some and allowed to others.
But what is the view of marriage underlying such regulations?
Against those who argued for the admissibility of the second mar-
riage from the fact that the apostle had not forbidden it to all, but
only to a certain class—to the bishops—Tertullian appealed with
good reason to the general priestly character of Christians, and
urged that all Christians were alike priests, and that the precept
given to the chief officers and in them placed at the head of the
Churches, only expressed that which was to be the general rule
for all? But why did not the Roman Church, in its controversy
with Montanism, make good the assertion it had put forward of
the admissibility of second marriage, with the same force of logic,

1 Tert. ad Ux. i. 7: Quantum detrabant fidei, quantum obstrepant sanctitati
nuptiae secundae, disciplina ecclesiae et praescriptio apostoli declarat.—Aram
enim Dei mundam proponi oportet. Toto illa ecclesiae candida (the halo) de
sanctitate describitur. With the heathens also, he says, celibacy has this mean-
ing. Pro diaboli scilicet aemulatione. Regem saeculi, Pontificem maximum, rursus
nubere nefas est.

2 De Monog. cap. 12. Oportebat omnem commaunis disciplinae formam sua
fronte proponi, edictum quodammodo futurum universis impressioni (an edict
which was in future to be enforced upon all), quo magis sciret plebs eum ordi-
nem sibi observandum, qui faceret praepositos et ne vel ipse honor aliquid sibi
ad licentiam quasi de privilegio loci blandiatnr.
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and in the same wide application as that of Tertullian on the
Montanist side? It could not make up its mind to so bold a step,
since the general view of the holiness of celibacy—which did not
originate in Montanism, but only found its most definite expres-
sion in that sect—was rooted too deeply in the consciousness of
the time to be easily got rid of! In order then to unite the two
positions, the genuinely Catholic adjustment was adopted, that
neither the one principle nor the other was to be binding abso-
lutely and on all, but that each was to have its application in a
certain definite sphere of the life of the Church. Thus the abso-
lute requirement which was necessarily conceived to be the true
deliverance of the Christian consciousness, was at once degraded to
a conditional precept. Second marriage, accordingly, though con-
ceded to the laity, was in no case to be permitted to the bishops.
But the monogamy which was thus allowed as against bigamy was
itself nothing but a concession, and the original logical and con-
sistent view soon asserted itself within the sphere which was thus
marked off, and the justification even of monogamy in the case of
the bishops became a matter of dispute. In proportion as the
hierarchical constitution of the Church was developed to its definite
form, the demands rose which were made on the bishops and on
the clergy in general, with regard to married life. Even at the
time of the Synod of Nicaea this process had advanced so far that
the bishops there assembled were minded to make it a general law
of the Church that priests, 7.e. bishops, presbyters, and deacons,
should be bound to abstain from all wedded intercourse; and this
would have passed into a formal law at that time, had not the
Egyptian bishop, Paphnutius—truly foreseeing the disadvantages
which would be entailed upon the Church by a strict obligation to

1Yet among the heads of the churches there were many who were married a
second time. Quot enim, Tertullian says, de Monog. cap. 12, et bigami praesi-
dent apud vos. This is confirmed by the Philosophoumena, the author of which
work says, ix. 12, p. 290, that under Callistus, bishops, presbyters, and deacons,
began diyapor kai Tpiyapot kabioracbai els kAipovs. Ei 8¢ kai ris év xhijpe by
yapoin, pévew Tov ToloiTov év kAP, s pi fuapmkéra. According to Déllinger,
op. cit. p. 140 sq., the question here at issue was, whether the second marriage
was contracted before or after baptism.



MORTAL AND VENIAL SINS. 267

a continence of which not all were capable—come forward with
an emphatic defence of the honour and dignity of the married
state. The arguments of this bishop made the deeper impression
that he himself led an ascetic life. Thus to refrain from the inter-
course of marriage was left to the free choice of every individual,
and the Council resolved to be content with insisting that he who
had attained the clerical dignity was not at liberty, as the ancient
tradition of the Church directed, to enter as a cleric into the
wedded state, but that he was not obliged to separate from the
wife to whom he was married already.! But the conclusion had
already been drawn, which followed with equal necessity, both
from the hierarchical position of the clergy, and from the view,
by no means given up, of the sacredness of unwedded life, and the
word once spoken must sooner or later realise itself in practice.
‘What we have remarked with reference to marriage is true of
the general character of the moral notions of our period. On the
one hand the moral requirement is set up as an absolute one, and
in the abstract as universally binding ; but in its practical applica-
tion, on the other hand, it has only relative force, the moral sphere
being arbitrarily divided and limited. Moral action may be, with
regard to the same act, either good or bad, according as it is found
in this or in that circle of the Christian life. Second marriage,
for example, is allowed to the laity, but forbidden to the clergy.
Such a standard of moral judgment can only be applied where in
general, moral action is separated from disposition, and the true
value of it sought not in what is inward, in the disposition, but
in what is outward, in the appearance and the special quality of
the particular act. Thus there are standing categories in accord-
ance with which certain acts are to be viewed in reference to
morality, quite independently of the disposition of the agent ; and
Christian ethics have by this time come to be acquainted with acts
which being held sinful are simply sins; and on the other hand,
with acts which are regarded as good works, and possess moral
value in themselves. The Montanists were the first to divide sins

1 8ocr. E. H. i. 11.
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into two classes—mortal sins and venial sins ;! but the distinction
arose precisely from that moral tendency of which we have been
speaking, to limit the absoluteness of the moral requirement by
giving it a limited reference, either only to a certain portion of the
moral sphere, or only to a certain class of moral actions. If it is
essential to the religious character of Christian ethics that acts
which are repugnant to the moral law are regarded as sins, then
every sin is a transgression of the divine law, and the condition
of its forgiveness lies in the moral disposition of the agent, and
nowhere else. Now, when certain transgressions, such as the so-
called deadly sins, were marked out as being sins with regard to
which the divine forgiveness must be reckoned, if not impossible,
yet so doubtful that it must be left to God himself to grant it, the
absolute notion of sin is in this way limited to a certain class of
sins, and whatever does not belong to this category does not bear
the true character of sin, but is in fact not to be regarded as sin
at all, and the divine forgiveness may be taken for granted as a
thing understood. But let the forgiveness of sins once be made
0 easy a matter—though only with reference to one definite kind
of sins—and the consequence is unavoidable, that this facility of
forgiveness will be extended further and further. Thus even the
forgiveness of mortal sins comes, in the practice of the Church, to
be no such difficult matter, as the retention of the name down to

1 Compare Tert. de Pudic. ¢. 2: Alia erunt remissibilia, alia irremissibilia,
secundum quod nemini dubium est, alia castigationem mereri, alia damnationem.
Omne delictum aut venia dispungit aut poena : venia ex castigatione, poena ex
damnatione.—Secundum hanc differentiam delictorum poenitentiae quoque con-
ditio discriminatur. Alia erit, quae veniam consequi possit, in delicto scilicet
remissibili, alia, quae consequi nullo modo possit, in delicto scilicet irremissibili.
There are, says Tertullian, c. 19, quaedam delicta quotidianae incursionis, to ,
which we are all subject. Cui enim non accidet, aut irasci inique et ultra solis
occasum, aut et manum immittere, aut facile maledicere, aut temere jurare, aut
fidem pacti destruere, aut verecundia aut necessitate mentiri. In negotiis, in
officiis, in quaestu, in victu, in visu, in auditu quanta tentamur? ut si nulla sit
venia istorum, nemini salus competat. Horum ergo erit venia per exoratcrem
patris Christum. Sunt autem et contraria istis, ut graviora et exitiosa, quae
veniam non capiant, homicidium, idololatria, fraus, negatio, blasphemia, utique et

moechia et fornicatio et si qua alia violatio templi Dei. Horum ultra exorator
non erit Christus.
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our own day would lead us to suppose. We see even in our period
the growing tendency which prevailed, notably in the Roman
Church, to make the forgiveness of sins easy to be obtained ; and
in proportion as the laxity increased, the earnestness of Christian
morals must have sunk to a lower tone. :

The sin of adultery and fornication, in the Montanist sense, was
the first of the mortal sins to which, as we have already remarked,'
the door of forgiveness was opened in the Roman church. There
can be no doubt that it was the Roman bishop, Zephyrinus, who
issued the peremptory edict of the Pontifex Maximus, the bishop
of bishops, at which Tertullian took so great offence. Tertullian
held that the indulgence thus extended to adulterers was incon-
sistent and went only half way ; that, to be consistent, it should
be extended to idolaters and murderers as well, and make ship-
wreck of all discipline? But this inconsistency was remedied by
the immediate successor of Zephyrinus. Callistus, we learn from
the work of his unknown opponent, drew up, before he became
bishop of Rome, a general scheme of forgiveness of sins, in which
the notion of so-called mortal sins which had been up to this time
in vogue, was completely done away with, and every one who had
committed such a sin found the door open after the performance
of penance for his reception once more to the communion of the
Church.® And this was not a transitory phenomenon, but became

1 Vide supra, p. 46.

2 De Pudic. c. 5 : Quid agis mollissima et humanissima disciplina ? Aut omni-
bus eis hoc esse debebis (beati enim pacifici), aut si non omnibus, nostra esse.
Idololatren quidem et homicidam semel damnas, moechum vero de medio ex-
cipis? idololatrae successorem, homicidae antecessorem, utriusque collegam.

3 Philos. Orig. ix. 12, p. 290. The writer asserts that Callistus, as an opponent
of the Church, set up a school, and was the first to think of remitting those
things in which men find pleasure, saying that from him all should receive for-
giveness of sins. If a Christian sinned, the sin should not be imputed to him, so
soon a8 he resorted to the school of Callistus. This announcement was made
with special reference to those who turned to the Catholic Church from a heresy
or a body separated from the Church. Further, he taught that if a bishop
sinned, even mortally, he ought not to be deposed ; he allowed marriage to the
clergy on the terms above mentioned (p. 266), and last of all allowed Christian
women, who were unmarried and still in the vigour of their youth, to marry a
man according to their own choice, whether a freeman, poorer than themselves,
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from this time forward the standing practice of the Church, and
was soon after this much confirmed by the discussions, as to the
restoration of the lapsi to the Church. The persecutions of the
Christians in the age subsequent to Callistus gave abundant occa-
sion for such discussions. The view and the practice adopted by

or a slave, and thus to contract a marriage which Roman law did not recognise.
Compare Dillinger, Hippolytus and Callistus, p. 125 sq., where an attempt is
made to determine what are the facts which give these charges whatever truth
they have, and to justify what is found to be true in them, from the circum-
stances of the time. According to the Philosophoumena, Callistus appealed in
support of his theory to such passages as Romans xiv. 4, and Matt. xiii. 30 sq.
He also quoted Noah’s ark, which contained dogs, wolves, ravens, and all sorts
of beasts, clean and unclean together. So it must be, he said, in the Church.
In the same connection we hear (Philos. p. 294 sq.) of an Alcibiades from Apamea
in Syria, who came to Rome at the time of Callistus, with a book of revelations
bearing the name of Elxai, on the authority of which he proclaimed a new for-
giveness of sins. This forgiveness was to be given by the repetition of Christian
baptism in the name of the greatest and highest God, and of his son the great
King, with an invocation of the seven witnesses named in the book (heaven,
water, the holy spirits, the angels of prayer, oil, salt, and earth). The formula
was as follows :—rovrovs Tods émrd pdprupas papripopas, 8ti odkéri duapriocw,
ob poixebow, ob KAéYw, ol ddixjow, ob mheovexTow, 0¥ pioiow, odx dberiow,
0d8¢ év waot movmpols ebdoxnow. He said repeatedly : & poiyoi xai potyahiBes
xal Yevdompoijrar, éav 8é\nre émorpéyrar va dpebnowrrar Upiv ai duaprias, xai
Yuiv elpivn kal pépos perd tév Sikaiwv dd’' of dv drxolomre Tis BiBlov Tavrys
kai Barriodire éx Sevrépov avv Tois évdipaot. The data given usin the Philo-
sophoumena and in Epiphanius, Haer. xix. 30, 53, leave us in no doubt as to the
essentially Ebionitic character of the Elcesaites. Another characteristic trait is
preserved in Eusebius, E. H. vi. 38, where he quotes from a homily of Origen on
Psalm Ixxxii., the doctrine of an Elcesaite, that he rov dwdorolov ré\etov dferet,
that he rejects the apostle Paul. The author of the Philosophoumena tells
us, p. 293, that he very strenuously resisted the new doctrine of Alcibiades;
and thus this Alcibiades is a new member of one side of the controversy which
continued throughout a long period as well in ethics as in the doctrine of the
Trinity. It is remarkable how, with the Montanists, with Tertullian, with the
author of the Philosophoumena, Hippolytus, or whoever it may be, and with the
Novatians, these two things always belong alike to the true orthodox conception
of Christianity, strictness in ecclesiastical discipline, or the notion of a church
communion which excludes from itself as far as possible everything unholy, and
the concrete notion of the personal Logos, while the opponents on the other side,
Callistus and Alcibiades the Elcesaite or Ebionite, are equally lax on the one
point as on the other. The Ebionites, it is well known, rejected the doctrine of
the Adyos feds. Compare Ritachl, tiber die Secte der Elcesaiten, in the Zeitschr.
" fur histor. Theol. 1853, p. 573 sg. Entstehung der alt-kath. Kirche, 2d ed. p. 234.
Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. fiir Wissensch. Theol. 1858, p. 417.
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the Roman Church with regard to the lapsi are best known from
the document addressed to Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, by the
presbyters and deacons of Rome when occupied with filling up the
Roman episcopal seat after the martyrdom of Fabianus. Accord-~
ing to this epistle there was no longer any question as to the per-
missibility of receiving persons in such a position; but care was
to be taken that that communion of the Church by which the
wound was healed should not be granted too hastily or without a
proper period of penance. This was counted even then as the
antiqua severitas, antiqua fides, antiqua disciplina, and the writer
of the Epistle! was that Novatian, who did indeed return after-
wards to the old strictness of the penance which the Church
enjoined, but could only assert it as a schismatic.

Over against mortal sins stand good works. They are to be
regarded from the same point of view. As the former are simply
sins, the latter are in themselves good. According to this notion
of good works practical duty is limited to a certain class of actions
—particularly such as prayer, fasting, and almsgiving. To such
an extent is this the case, that whatever does not belong to one or
other of these categories appears to have no definite moral value.
Here at length we see clearly and distinctly how in general the
moral standard which here determines what is and what is not
moral action, is not a standard of quality of the disposition, but a
standard of quantity of the outward performance. Though a
greater or less quantum of good works is required of every Chris-
tian, yet the highest cannot be made the duty of every individual,
a man can do more than he is in fact obliged to do, and as every
good action is morally meritorious, there are not only meritorious
but also supermeritorious actions. It is a very significant fact
with reference to the ethics in process of formation in the Catholic
Church, that this distinction, one of such importance and coming
so near the heart of the subject, was made by the first writer of
the Roman Church who describes the sphere of Christian morality.

1 It is to be found among the Epistles of Cyprian, as Ep. 31, Compare Ep.
52, 53.
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In the fifth parable of the third book of the Shepherd of Hermas,
the shepherd appears in the form of an angel to Hermas, who is
sitting at the time of fasting upon a mountain, and instructs him
as to the true kind of fasting, showing by the example of a servant at
work in a vineyard who does more than his master has commanded
him, that the true fasting is the observance of the commandments
of God.! In the explanation of the parable it is said: “ Keep the
commandments of the Lord, and thou shalt be approved, and enter
into the number of those who keep his commandments. But if,
besides that which the Lord has commanded, thou shalt do some-
thing good in addition, thou shalt acquire for thyself a greater
dignity and have more honour with the Lord than thou wouldst
have had otherwise.” That this is very characteristic of the ethical
spirit of the time we see from various indications. Not only does
such a writer as Hermas speak of an adjicere aliquid boni, but
even Origen places the conduct which Christian morality requires
under the point of view of this double task. So long, Origen says,?
as a man does merely what he ought, <.c. what is commanded, he is
an unprofitable servant (Luke xvii. 10). But if he does something
in addition to what is commanded, he is not merely an unprofitable
servant, but it is said to him: “ Thou good and faithful servant”
(Matt. xxv. 15). And what it is that is added to the command-
ment and is done in addition to what it is a man’s duty to do, the
apostle Paul tells us in 1 Cor. vii. 25. This goes beyond the com-
mandment. He then, who, after doing what is commanded, does
this in addition to it, and preserves his virginity, is no unprofitable
servant, but is called a good and faithful servant. And the case is
the same when in spite of the commandment that the preachers of
the gospel should live by the gospel, the apostle Paul says that he

1 1. 3. Simil. 5. 1: Jejuna certe verum jejunium tale. Nihil in vita tua
nequiter facias, sed mente pura servi Deo, custodiens mandata ejus et in prae-
cepta ejus ingrediaris, neque admiseris desiderium nocens in animo tuo. Crede
autem Domino, si haec feceris, timoremque ejus habueris, atque abstinueris ab
omni negotio malo, Deo te victurum. Haec si feceris, jejunium magnum con-
summabis acceptumque Domino. Thus fasting itself is taken in an ideal sense.

2 Commentary on the Epistle to the Romans, iii. 3.
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had made no use of this (1 Cor. ix. 15). Repugnant as the notion
of such a super-merit of moral action is to the spirit of the gospel,
yet many tendencies co-operated from which it followed as a very
natural consequence. First of all it had its root in the general
way of thinking with regard to morals which was mentioned
above. In respect to the question here before us, that way of
thinking found characteristic expression in the phrases adjicere
aliquid boni, addere aliquid preceptis, because the view it took of
moral action was that it was a matter of quantity. If demands
are set up which cannot be carried out with strict consistency in
practice, and so cannot have the same binding force on all, and
with regard to marriage this was involved in the nature of the
case, the natural result is, that there comes to be an aristocratic
distinction not only of two ranks but also of two degrees of virtue,
and thus also of two degrees of merit, one of which is sufficient for
men as they commonly are; while the higher one is for those who feel
within themselves the impulse and the call not to stand still at the
ordinary average level. But in addition to this the whole tendency
of moral action at this time towards external ecclesiastical legality,
the desire and effort to set up a norm for moral actions in special
commands, to classify them and define their limits with regard to
each other, this tendency could not but engender the opinion that
a man could indeed do more than was outwardly commanded;
but that if he observed what was commanded within a certain
circle, the merit was sufficient to satisfy the claims of Christian
virtue and perfection.

As the essence of Christian morality is placed principally in
external action, in works, it is also impressed with a peculiar
stamp by the fact that the actions to which it refers are not only
prescribed by the Church, but have their common unity in the idea
of the Church. Here it is curious to notice how even in the
Shepherd of Hermas the whole moral conduct of Christians is
determined by the idea of the Church. The Church is represented
under the image of a tower, around which seven women are stand-

ing who support it according to the command of the Lord. The
VOL. IL 8
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first is faith, by which the elect of God are saved. The daughter
of faith is continence; he who follows her becomes happy in his
life, because he refrains from all bad works. The other five also
are intimately related, each being a daughter of another; they are
called Simplicity, Innocence, Modesty, Discipline, Love (Charitas). .
From faith springs continence, from continence simplicity, from
simplicity innocence, from innocence modesty, from modesty
discipline and love. He who serves these, and is able to practise
the works belonging to them, will dwell in the tower with the
saints of God. The same idea is worked out at greater length in
the ninth parable. Here the Church is represented by twelve
virgins. The four highest are Faith, Continence, Might, Patience ;
then follow Simplicity, Innocence, Chastify, Cheerfulness, Truth,
Insight, Concord, and Love. Over against them stand twelve
women dressed in black—Faithlessness, Excess, Unbelief, Sensu-
ality, Sadness, Malice, Desire, Anger, Untruth, Folly, Arrogance,
and Hatred. All the stones which are not carried by the former
virgins through the gate of the rock, which is the Son of God, into
the tower, to build it, are rejected; and the women in black clothes
carry the stones which are declared unfit for use, back to the place
whence they were taken. So essentially does Christianity, here
realising in itself the idea of the Church, consist in the practice of
the virtues, the sum of which amounts to the keeping of the
divine commandments. Faith, which stands at the head of all the
virtues, is itself only the root of virtue, the evangelical notion of
faith gives place to the predominant tendency towards the practical
and the moral. In fact, in the thought of Hermas, faith is simply
the command which stands before all the other commands, to
believe in the one God, who made all things out of nothing. Thus
we find expressed even here what is the root-idea of Catholicism,
that the essence of Christianity consists not so much in faith as
in works, or in the practice of the virtues. And what gives the
virtues—the general forms of moral behaviour—their specially
Christian character, is simply that it is the Church (which appears
in person in the Shepherd of Hermas for this purpose) that gives
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the exhortation to cultivate them, and issues the precepts with refer-
ence to them in the form of divine commands! The characteristic
feature of the Christian morality of the period we are dealing with,
as seen in all the phenomena now mnoticed, is that in its main
- tendency it bears the likeness of later Catholicism. But on the
other side there are not wanting traits in which the purer moral
spirit of evangelical Christianity asserts itself. Of the doctors of
the Church whose views and principles call for most consideration
on this point, no one stands out more than Clement of Alexandria.
It is true that he is one of the chief representatives of the extreme
tendency of the times which aimed at detachment from everything
material ; for in his Gnostic he set up the ideal of a perfection,
the highest aim of which is to make man divine by perfect freedom
from passion.? Yet all the more do we see in him the operation
of evangelical truth, when, with regard to those circumstances of
practical life in which the ascetic spirit of the age proved itself
most one-sided, he was able to maintain the healthy sense of prac-
tical Christianity which as far as possible keeps at a distance from
extremes. With regard to marriage no doctor expressed so sensible

1 Compare L. 1. Vis. iii. 8. L. 3. Simil ix. 15,

2 Compare, e.g., the passage in the Miscellanies iv. 22. Adm # kard Stvapw
ékopoiwots mpds Oedv T8 Puldrrew Tov voiv év T KoTd TG adrd oxéos’ abry
8¢ vob oxéois ds voi* 1) 8¢ moikikn Sudbeais yiveraw T wpds Ta VNikd wpoomwa-
feia. Comp. die christl. Gnosis, p. 506 sq. It is not less characteristic of
Clement that above all those attainments which are possible in the way of the
spirit’s withdrawing from the material into itself, and being absorbed in itself,
he places the practical exercise of moral conduct. He regards the vindication of
the former standpoint by the energy of practice as the true Gnosticism, as the
positive which must be added to the former, which is negative. Compare on
this point, e.g., Misc. vi. 7: the Gnostic soul is sanctified xara Ty dmwoxny TdV
yewdov mupboewy, dyviferar 8¢ xal 76 odpa, év § oikei, éEidiomotolpevoy els
el\ikplvesay dyiov ved* 6 8¢ év 1o odpart kabapiopds Tiis Yuxijs mpoTys wpdTos
obrds éarw §) dmox) TdV kakdv, fv Twves TeNelwow fyotvrai® kal ot dmAds
Tob kowod miaTov, ‘Tovdalov Te kal "EXAyvos, 1) Tehelwais aimy, Tov 8¢ yvwoTikod
perd Ty Eots vopilopémy Tehelwaw 1) dikatoadvn eis évépyerav ebmoiias wpofaiver.
kai 8t 8y 7 émioracis tis Oikawoovvns els dyafomoilay émBédwkev, ToiTe 4)
re\elwais év dperaBole éfew edmoiias kal Spolwow Tob Oeot Buapéver. In the
same way he demands, Misc. iv. 6, that one should be odx dmoxjj xakdv pdvov
Sikaiwbels, wpds 8¢ xal Tfj kvpiaky rehewwbeis evmoilg. The spirit retires into
itself, but only to work all the more energetically outwards in moral conduct.
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an opinion as Clement. He pronounces eunuchism to be a special
gift of God, and ascribes special honour to monogamy ; but, on the
other hand, he does not reject second marriage. Those who called
marriage fornication, and appealed to the example of Christ, he
met by saying that the reason why the Lord did not marry was
that the Church was his bride, and that as a man not of ordinary
nature, he was not in need of a helpmate according to the flesh.
As little did he need to beget children as he remained eternally
the Son of God. But Christ himself said that man was not to put
asunder what God had joined together. Equally far were the
Apostles from rejecting marriage. Peter and Philip begot children,
Philip gave his daughters in marriage, and Paul also did not shrink
from speaking of a gdfuyos in one of his epistles. Eunuchism
was no virtue if it did not proceed from love to God! Not only
does Clement not allow that celibacy has any absolute advantage
over married life, but he recognises the importance of marriage
in ethics. It forms, he says, a peculiar sphere of social life, in
which moral power can display itself. The perfect man who
makes the Apostles his examples, shews himself a true man by not
choosing a life of solitude. He gains a victory over men if he lives
in marriage, begets children, and cares for his household, and yet
is not drawn away by this care from the love of God, but withstands
all temptations that arise to him out of his children and wife, his
domestics and possessions. He who has no household, remains free
from many temptations; but as he only cares for himself, he stands
lower than he who, though he cannot devote the same care to his
own salvation, yet possesses in the economy of life a more than
equivalent advantage, inasmuch as he, in fact, presents on a small
scale a likeness of the true universal providence.? In respect of
marriage accordingly, Clement goes back to the disposition with
which one chooses the life of marriage or of celibacy. In the same
way, in the work he devoted to the discussion of the question,“What
. rich man is he who is saved ?” he makes everything depend on the
inward attitude taken up towards outward possessions, and the use
1 Misc. iii. 1, 6. 3 Misec. vii, 12.
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that is made of them. The true rich man is he only who is rich in
virtues, and can live in every relation of life purely and faithfully;
the false rich man is the rich man according to the flesh, who
makes his life depend on an outward possession, which comes and
disappears, which passes from one to another, and at last belongs
to no one at all’ Thus Clement looks at the various relations of
life and at the question specially pressing at the time, from a
genuinely moral point of view, and with regard to the interests of
practical Christianity. And in the same spirit did he speak on
the subject of martyrdom. Highly as he values martyrdom he yet
disapproves of that fanatical eagerness for it which disregards all
prudence in dangers, and accordingly does not condemn flight in
persecutions in the unconditional way that Tertullian does.? The
essence of martyrdom, according to him, lies in purifying oneself
with illustrious success from sins, and suffering willingly all that
the confession of Christianity requires.® As Clement was free from
Montanist fanaticism and onesidedness, and not only so, but from
the belief in the nearness of the Parousia and the catastrophe of the
world, he was able to retain the right point of view for the moral
relations of life, which that belief was so apt to disturb.*

In the views and principles which prevail in it we read the
moral spirit of an age, but of whatever nature the views and
principles may be which belong to the general consciousness of
the age, they afford us no correct standard for judging of its moral
character. To do this we require to know how those views and

1 Tis 6 cw{duevos whovaios, cap. 19.

2 De fuga in persecutione.

3 Clement discusses at length the subject of martyrdom in the fourth book
of the Stromata ; compare c. 9, 10.

1 What a contrast there is in this particular between his view of marriage and
the begetting of children, and that of Tertullian. The latter says, ad Ux. i. 5:
Adjiciunt sibi homines causas nuptiarum de sollicitudine posteritatis et liberorum
amarissima voluptate. Nobis otiosum est. Nam quid gestiamus liberos gerere,
quos cum habemus, praemittere optamus, respectu scilicet imminentium angusti-
arum, cupidi et ipsi, inquissimo isto saeculo eximi? Everything referring to
married life is merely a sarcina nuptiarum. Why should one marry, why have
children, why enter into the relations of life at all, which are the true sphere of
moral action? Fuga saeculi thus becomes a flight from the world of moral action.
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principles are carried out in practical life; whether the prevailing
tendency is that which would hold them fast in their original
strictness, or that which would more and more have them relaxed.
It has been sufficiently shown how decisive a turning- point is
marked in this particular by the Montanist period, since Montanism
can only be regarded as a reaction against a relaxation of the
practice of the Christian life which had been going on for some
time and still continued. The works of Tertullian which relate to
the practical questions of the day, are in this view a peculiarly
abundant source for the history of Christian morals. We learn
from them by what arguments it was sought to excuse and justify
the mitigations of the old strictness, and what the phenomena
were in which the new and freer tendency appeared most notice-
ably. How greatly, for example, must that enthusiasm for martyr-
dom in which the moral force by which the Christians were
inspired reached its floodmark, have cooled down even in the time
of Tertullian, when flight in persecution was so lightly thought of
as Tertullian’s denunciations of it would lead us to conclude—if -
the Christians scrupled so little to make use of the modes of de-
ception by which it was possible to induce the heathen authorities
to desist from a prosecution—if even whole churches with their
clergy at their head, had recourse to such a way of escape?’ How
greatly this want of courage and steadfastness increased afterwards,
and how often it resulted even in relapse to heathenism, we see
from the existence of the various kinds of Lapsi. In general, as
the persecutions ceased, and the Christians lived outwardly in rest
and at peace, those virtues became rarer which we are accustomed
to think of as the high distinction of the earliest period, and in
their place appeared exactly the contrary qualities. Eusebius
himself insists upon this fact,” and, in fact, makes the remark in

! De fuga in persec. c. 13 : Massaliter totae ecclesiae tributum sibi irrogaver-
unt. Nescio dolendum an erubescendum sit, cum in matricibus beneficiariorum
et curiosorum inter tabernarios et inaneos et fures balnearum et aleones et lenones
Christiani quoque vectigales continentur. Hinc episcopatui formam apostoli pro-

videntius condiderunt, ut regno suo securi frui possent sub obtentu procurandi?
2 E. H. viii. 1.
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passing to speak of the Diocletian persecution of the Christians.
And this persecution he regards as the well-deserved punishment
of the laxity and indifference, the envy, the abusiveness and con-
tentiousness, the hypocrisy and misrepresentation which had made
such inroads among the Christians. Nor did the bishops fail to
exhibit, even at this period, as several well-known examples prove,
that lofty arrogance and hierarchical desire of rule which have
since continued to be characteristic of their order.

Sharply and energetically as the moral and religious character
of Christianity was opposed to the notions and views of the
heathen world, the antithesis yet passed more and more out of
sight as the prevailing views and principles became by degrees
larger and freer, and as it came to be made the first consideration to
find out what was possible in practice and appropriate to the cir-
cumstances. It is from this point of view that we have to regard
the course taken by the Christian cultus even at the very beginning
of its development.

The apostle Paul stands at the extreme point of the antithesis
against the forms of the cultus of heathenism and of Judaism,
when addressing the Galatians who had been converted from
heathenism to Christianity, but were now at the verge of falling
back to the orovyela Tod koopov Which heathenism and Judaism
had in common, he asks (iv. 8 sg.) how they can reconcile it with
their Christian consciousness of God, that they should turn back to
the beggarly elements to which they had formerly done service, and
direct themselves according to days and months, and times and
years? So unworthy of the Christian does everything appear to
him to be, that would draw down the free spirit, conscious of its
communion with God, to the elements and phenomena of the out-
ward and material life of nature, and bind the spirit to them as if
it could not reach God, except by their mediation. And we have
to think of this free Christianity, independent of everything
external, conscious of its purely spiritual contents, but in outward
appearance naked and devoid of all forms of cultus, when we find
that even at the time of Celsus what struck the heathens most
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with regard to the Christians, was that they appeared to possess
none of those things without which they did not see how a religion
could exist—no temples, no altars, no images! If a cultus
answers more or less perfectly to the religion the idea of which it
has to represent and bring to view, in proportion to the dignity
and interest of its form, how entirely must Christianity have been
wanting in the first pre-requisite of an @sthetical cultus, when the
idea it was thought necessary to entertain of Christ himself was
that in his outward form he was insignificant, or even ugly?*
What lasting effects this character of Christian worship, derived
originally from Paulinism, but afterwards impressed by a one-sided
ascetic spiritualistic, puritanical tendency, had on the history of
the first centuries, we learn from a Spanish synod, which, though
it met in an age when Christian worship had found shelter within
stately buildings, forbade pictures on the walls, because it saw in
such representations of sacred objects a degradation of what was
holy.? N

But though Christianity seemed, when opposed to heathenism
and Judaism, to have little capacity for a cultus like that of those
religions, yet it embraced in the view and in the mood on which its
religious consciousness was based, the elements of a cultus of its
own. The Christian cultus proceeded entirely from that relation
of piety which connected the first disciples with the Lord, the rela-
tion being seized in the fashion in which at his last interview with
them it had received its richest and most touching expression. As
the disciples had been together with him then, so Christians wished
to be together with him again and again. As often as the believers
came together they sought to realise the presence of the Lord still

1 Vide supra, p. 159, and Minucius Felix Octav. cap. 10, where the heathen
asks, cur nullas aras habent, nulla templa, nulla nota simulacra ?

2 He is expressly thus called by Justin, Tertullian, Origen, and Clement of
Alexandria. The last says, The Instructor, iii. 1: rov xipiov adrdv Ty Syw
aloxpov yeyovévar 8ua "Hoaiov 70 mvedpa paprupei (Isa. liii. 2). Here, as else-
where (compare vol. i. p. 41, note), the prophets were employed to fill up the
omissions of the evangelical history.

3 The Synod at Elvira in the year 305, Canon 36 : Placuit picturas in ecclesia
esge non debere, ne quod colitur et adoratur, in parietibus depingatur.
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remaining in the circle of his own, and it was impossible to be
together with him without doing what he had done the last time
he was with his disciples.! They ate the bread as his body, and
drank the wine as his blood. The apostle Paul is the first to
report the words of the Lord as he himself received them from
Christian tradition. But so far is he removed from all those
notions which afterwards caused the dogmatic view of the sacra-
ment to be imported into the words, and rendered them & cause
and source of such great debates and divisions, that he regards the
repetition of what Jesus had done as an act merely of commemora-
tion meant to show forth his death only until he himself should
come. It was to serve as a compensation for his bodily presence
which death had removed : in the bread and wine, as the body and
blood of the Lord, which he himself had said they were, it was to
represent himself as he was, when face to face with death he was
about to shed his blood for the institution of a new covenant, and
to give his body for his disciples. In connection with the bread,
broken and divided into pieces, the apostle thought of the Church
as the body of the Lord, since as it is one and the same loaf of
which all partake, so the many members of which the church is
composed are all connected together in the unity of one and the
same church.? As at the meal which Jesus ate with his disciples,
he began the act in question by a prayer of thanksgiving, so the
Christian celebration of the supper was most commonly called the
Eucharist. The thanksgivings which were spoken on the occasion
referred first of all to the life-sustaining gifts of nature which were
brought to the common meal, but their connection with the words
of the institution by Jesus gave them the force of a peculiar con-
secration, for the elements of the supper which were set aside from
these gifts. Accordingly, in describing the celebration, Justin says®
that the deacons, who stood by the president, distributed the bread
which was blessed by the words of the Eucharist, and the wine,

1 Vide supra, vol. i. p. 169.
21 Cor. x. 16, 17. Compare xii. 27.
8 Apol. i. 66 sq.
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mixed with water, not only to all present, but also to the absent.!
The celebration was also called by the name Agape; the meal of
commemoration of the death of the Lord was also to be a meal of
that love which united the disciples among one another. But
many things which at first, from the nature of the case, belonged
together and fitted easily into the ordinary arrangement of life,
could not afterwards, when the churches increased in numbers, be
kept up in the same way. And so the name Agape was trans-
ferred almost entirely to meals which were distinet from the
Eucharist, in which, by a system of mutual contributions to the
common table, the difference between rich and poor was to be
obliterated, and an opportunity given for the continuous exercise
of that brotherly love and common spirit which dwelt in the
oldest assemblies of the disciples. Thus the two things which
were at first united with each other became distinct, and each
underwent modifications in its own peculiar direction. The
Agape became a freer union of Christian social life, but easily
degenerated into abuses, while the Eucharist on the other
hand obtained, by means of its liturgical forms, its definite
ecclesiastical character.? The original feeling of piety out of

! Even this points to the circumstance, that the notion of a material means of
salvation was connected with the bread of the Eucharist when consecrated as the
body of the Lord, and that people kept it with them to eat a part of it from time
to time. It is the acceptum corpus Domini et reservatum, of Tertullian: de
Orat. c. 19. The reference is the same when Tertullian asks the Christian wife
of a heathen husband : ad Uxorem ii. 5 :—Non sciet maritus, quid secreto ante
omnem cibum gustes ? et si sciverit panem, non illum credit, qui dicitur (if you
tell him it is bread, he will not believe that it is what you say—what the Chris-
tians according to the letter of Pliny asserted that it was—cibus promiscuus et
innoxius).

2 We see from 1 Cor. xi. 20 sq., that the meals to which the Christians came
together to celebrate the Eucharist were also Agapae. The disorders which the
Apostle had occasion to rebuke even then, made it impossible, as he said, to
celebrate a supper of the Lord xvpiaxdv Seimvov gpayeiv, i.e. to celebrate the
Eucharist, at these meetings, as ought to be the case. Disorders of the same
kind took place at the Agapae which are spoken of uunder this name in the
Epistle of Jude, ver. 12. In the Epistle of Ignatius, Ep. ad Smyrn. cap. 8: oix
é&ov xwpis émorémov obre Bamrifewv obre dydmyy moueiv, the Agape includes the
Eucharist. Tertullian still speaks of a convivium dominicum, ad Ux. ii. 4 : but
in the Apology, cap. 39, he speaks of the coena, which is called Agape as being
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which the Christian cultus sprang and developed itself in different
directions maintained itself in its purest and directest form in
the Paschal celebration of the Church of Asia Minor. The reason
why this church clung to the 14th of Nisan with such force and
pertinacity and with so real and deep an interest as that which is
expressed in the Epistle of Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus,! was
that that day was kept as the anniversary of the last meal of
which Jesus had partaken with his disciples. They therefore
restricted their celebration to this one day and did not as it appears
determine the celebration of the day of the death and of the
resurrection in accordance with this day, which of course changed
from year to year. The Roman Church on the contrary, feeling
it to be of the greatest importance to have firmly settled liturgical
forms, regulated the whole of the Paschal celebration with reference
to the day of the resurrection, which was never changed. Sunday
thus remaining the day which was fixed for the anniversary of
the resurrection, the days of the original Paschal week came to
regulate not only the cycle of the week, but also the cycle of the
year. As every Sunday brought back the thought of the resurrec-
tion, so the faithful Christian was to remember on the Wednesday
and Friday of every week what had happened in the Paschal week
on these days. On Wednesday the Lord’s passion had begun
with the resolution arrived at by the Sanhedrim to arrest him,?
on Friday he had died. These are the dies stationum, on which
the Christian was to stand upon his guard fasting, as a miles Christi,

simply a meal, and of the need that it should not become liable to the reproach
of luxury. At the close of his work, de Jejun., in which he speaks as a Montanist
to the Psychici, he gives himself the strongest confirmation of that reproach,
apud te agape in caccabis fervet, fides in culinis calet, spes in ferculis jacet. Sed
majoris est agape (ironical allusion to 1 Cor. xiii. 13), quia per hanc adolescentuli
tui cum sororibus dormiunt. Appendices scilicet gulae lascivia atque luxuria
est. Did the character of the Agapae deteriorate so much in so short a time, or
may we look upon this as a criterion to determine Tertullian’s apologetical
trustworthiness ?

1 Vide supra, vol. i. p. 164.

2 Cf. the fragment of a Aéyos eis 7o mdoxa, by Peter, Bishop of Alexandria at
the end of the third century, in Routh, Reliquiae Sacrae, iii. p. 343.
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and to go off guard at a certain hour.! When the day came round
in the cycle of the year it had of course to be celebrated with
greater circumstance. The fast was extended and the whole week
received the character of a holy week as in fact it is designated
in the Johannine Gospel, xii. 1, that gospel harmonising with the
Roman Paschal celebration. Another observance which contributed
to exalt the celebration of the passover was the vigils, for which
there was a meeting during the night before the festival, in order
that the believers might be awake to greet the dawn of the sacred
day.?

In addition to the impulse which the last meal of Jesus with
his disciples naturally gave to the rise and formation of a Christian
cultus, Sunday, made sacred by his resurrection, afforded to that
cultus a point of departure, and was mainly the means of carrying
it on. There is no doubt that Sunday is the fudpa rxvpiaxs, on
which the seer of the Apocalypse fell into his ecstasy, i 10, and
the uia caBBdrwv, the first day of the week, on which Paul
wished that the contributions to the subsidy he had set on foot,
should be collected, 1 Cor. xvi. 2. According to Justin® all the
Christians who lived in the towns and in the country came
together on the day of the sun, to hear the reading of the memorials
of the apostles and of the writings of the prophets, for prayer, and
for the celebration of the Eucharist, because it was on this day
that at the beginning God scattered the darkness and created the
world, and Jesus Christ our Redeemer arose from the dead and
appeared to his disciples. The sacred day of the Jewish and that
of the Christian cultus stood side by side, having the same

1 Tert. de orat. cap. 10: statio de militari exemplo nomen accepit, nam et
militia Dei sumus. De cor. cap. 14 : stationibus quartam et sextam dicamus.

2 Even Tertullian speaks of the vigils as a part of the Paschal celebration. In
the work ad Ux. ii. 4, he asks the Christian wife whether her heathen husband
would quietly allow that she solemnibus Paschae abnoctire? Compare as to
these vigiliae, mavvuyides, Euseb. E. H. vi. 34 ; Clem. Alex. Miscell. i. 21. The
reference is probably to these vigils when we hear of the convocationes nocturnae,
coetus antelucani, of the Christians; and the practice spoken of in the Epistle of
Pliny, stato die ante lucem convenire may point to the same thing.

3 Apol. i. 67.
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religious meaning, but indicating different orders of calculation,
the Sabbath being the last day of the week, and Sunday the first.
The fact of this difference made Christians the more inclined to
keep Sunday, on which day they prayed not kneeling but standing,
and never fasted.! In order to mark yet more strongly the contrast
between the two days, the anti-judaistic tendency of the Roman
Church had led it at the time of Tertullian to adopt the practice of
continuing the fast of Friday on Saturday as well? An approach
was made to the idea of the Sabbath in the long-established custom
of desisting from ordinary business on Sunday as far as possible.®
At the close of the second century and the beginning of the
third, Christianity had come to be surrounded with a set of mani-
fold religious forms, partly peculiar to itself, partly borrowed from
Judaism and heathenism. Baptism and the Lord’s Supper which
Justin describes as being in his day simple religious acts, were
now accompanied by symbolical practices and mystical ideas,*
which invested these two principal constituents of the Christian
cultus with a significance similar to that of the heathen mysteries.
We see even at this period that in proportion as a new hierarchy

1 Tert. de cor. 3.

2 Tertullian de Jejunio, c. 14: Vos (the psychici) etiam sabbatum, si quando,
continuatis, nunquam nisi in pascha jejunandum. They were to fast on the
Easter Saturday, but on no other Sabbath than this one. Tertullian thought he
owed so much regard to the Sabbath, because Christ himself affectum creatoris
expressit in sabbato non jejunandi honore. Adv. Mare. iv. 12. The Roman
custom prevailed in the west to such a degree, that the Synod of Elvira ordained
in its 26th canon, errorem placuit corrigi, ut omni sabbati die superpositiones (the
continuation of the fast of Friday) celebremus.

3 Tert. de orat. cap. 23. Sicut accepimus solo die dominicae resurrectionis—
anxietatis habitu et officio (this is the true reading, not officia, in distinction
from the negotia which follows), cavere debemus, differentes etiam negotia, ne
quem diabolo locum demus.

4 On the usages connected with baptism see Tertullian de spectac. cap. 4; Adv.
Prax. cap. 26 ; De bapt. cap. 7 ; De cor. cap. 3; Adv. Marc. i. 14. By the
chrisma, the dvrirumwoy, of éxpialy Xpiords, as Cyril of Jerusalem calls it (Cat-
ech. mystag. 3, 1) Cyprian declares, Ep. 70, that the person baptized becomes
an unctus Dei, and can have in himself the grace of Christ, i.e. according to the
meaning of the name Christus the act makes him a Christian. In connection
with the Lord’s Supper, Justin, Apol. i. 66, thinks of its analogy with the
mysteries of Mithra, and Origen speaks of Christian mysteries,
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was developed in the Christian Church under the influence of the

sacerdotal ideas of the Old Testament, those things which it had

to administer could not but become more full of meaning and of
mystery. Gnostics who desired to see Christianity separated as
rigidly as possible from everything Jewish and heathen, were blamed
by Tertullian, and not without reason, because they knew nothing
of such a distinction of grades and classes as the order and dignity
of Christian worship required! It was especially Marcion who
declared that the separation of the catechumens from the faithful
which was even then tending to become the practice, was un-Pauline.?
The Christian Church as well as the heathen temple, had now its
altar? its priests, its sacrifices, and Cyprian speaks not only of the
sacrifice of prayer, but of the true and perfect sacrifice which the
priest, standings in the place of Christ, and doing in imitation of
Christ what he did first, presents in the Church to God the Father.!

Christ having died at the Jewish passover, and as Christianity
could not in its ritual any more than in other points deny its con-
nection with Judaism, Easter and Pentecost continued to be the
chief festivals of the Christian cultus. But even the Apostle Paul
had called Christ the passover lamb slain for the Christians
(1 Cor. v. 7), and thus just at the point where the Christian cultus
hed its connection with the Jewish, every part of it was invested

! Tert. de praescr. haer. c. 41: Non omittam ipsius etiam conversationis
haereticae descriptionem, quam futilis, quam terrena, quam humana sit sine
gravitate sine auctoritate sine disciplina ut fidei suae congrnens. Imprimis quis
catechumenus, quis fidelis, incertum est ; pariter adeunt, pariter audiunt, pariter
orant, ethnici, si supervenerint ; sanctum canibus et porcis margaritas, licet non
veras, jactabunt. Simplicitatem volunt esse prostrationem disciplinae (treading
under foot the order of the Church, they call this simplicity), cujus penes nos
curam lenocinium vocant. Ante sunt perfecti catechumeni quam edocti. Ordi-
nationes eorum temerariae, leves, inconstantes. Alius hodie episcopus, cras alius ;
hodie diaconus, qui cras lector, hodie presbyter, qui cras laicus. Nam et laicis
sacerdotalia munera injungunt.

% For this he appealed to Gal. vi. 6. He interpreted this passage, Jerome tells
us in his Commentary on the Epistle, in such a way, ut putaret fideles et catechu-
menos simul orare debere et magistrum communicare in oratione discipulis, illo
vel maxime elatus, quod sequatur: in omnibus bonis.

3 Tert. de orat. 14 : nonne solemnior erit statio tua, si et ad aram Dei steteris?
4 Ep. 62.
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with a higher significance, and the conflict of feelings and moods,
in the sphere of which every more highly developed cultus moves,
became richer and more intense. In the period of fasting which
preceded the passover, the Christian, in sympathy with the
Redeemer, had gone into all the sorrows of his passion ; in the joy
of the resurrection in the Quinquagesima which followed Quadra-
gesima, he was at liberty, as Tertullian expresses it,' omni exaltatione
decurrere, and this joy, exalting and strengthening his self-con-
sciousness remained with him as the feeling deeper than all others,
accompanying him in all the changes of his life, and always proving
more than a match for gloom and sorrow.

The same testimony to the prevailing gladness of the Christians
is borne, and in a marked manner by another branch of the Chris-
tian cultus, which proceeded at a very early date partly from the
Christian feeling of piety, and partly from a view of the relation
of the human to the divine, which was akin to the heathen religion.

The Christians of the first age held very sacred the memory of
the departed, and had a lively sense of continued communion with
them, and on the anniversaries of their deaths honoured them with
prayers and oblations. Especially were the days on which the
martyrs had finished their victorious struggle celebrated in the
most joyful way, not as death-days, but as birthdays. In this way
the Church of Smyrna kept the anniversary of the martyrdom of
Polycarp its bishop.? Legend afterwards adorned still further the
miracle of his death; it was said that his body was not consumed
by the flames, but transfixed with a dagger and that a dove flew
out of it.* This dove is the symbol of the power of the Holy

1 De Jejun. cap. 14.

2 Compare the letter of the Church of Smyrna on the martyrdom of Polycarp
in Eusebius iv. 15. The cultus of the martyrs proceeded from the same feeling of
piety which prompted the worship of Christ. We worship Christ, the Smyr-
naeans say as the Son of God rovs 8¢ pdprupas kai ppunras Tov kvplov dyamdpey
dfiws, évexa edvolas dvvmepBhirov Tiis els Tov (Biov PBacikéa xal Siddaxaloy.
Tertullian speaks, de cor. c. 3, of oblationes pro defunctis, pro nataliciis annua
die, ‘Cyprian Ep. 33, speaks not merely of sacrifices for them, but of legends,
martyrum passiones, and their anniversaria commemoratio.

3 Compare Ruinart, Acta primorum martyrum, ed. 2, 1713, pp. 35 and 43.
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Ghost with which he was inspired, and after the analogy of the
eagle which at the funeral of the Roman emperors announced their
apotheosis, is a symbol of the new cultus of the saints, by which
men were raised to divine favour. The bones of the martyrs were
honoured as sacred relics, and the Christians met in pious medita-
tion at the places where they were buried. There was also a
desire to share their graves with them, and like the old Egyptian
whose highest wish was to be a grave-companion of his Osiris,' the
Christian counted it his best solace to repose by the side of his
martyrs.? The worship of the saints is that side of the Christian

The story of the dove in the text is one of the traits added in the extended
version in Eusebius, full as the original account is of legendary details. The
prototype of the view expressed in the story is the account of the death of Jesus
in the Johannine Gospel, where his side is said (xix. 34) to have been opened by
the thrust of a spear, and not only blood, the sign of death, but also water, the
emblem of the Holy Spirit, to have flowed from it. John vii. 38 sq.

1 Plut. de Is. et Osir. c. 20. duordovs elvar Tob gdparos’Ocipidos. Compare
my Symbolik und Mythol. 2. 2: Stuttg. 1825, p. 412 sg.

2 This is spoken of as a custom of old times by one of the most zealous
worshippers of the saints, Maximus, Bishop of Turin (in the beginning of the
bth century) in his 8lst Homily on the Turin martyrs, Octavius, Adventius,
and Solutor. Cuncti martyres devotissime percolendi sunt, sed specialiter ii
venerandi sunt a nobis, quorum reliquias possidemus—semper enim nobiscum
sunt—hic ne peccatorum nos labes assumat, ibi ne inferni horror invadat. Nam
ideo hoc & majoribus provisum est, ut sanctorum ossibus nostra corpora sociemus,
ut dum illos tartarus metuit, nos poena non tangat, dum illos Christus illuminat,
nobis tenebrarum caligo diffugiat. Cum sanctis ergo martyribus quiescentes
evadamus inferi tenebras, eorum propriis meritis, attamen consocii sanctitate.
Sicut eis ossibus parentum nostrorum jungimur, ita et eis fidei imitatione
jungamaur ; in nullo enim ab ipsis separari poterimus, si sociemur illis tam religione
quam corpore. Patrol. tom. lvii. p. 427. Compare Bellermann, iiber die xltesten
christlichen Begriibunissstitten und besenders die Katakomben zu Neapel. 1839,
p. 5. The worship of the saints, which was greatly developed and attained deep
influence in religion during the course of the 4th century, rests essentially on the
worship of relics which began at so early an age. And it is only by considering
how the way of thinking arose and prevailed which lies at the root of relic and
saint worship (and this is shown to us in the passage quoted), that we can under-
stand the religious importance which in the eyes of the early Christians attached
to their xopnmipia and made them rdmot Opnoxesopos (Euseb. E. H. vii. 13).
Before there were éxkAnoiar, properly so called, such as arose only in the period
between Gallienus and Diocletian (Euseb. viii. 1), the xoufrnpia were the places
for meditation and for religious meetings, and the notions associated with them
as the resting places of the martyrs were transferred to the churches.
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cultus on which it has the closest affinity with heathen usages
and ideas, and manifests the greatest inclination to stretch out a
hand for a near and intimate alliance with the heathenism it had
overcome. It is also one of the chief elements on the foundation
-of which the structure of the Christian Church arose which grew
to such large proportions in the next succeeding age.
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ABARIS, ii. 147,

Abel, i. 231.

Abraham, i. 57, 116, 138 ; ii. 207.

Abrasax, i 218.

Absolution, ii. 46.

Acesius, Novatian bishop, ii. 126.

Achamoth, i. 190.

Acts of the Apostles, i. 44, 93, 98, 108 ;
Paulinism of, 132.

Adam and Christ, i. 70, 118, 198, 202,
232, 242.

—— and Eve, i. 231.

Adresianes, i. 239.

Aeons, i. 194, 206, 238.

Africa, Church of, ii. 44.

warm blood of, ii. 261.

Agapae, ii. 33, 282.

Alcibiades, ii. 44, 270.

Alexander the Great, i. 3, 18.

of Abonoteichos, ii, 141, 171.

—— bishop of Alexandria, ii. 25, 223.

Severus, ii. 206, 208.

Alexandria, i. 18, 189, 205.

Church of, ii. 25, 52.

Mother of Gnosticism, ii. 3.

Alexandrine Judaism, i. 120, 180.

Religious philosophy, i. 188.

Allegory, i. 19, 83, 120, 138, 144, 177,
188, 191, 235; ii. 6.

Ambrosius, ii. 142,

Ammonius Saccas, ii. 186.

Anaxarchus, ii. 158.

Angels, ii. 70, 86, 88, 123, 162.

Anicetus, i. 163, 176.

Antichrist, i. 87, 234 ; ii. 195.

Antinomianism, ii. 253.

Antinous, ii. 147.

Antioch, i. 45, 51, 55, 152 ; ii. 38.
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Antiochus Epiphanes, ii. 181.

Antitactae, ii. 253.

Antoninus Pius, ii. 201.

’Amapyai, ii. 17, 37.

Apocalypse, i. 24, 81, 84, 113, 153, 162,
246, 250 ; ii. 28, 248 ; Christology of,
ii. 75, 194 ; anti-Pauline, i. 84 ; view
of heathens, i. 87 ; number twelve in,
i. 142,

Amokardoraots, the Gnostic, i. 219.

Apollinaris, bishop of Hierapolis, i. 164,
170.

of Laodicea, ii. 180.

Apollonius of Tyana, ii. 171, 174, 185,
207.

Apologists, i. 2; ii. 136, 187, 199, 201.

Apostles, i. 53, 60, 80; number of, 85,
139, 142 ; missi, ii. 12.

Apostolic Council, i. 108.

Apostolic Fathers, i. 137.

Apostolical Constitutions, i. 150 ; ii. 37,
39.

Appion, ii. 188.

Archon, i. 217.

Arianism, i, 112.

Aristeas, ii. 147, 185.

Aristotle, i. 192,

Arius, ii. 113, 223.

Artemon, ii. 100.

Asceticism, ii. 250, 263.

Asclepios, ii. 147, 158.

Asia Minor, Churches of, i. 84, 154, 164 ;
ii. 44, 283.

Athanasius, ii. 118,

Atheism, ii. 132.

Athenagoras, ii. 90, 249, 260.

Augustus, ii. 129.

Axionicus, i. 239.
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BABYLON, i. 151 ; ii. 194.

Balaamites, i. 84.

Baptism, i. 107, 143 ; ii. 21, 44.

Bardesanes, i. 213.

Barnabasy, i. 52, 97, 134, 138.

Basilides, i. 192, 205, 213, 239; ii
252.

——— sources of doctrine of, i. 222.

Beryllus, ii. 102.

Bishop, ii. 16 ; notion of, ii. 26 ; bishop
of bishops, ii. 37 ; representative of
God and Christ, ii. 29, 35, 39; organ
of unity, il 83; duties of, ii. 24,
53 ; rights of, ii. 60; of Rome, ii. 44,
47.

Bishops, successors of the Apostles, ii.
41 ; represent the Church, ii. 56 ; op-
ponents of Montanism, ii. 45; and
propheﬁa, ii. 53, 125 ; celibacy of, ii.
267.

Bohmer, ii. 195.

Bunsen, ii. 32, 101.

Burckhardt, ii. 213, 227.

CaJus, i. 149 ; ii. 52,

Callistus, bishop of Rome, ii. 44, 93, 101,
206, 243, 266, 269.

Canon of Scripture, i. 148 ; ii. 11.

Carpocrates, ii. 253.

Cassianus, i. 238 ; ii. 257.

Cathari, ii. 124.

Catholicism, Catholic Church, i, 99, 103,
125, 128, 130, 135, 147, 153, 180, 185;
ii. 1, 13, 63, 217, 274 ; corpus Chris-
tianorum, ii. 221,

Celbes, a Gnostic, i. 203.

Celsus, ii. 140 ; the Epicurean, ii. 141,
167 ; considers Jesus a deceiver, ii
166 ; significance of, ii. 166.

Cerinthus, i. 199 ; ii. 52.

Christ : Christ and Socrates, i. 12; party
of, i. 61 ; priesthood of, i. 115 ; death
of, i. 119, 122, 126, 131, 156, 178 ;
centre of the universe, i. 122 ; Son of
God, i. 121; ii. 71; a prophet, i. 126,
234; i, 34; a legislator, i. 146;
ruler of world to come, i. 230 ; body
of, i. 125, 238; the true passover, i.

171 ; Lord of the Church, ii. 28; the
Christ of Gnosticism, i. 197, 225, 229,
241, 254 ; Chrestus, ii. 191 ; appear-
ance of, ii, 280.

Christianity, connection with what pre-
ceded it, i. 23 ; with Roman Empire, i.
3, 5; ii. 129, 226 ; universalism of, i. 2,
49, 80, 121, 132, 180 ; absolute nature
of, i. 6, 9, 124; ii. 4; fundamental
view of, i. 27; moral character of, i.
13, 29, 33, 37; ii. 285; relation to
pre-Christian religions, i. 8. 17; to
Greek- philosophy, i. 11, 13, 189; ii
9; to Judaism, i. 17; religion of
humanity, i. 111 ; and Judaism (Paul),
i. 65,71 ; represented as Gnosis, i. 138 ;
Xpioriamopds, i. 139 ; union of Jew
and Gentile, i. 123 ; breach of, with
Judaism, i. 158 ; essence of, according
to the Gnostics, i. 220 ; relation of, to
the State, ii. 211.

Christians, counted atheists, ii. 132, 171 ;
their flagitia, ii. 133, 165 ; their odium
generis humani, ii. 132, 193 ; Celsus’s
view of them, ii. 134, 147, 159, 165,
231; Lucian’s, ii. 172 ; sectarians and
raisers of sedition, ii. 147, 164 ; sense
of poverty of, i. 27; ii. 233; world-
consciousness of, i. 29 ; ii. 129 ; per-
secutions of, ii. 190, 192, 200, 205,
213 ; brothers, ii. 170, 240; priests,
ii. 265 ; Christiani, ii. 192, 200 ; moral
attitude of, ii. 235; attitude to civil
government, ii. 248.

Chronicon Paschale, i. 164, 169, 170.

Church, a pure virgin, i. 89, 97, 205 ;
unity of, i. 125; ii. 27; in the Cle-
mentine Homilies, ii. 35; in Hermas,
ii. 126, 273 ; the only saving, ii. 124 ;
the Montanist, ii. 49, 125 ; the visible,
ii. 126 ; power of the keys of, ii. 46,
53; Church and world, ii. 48, 50 ;
Church and spirit, ii. 53.

Cicero, i. 15.

Circumcision, i. 52, 69, 106, 138, 143,
157, 182.

Clemens, Flavius, ii. 196.

Clement of Alexandria, i 103, 148, 164,
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170, 215, 238; ii. 3, 23, 24, 92, 139,
247, 252 ; on faith and knowledge, ii.
3; Gnosticism of, ii. 4; on church
offices, ii. 24 ; on ethics, ii. 238, 275.

Clement of Rome, i. 90, 111, 152; ii.
196 ; companion of the apostle Peter,
ii. 38 ; epistles of, i. 140; ii. 18, 86;
pseudo-Clementine writings, i. 90, 106,
109, 111, 128 ; ii. 34, 65 ; their notion
of unity, ii. 38 ; Clementine Homilies,
i. 55, 90, 106, 109, 111, 126, 228 ; ii.
25, 34, 37, 41, 89, 99, 188, 260; Cle-
mentine Recognitions, i. 108, 111 ; ii.
25.

Cleomedes, ii. 147.

Cleomenes, the Monarchian, ii. 93,

Clergy and laity, ii. 21; celibacy of, ii.
265.

Colarbasus, i. 213.

Colossians, Epistle to, i. 122,

Commodus, ii. 206.

Constantine, ii. 215, 218 ; his desire for
unity, ii. 222 ; his greatness, ii. 226 ;
baptism of, ii. 227.

Corinthian Church and Epistles, i. 61, 85.

Cornelius, bishop of Rome, ii. 43.

Council of Nicaea, i. 172.

Creator, i. 195, 199, 224, 228.

Cureton, ii. 32.

Cynics, ii. 171.

Cyprian, bishop of Carthage, ii. 18, 20,
41, 43, 51, 56, 124.

DAHNE, i. 21.

Daniel, ii. 159, 180.

Deacons, ii. 16, 24.

Decius, ii. 208.

Demetrius, bishop of Alexandria, ii. 25.

Demiurgus, i. 195, 209, 217, 225, 229,
235.

Demionology, ii. 123, 153, 159, 183, 186,
196, 245.

Devil, i. 230; ii. 156.

Diocletian, ii. 210, 213.

Diognetus, Epist. ad Diognetum, ii. 131.

Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, ii. 111.

Dionysos, ii. 147.

Disciples, i. 79.
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Docetae, i. 237.

Docetism, i. 237 ; of Marcion, i. 239 ; of
Clement of Alexandria, ii. §; conse-
quences of, ii. 8.

Dogma, ii. 62.

Déllinger, ii. 101, 243, 266, 270.

Domitian, ii. 176, 196.

Donatists, ii. 223.

Dualism, i. 187, 193, 223 ; ii. 249, 252.

EASTER, i, 161, 163, 174 ; ii. 286.

Ebionites, i. 89, 96,.181 ; ii. 270.

Ebionitism and Paulinism, i. 100.

Eclecticism, i. 13, 15 ; ii. 175.

Ecstasy, i. 51, 62; ii. 54.

Egypt, land of sorcerers, ii. 166; alle-
gorical reference to, i. 203,

Elcesaites, i. 108 ; ii. 44, 270.

Eleutheros, bishop of Rome, ii. 22, 47.

Emanation, i. 194 ; ii. 92, 110, 119.

Emesa, ii. 207.

Empedocles, i. 192 ; ii. 9.

Encratites, i. 238 ; ii. 258.

Enoch, i. 231.

Ephesians, Epistle to, i. 122,

Ephesus, i. 60, 86.

Epictetus, i. 15; ii. 158, 173.

Epicureanism, i. 11, 14, 174.

Epicureans, ii. 141, 168, 173.

Epicurus, ii. 9.

Epigonus, a Monarchian, ii. 93.

Epiphanes, a Gnostic, ii. 253.

Episcopate, i. 112; ii. 15, 30, 35, 40,
226, 229 ; principle of, ii. 26, 41 ; and
heresy, ii. 29 ; opposition of, to Mon-
tanism, ii. 45, 52, 55; friendship of
Constantine to, ii. 222 ; ériokomou, ii.
17; difference of, from presbyteri, ii.
24 ; Episcopal succession, ii. 43.

Essenes, i. 20, 108 ; ii. 270.

Ethics, Christian, ii. 233 sg., 260, 264,
269.

Eucharist, i. 173; ii. 33, 282.

Euchites, ii. 133.

Eunapius, ii. 184.

Euphrates, a Gnostic, i. 203.

Eusebius, bishop of Caesarea, ii. 22, 25,
44, 120, 180, 185, 210, 227.
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Farre and works, i. 113, 126, 128, 179,
141.

Fasts, ii. 271, 285 ; before Easter, i. 167.

Firmilian, bishop, ii. 42, 44, 56.

Flesh, the Christian view of, ii. 249.

GALATIANS, i. 52, 56, 96.

Galerius, ii. 212.

Gallienus, ii. 210.

Gentiles, i. 51, 106, 134.

Georgii, i. 18.

Gieseler, i. 168, 174, 186 ; ii. 47, 104.

Gnosticism, i. 138, 184 ; in New Testa-
ment, i. 127 ; a religious philosophy, i.
192; ii. 1; dualism of, i. 193 ; three
principles of, i. 197 ; idealism of, i.
221, 240 ; absolute knowledge, i. 235 ;
forms of, i. 199, 235; its relation to
Christianity, ii. 2 ; yvdais and wiows,
i. 188; ii. 3; pantheism of, i. 232;
of Clement Alexandr., ii. 4; heathen
origin of, ii. 9; and Montanism, i.
254 ; ii. 1.

Gospel, a twofold, i. 54.

Gospels, i. 24 ; synoptic, ii. 264 ; of the
Egyptians, ii. 99, 259.

Gregorovius, ii. 170.

Gymnosophists, ii. 239.

HADRIAN, ii. 147, 203.

Hauber, ii. 258.

Heathenism, i. 6, 10, 96; ii. 159 ; demonic,
ii. 244 ; Judaism and Christianity, i
107, 121, 155, 1568, 164, 186, 225, 235 ;
and Christianity, ii. 163, 195, 230.

Hebdomad, i. 217 ; ii. 4.

Hebrews, i. 45 ; Epistle to, i. 114, 138 ;
ii. 20 ; Alexandrine origin of, i. 121.

Hegesippus, i. 88, 96 ; ii. 25, 38.

Helena, i. 200.

Heliogabalus, ii. 206.

Hellenism, i. 18, 190.

Hellenists, i. 4, 45.

Hellwag, ii. 88.

Heracleon, i. 213, 239.

Heracles, ii. 147, 158.

Heraclitus, i. 192 ; ii. 9, 94, 156.

Heresies, i. 192; ii. 10, 14, 30; the
seven Jewish, i. 96.

Heretics, ii. 14.

Hermas, i. 140; ii. 21, 50, 86, 126, 264,
272.

Hermotimus, ii. 147.

Hierarchy, notion of, ii. 59.

Hierocles, ii. 184, 212.

Hilgenfeld, i. 20, 24, 41, 53, 77, 79, 90,
97, 104, 121, 131, 137, 139, 141, 153,
162, 171, 182, 222 ; ii. 27.

Hippolytus, i. 169 ; author of the Philo-
sophoumena, ii. 181, 270.

Holsten, i. 48, 53, 55, 59.

Homer, i. 190 ; ii. 144.

Homoousia, ii. 107, 110, 118, 127.

Horos, i. 208.

Hosius, bishop, ii. 221.

Hyginus, bishop of Rome, i. 176.

IaMBLICHUS, ii. 184.

Idolatry, ii. 245.

Idols, flesh offered to, i. 84, 145.

Ignatius, Epistles of, i. 128, 139, 238;
ii. 27, 31, 87 ; a Paulinist, ii. 32, 38 ;
his idea of unity, ii. 33; his martyrdom,
ii. 200.

Indulgences, ii. 50.

Irenaeus, i. 103, 148, 164, 168; ii. 8,
14, 24, 41, 43, 91.

Isidorus, a Gnostic, i. 213.

James, i. 129, 134 ; ii. 25; bishop of
Jerusalem, i. 90; ii. 29; Epistle of,
i. 128,

Jerome, i. 84 ; ii. 22, 181.

Jerusalem, parent Church of, i. 44, 74;
Paul at, i. 52 ; and Gerizim, i. 155 ;
the heavenly, i. 248, 255.

Jesus, the significance of his person, i. 25,
38; two elements in his personality,
i. 49 ; his relation to the Old Testa-
ment, i. 29, 103 ; his doctrine of the
kingdom of God, i. 33; his Messianic
idea, i. 38; the duration of his ministry,
i. 41 ; his death and resurrection,i. 42 ;
the significance of his death, i. 157 ;
ii. 9 ; the day of his death,i. 159 ; his
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miracles, ii. 166 ; a lawgiver,-i. 146 ;
called a sophist, ii. 173 ; his disciples,
ii. 165, 182; the seventy, i. 80; the
name of, ii. 245. See Christ.

Jewish Christianity, i. 100.

Jews, i. 4, 18; at Alexandria, i. 19;
their unbelief, i. 156; their want of
culture, ii. 132, 151.

Joel, i. 250.

John, the Apostle, i. 24, 165 ; at Ephesus,
i.86; author of the Apocalypse, i. 153,
174 ; the Apocalyptic writer and the
Evangelist, i. 153, 175; the beloved
disciple, i. 178 ; the Gospel of, i. 24,
33, 153, 177 ; ii. 56.

John the Baptist, i. 232.

Jonah, ii. 159.

Judaism, i. 6, 17; Alexandrian, i. 19,
144 ; particularism of, i. 18, 46, 68,
72, 179 ; a religion of law, i. 57 ; and
heathenism, i. 87 ; mediating between
the Old Testament and Christianity,
i 117; the absolute religion, i. 235.
See Heathenism and Christianity.

Judaism and Paulinism, i. 106, 112.

Judaists opponents of the apostle Paul,
i 52, 56, 60, 93, 95, 106 ; emissaries
from Jerusalem, i. 56.

Julia Domna, the Empress, ii. 174, 206.

Justin Martyr, i. 88, 103, 142, 176, 182;
ii, 138, 200; not a Paulinist, i. 147 ;

" his gospels, i. 147.

Keny, ii. 203, 215.

Knpvypa Hérpov, i. 90.

KAfpos, ii. 21.

Kostlin, i. 24, 26, 77, 79, 80, 121, 136,
153, 162, 236.

Kuhn, ii. 102, 112.

Lacravsmus, ii. 215,

Laity, ii. 22.

Lamech, ii. 258.

Laodicea, i. 164.

Lassalle, ii. 96.

Law, i. 30, 57, 71, 108, 116, 129, 141,
157, 179, 224.

Law and Gospel, i. 224, 227, 233.

297

Lechler, i. 52, 104, 171.

Lehmann, ii. 191, 193.

Licinius, ii. 215, 218, 228.

Linus, bishop of Rome, i. 152.

Lipsius, i. 141 ; ii. 32.

Logos, idea of, i. 145, 155; ii. 75, 79,
83, 96.

Adyos amepparixds, ii. 139.

Lord’s Supper, i. 161, 174 ; ii. 21, 280.

Lucian, ii. 141, 167, 231.

Liicke, i. 24.

Lugdunum, ii. 205.

Luke, Gospel of, i. 26, 27, 77, 79.

Magsa, ii. 207.

Magic, i. 96 ; ii. 166, 245.

Manicheism, Manichees, i. 223, 236 ; ii.
133, 211.

Marcia, ii. 206.

Marcion, i. 82, 97, 192, 205, 223, 235 ;
his Gospel, i. 79 ; his Paulinism, i. 83 ;
his dislike of allegory, i. 83 ; and of
hierarchical distinctions, ii. 286; on
marriage, ii. 255. ]

Marcus Aurelius, i. 15; ii. 129, 171,
172, 205.

Marcus the Gnostic, i. 213.

Mark, the Evangelist, i. 151 ; ii. 25 ; his
Gospel, i. 25, 141.

Marriage, i. 251; ii. 240, 251; mixed
marriages, ii. 241; second marriage,
ii. 258 ; of clergy, ii. 265.

Martyrdom, i. 251 ; ii. 22, 123, 169, 172,,
205, 209, 244, 278, 288.

Mary, i. 218, 239.

‘| Matthew, Gospel of, i. 26, 78, 170.

Maxentius, ii. 225.

Maximian, ii. 232.

Maximilla, i. 247, 255.

Maximin, ii. 220, 232.

Maximus, bishop of Turin, ii. 288.
Melchisedek, i. 116.

Melito, i. 2, 164 ; ii. 129, 201, 204.
Messiah, i. 38, 48, 246.
Methodius, bishop of Tyre, ii. 180.
Millenarianism, i. 247 ; ii. 2, 52.
Miltiades, ii. 55.

Miracles, i. 1, 22.
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Mohler, ii. 148, 243.

Monarchians, ii. 92, 100.

Monogamy, ii. 259, 266.

Montapnism, i. 245 ; ii. 45, 63; was a
reaction, i. 251 ; ii. 46 ; its relation to
Gnosticism, i. 254 ; its rigorism, ii, 45 ;
its prophecy, ii. 53.

Montanus, i. 248, 255.

Mortal sins, ii. 46, 49.

Moses, i. 65, 90, 138, 145, 204, 231, 253 ;
ii. 34, 157, 181.

Mysteries, i. 236 ; ii. 169.

Mythology, Greek, i. 196.

Myths, i. 6, 189, 196, 205 ; ii. 132, 144.

NAASSENES, i. 202.

Nazarites, 1. 134, 182.

Neander, i. 8; ii. 22; on Gnosticism,
i. 186 ; Montanism, i. 255 ; Sabellius,
ii. 95 ; Constantine, ii. 225.

Neo-Platonism, i. 16.

Neo-Pythagoreanism, ii. 178.

Nero, Antichrist, ii. 195, 248,

Niebubhr, ii. 207, 210, 215.

Nicolaitans, i. 84 ; ii. 253.

Nitzsch, ii. 143.

Noabh'’s ark, ii. 124, 270.

Noetus, ii. 94, 96.

Novatus, Novatianus, Novatians, ii. 124,
271.

Numbers, i. 206, 232 ; ii. 4.

Oapoap, i. 208, 217 ; ii. 4,

Old Testament, typical significance of,
i. 117,124, 143, 157, 176, 189 ; Jesus’
view of, i. 29 ; parts of (Justin), i. 143 ;
sensuous views of (Celsus), ii, 151 ;
in contradiction with the new, i. 82 ;
ii. 157 ; relation to the new, i. 117.

Ophites, i. 202, 237.

Orpheus, ii. 146, 207.

Origen, i. 4, 103, 148 ; ii. 3, 6, 108, 163,
181, 186, 188, 208, 243, 272.

PANTHERA, ii. 143.

Paphnutius, ii. 266.

Papias, i. 88. -
Parables of New Testament, i. 36, 79.
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Paraclete, i. 248, 250 ; ii. 53, 56.

Paret, i. 50.

Parousia, 1. 246 ; ii. 45, 51.

Paschal controversy, i. 160.

Paschal Lamb, i. 159.

Passover, i. 160, 165, 177.

Pastoral Epistles, i. 127 ; ii. 30, 265.

Patriarchs of Old Testament, i. 143, 182.

Patripassianism, ii. 93.

Paul, the Apostle, i. 46 ; his conversion,
i. 46, 57; his relation to Jesus, i. 48,
50; to the older apostles, i. 49, 52,
135; bis conflict with Peter, i. 54, 83,
92 ; his Epistles, i. 56, 61, 66, 150 ;
his religious view of the world, i. 59,
65, 70, 118, 198; his apostolical
authority, i. 61; his doctrine, i. 59,
101, 113, 116 ; his universalism, i. 67,
81, 109, 113, 121; his refutation of
Jewish particularism, i. 71; his sym-
pathy with his fellow-countrymen, i.
71, 73 ; collection for the Christians
of Jerusalem, i. 74, 95, 98 ; his death,
i. 75; his journeys, i. 74, 98, 151;
his opponents, i. 56, 86, 93, 111 ;
co-apostle of Peter,i. 150 ; calls Christ
the Passover, i. 160; knows no per-
manent church office, ii. 18 ; on mar-
riage, ii. 251 ; on slavery, ii. 243, 251 ;
on cultus, ii. 279.

Paul of Samosata, ii. 105.

Penance, ii. 47, 125.

Peratae, i. 191, 203.

Peregrinus Proteus, ii. 168.

Persecutions, i. 45, 76 ; ii. 192, 196, 205,
208, 213.

Peter, the apostle, i. 53,61, 93 ; primacy
of, i. 80, 149, 178 ; Kfpvypa érpov,
1. 90 ; in the pseudo-Clementine Homi-
lies, i. 91, 242 ; ii. 35 ; apostle of the
Gentiles, i. 109 ; ii. 36 ; Epistles of,
i. 128, 150, 247 ; his cathedra in Rome,
ii. 43.

Peter and Paul, i. 130, 133, 140, 148,
154 ; ii. 38.

Peter, bishop of Alexandria, ii. 283.

Pherecydes, ii. 156.

Philip, the apostle, i. 165.
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Philippians, Epistle to, i. 127 ; ii. 79.

Philip the Arabian, ii. 208.

Philo, i. 21, 189.

Philosophoumena of Pseudo-Origen, i
171, 190, 192, 211, 213; ii. 94, 101,
269.

Philosophy, Greek, i. 10, 20, 189, 192;
origin of the heresies, i. 191 ; ii. 10 ;
philosophy and religion, i. 196 ; the
philosophber’s pallium, ii. 136.

Philostratus, ii. 174, 184.

Hioris Soia, i. 211, 236.

Pius, bishop of Rome, i. 176.

Planck, i. 100.

Plato, Platonism, i. 11, 16,189,192, 195 ;
ii. 9, 155, 158 ; Neo-Platonism, ii. 179,
187. .

Pleroma, Gnostic, i. 207 ; in Ephesian
and Colossian Epistles, ii. 77.

Pliny, the younger, ii. 197, 236.

Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna, i. 140, 163 ;
ii. 27, 172.

Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus, i. 163.

Polytheism, ii. 186, 230, 245.

Poppaea Sabina, ii. 193.

Porphyrius, ii. 179, 184, 186.

Praedicatio Pauli, i. 56.

Praxeas, ii. 47, 92.

Presbyter, ii. 16, 21, 24, 29,

Priesthood of Christ, i. 116; of Chris-
tians, ii. 21, 265 ; of Judaism in Chris-
tian Church, ii. 38,

Priscilla, i. 248, 255.

Prophets of Old Testament, i. 241, 247 ;
ii. 53 ; of Montanism, i. 248.

Proselytes, i. 108 ; ii. 193, 230.

Pseudonymity, i. 136 ; ii. 36, 204. .

Ptolemaeus, a Gnostic, i. 176, 213, 239.

Pythagoras, i 192; ii. 9, 183; Neo-
Pythagoreanism, ii. 178,

QUARTODECIMANS, i. 166, 170, 173, 181.

RAMPSINTTUS, ii. 146.
Rationalism, i 243.
Rebaptists, ii. 44.
Redemption, i. 240.
Redepennig, ii. 111.

Regulae fidei, ii. 14.

Religion, the principle of religious de-
velopment, i. 10, 117 ; the primitive
(Clementine), ii. 34; essence of, ii.
187 ; religious liberty, ii. 187, 220;
and the State, ii. 211 ; religio licita,
ii. 192, 211, 217; edicts of, ii. 199,
201, 207, 215, 220.

Resurrection, ii, 154, 157, 249.

Revelation, ii. 149, 153.

Romans, Epistle to, i. 66.

Rome, Roman Ewmpire, i. 2, 3; ii. 129,
190, 196.

~— Church of, i. 67, 141, 148, 152, 164,
180, 205 ; ii. 269; the Church of the
Apostles, i. 149; its growing pre-
eminence, ii. 44 ; its catholicising en-
deavours, ii. 44 ; first scheme of in-
dulgences, ii. 50.

Ritschl, i. 20, 29, 79, 82, 90, 100, 108,
121, 136, 162, 167, 182; ii. 22, 27,
32, 50.

Rothe, ii. 25, 27, 34.

SaBBATH, i. 157.

Sabellius, ii. 94, 96, 103, 112.

Sacrifice, i. 108, 118 ; ii. 181.

Salome, ii. 257.

Samaria, i. 79, 96.

Saturninus, a Gnostic, i. 213 ; ii. 255.

Schneckenburger, i. 132.

Schwegler, i. 79, 100, 127, 136, 256 ; ii.
37, 201. )

Scripture, authority of, ii. 11.

Secundus, a Gnostic, i. 213.

Seneca, i. 15, 16. )

Septimius Severus, ii. 174, 206.

Sermon on the Mount, i. 26.

Serpent, i. 202.

Sethians, i. 191.

Silvanus, 1. 131, 151.

Simon Magus, i. 91, 99, 110, 192, 200,
232 ; ii. caricature of the apostle Paul,
i. 91; the father of simony, i. 95; of
heretics, i. 96, 199 ; his end at Rome,
i 97.

Slavery, ii. 148, 243, 251.

Smyrna, ii. 205.
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Socrates, i. 12.

Sophia, i. 207, 211, 229, 232, 239.

Soter, i. 198, 208.

Spirit and matter, i. 175, 193, 211, 223,
227, 235,240 ; ii. 7; and flesh, i. 253,
255 ; ii. 249, 252, 263; the Holy
Spirit, i. 95, 178, 208, 216, 242, 250.

Spiritales and psychici, ii. 124.

Stationes, i.'251.

Stauros, i. 208.

Steitz, i. 168.

Stephanas, ii. 17.

Stephanus, bishop of Rome, ii. 43.

Stoicism, Stoics, i. 11, 189 ; ii. 174.

Succession, Episcopal, ii. 15.

Suetonius, ii, 191.

Sunday, i. 166, 172 ; ii. 284.

Sun-worship, ii. 174, 207.

Supernaturalism, Gnostic, i. 243 ; contra
and supra naturam, ii. 154.

Syncretism, ii. 178, 206.

Synodes, ii. 57.

Synod of Ancyra, ii. 24; Carthage, ii.
24; Antioch, ii. 107; Rome, ii. 112;
Elvira, ii. 280, 285; cecumenical, at
Nicaea, ii. 64, 118, 126, 224.

Sycophants, ii. 201, 203.

Syzygies, i. 200, 206, 230.

Taocrrus, ii. 133, 164, 192, 195.

Talmud, ii. 143.

Tatian, i. 238 ; ii. 90, 257.

Telesphorus, i. 176.

Tertullian, i. 103, 148, 191, 205; ii. 8,
10, 11, 20, 41, 91, 137 ; as Montanist,
i. 252 ; ii. 47, 64, 126, 130 ; contest
with Marcion, i. 83; on religious
liberty, ii. 188, 199 ; on the number
of the Christians, ii. 232; on the
spectacles, ii. 236; on marriage, ii.
240, 258; on idolatry, ii. 246; on
martyrdom, ii. 278.

Testament of the twelve patriarchs, i.
182.

INDEX.

Thales, i. 192; ii. 9.

Theism and Pantheism, ii. 149, 152.

Theodotns of Byzantium, ii. 100.

Theophilus of Antioch, ii. 90.

Therapeutae, i. 20.

Theseus, ii. 146.

Thessalonians, second Epistle to, ii. 195.

Tiberius, ii. 191.

Titus, assistant to the apostle, i. 52,
135.

Tradition, ii. 11.

Trajan, ii. 197.

Types, i 117, 138, 144, 158, 176.

UHLHORN, i. 90, 104, 108 ; ii. 31.

VALENTINUS, i. 192, 205, 220 ; ii. 252.

Valentinians, i. 190, 206, 239 ; the two
schools of, i. 239.

Valerian, ii. 209.

Veuial sins, ii. 46, 49, 268.

Victor, bishop of Rome, i. 163, 176 ; ii.
47, 100.

Vigils, ii. 284.

Virginity, ii. 259.

Vogel, ii. 210, 214.

Volkmar, i. 79, 97, 141, 152, 213 ; ii. 96.

Weiss, i. 131.

Weitzel, i. 167, 170.
Widow, ii. 258.

Wife, the Christian, ii. 240.
Wolff, ii. 82.

Works, i. 113, 127; ii 271.

XEROPHAGIAE, i. 251.
Xystus, bishop of Rome, i. 176.

ZACCHAERUS, ii. 35.

Zamolxis, ii. 146.

Zeller, i. 13, 14, 20, 53, 97, 108, 189.

Zephyrinus, bishop of Rome, ii. 47, 101,
269.

Zeus, ii. 147, 157.
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