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NOTES AND STUDIES 

THE DATE AND AUTHORSHIP OF THE EPISTLE 
TO DIOGNETUS 

THE Epistle to Diognetus comes to us from a single imperfect MS, 
which perished at Strasbourg in 1870 during the Franco-German war. 
It is considered a patristic gem, but its date and authorship are a 
problem as yet unsolved. It is not mentioned by Eusebius, St Jerome, 
Photius, or any other ecclesiastical writer of ancient or medieval times. 
In the MS it was ascribed with several other treatises to Justin Martyr, 
but the difference of its style from that of Justin soon led to doubts, and 
since its first publication in 1592 it has been assigned to a variety of 
dates ranging from before 70 to about A.D. 300, and for its author have 
been suggested, besides Justin, such names as Apollos the contemporary 
of St Paul, Clement of Rome, and the heretic Marcion, while some 
have imagined it to be a forgery of the sixteenth century. More recent 
opinion has tended to place the Epistle in the latter half of the second 
century or somewhere in the third, and this view appears to me to be 
the only one which can claim probability. 

I have long entertained the idea that the ad Diognetum might have 
been written by Hippolytus of Rome, but it is only within the last year 
that I have noticed a parallel between the Epistle and Hippolytus which 
is of such a kind as to demand that the possibility of his being its author 
should be seriously considered. The parallel texts are given below, and 
when they are studied together and each severally compared with certain 
passages of Irenaeus, it will, I think, be found difficult to avoid the con­
clusion that the Epistle was written, if not by Hippolytus, at least by one 
who was, like Hippolytus, a student of Irenaeus. The passage from 
Hippolytus occurs near the end of the Philosophumena, where he has 
finished with the philosophers and heretics and is giving his own state­
ment of the true faith. 

Ad Diognet. vii 1-5. 

o& yap hr[ynov, 6', lcp'f}v,1 EVp'f}µa 

TovT' atJTOIS -;rap/860YJ, o08E BVYJT~V 

£1r{votav c:f,vA&.u<r£tv o'Vrws &t{ovuiv 

E7rLJLEAw,, o08E av0pw-;r[vwv oiKo-

Philos. x 33. 

TOLaVTTJ YJ Ka0' YJµ,as -;r[un,, <il 
7r0.VTE, av8pw1roi, o& KEVOL, p~µa<Fl 

7rEl00J1,EVWV, o68t <FXE8ta<Fµa<Fl Kap-

8{a, uvvap-;ra(oµfrwv, o08t -;ri0a-

1 The reference must be to c. v 3 : o/, µr,v i1r1vo['f T<Vt Kai <f>povT[ll, 1r0Xv1rpa-yµa.T0111 
d.118p&nrCJJv µa8TJµaTa TotoVT' aVTo~ EuT2v eVp11µivov, oVaE 'tJ(yyµaTos d.v8ponrlvov 'llfJOE<TTO.u,v 

wu11,p ;vw,. Comp. Hippo!. de Antichr. 2 : 50,v Kai 11µ<1< Ta v1r' avTwv (the prophets) 
1rpo«p'7µEVa KUAQJS µa0TJTEv0lvT«, Xl-yoµ,11 OUK •t Mias T]f<Wll ,1r,11olas. ov/Jtv -yap 
ICatVOTOµEtv hrixf.l.poVµev' ci.Ai\.' .,, 7(1 1rlti\.at 1rpoetp11µiva PTJTa. 
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Ad Diognet. vii 1-5. 
vopiav JJ-V<r'f"Y/p{wv 1.err{<rTEVVTaL. cl.>..>..' 
aVTOS aA:YJ0ws O 1ravr0Kpo.Twp Kal 

1raVTOKTl<TT'Y)S Kat aopaTOS 0e6s, aVTOS 
a1r' ovpavwv T~V aA.~0eiav Kat TOV 
Aoyov TOV cfywv Kal a1repLVO'Y)TOV 
av0pw7rOLS €Vl0pV<T£ KQl £yKaT£<TT~pite 

Ta'i:s KapOlais avTWV, OU Ka00.1rep av 

TlS dKO.<T£l£V av0pw1ros, U1T'IJPETIJY 
TlVCI. 7rEJJ-lfaS ~ ciyye>..ov ~ apxoVTa 
~ Ttva TWV Ot£7rOVTWV Ta J1r{y£ta ~ 
'TLVaTWV7r£7rl<TTEVJJ-EVWVTCI.S iv ovpavo'i:s 
OWtK~<THS, d>..>..' aihov TOV Texvfr'Y)V 

Kal O'Y)JJ-WVpyov TWV oAwv, ~ TOVS 
> \ )I '!' I C ovpavovs EKTt<TEV, • • • apa ye, ws 

&.v0pW7rwv /lv Tt~ Aoy{uatTo, £1rl 
Tvpavvloi Kal. +613<:> Kal KQTa7rA~t£l; 
OVJJ-EVOvv· cl.>..>..' £V £7rl£lK£l'[, (Kai) 
1rpaiJT'Y)Tl ws f3a<riAevs 7rEJJ-7rWV viov 
{3a<rtAEa l1reµtf;ev, ws 0eov (7rEJJ-lfEV, 
WS (av0pw1rov) 7rpOS av0pw7rOVS (7rEJJ,­
lfEV, WS <TW,WV (7rEJJ-lfEV, WS 1rd0wv, 
ou f3u1t611evos· f3la. yo.p ou 1rp6ueun 
T~ 8e~. (7rEJJ-lfEV ws Ka.>..wv, OV 
OtWKWV. 

Phi!os. x 33 

VOT'Y)Tl eve1rdas A.oywv 0eAy.OJJ,EVWV, 
cl.>..>..A OVVO.JJ-El 0e{i Aoyots AEAaA'Y)­
JJ-EVOtS OVK a1r£t0ovvTwv. Kat TavTa 

0eos £KEAWE AOY'f, o 0€ Myos 
i<f,0lyyeTO A.lywv, oi' aVTWV £7rl­
<rTpe<f,wv TOV av0pw1rov £K 1rapaKo~., 
OU f3(q. avayK'Y)'> oovAaywywv, a>..>..' 
i1r' iA.w0ep{<[, 1 EKOV<Tl<f 1rpoatpE<r£t 
Ka.>..wv. TOVTOV TOV Aoyov £V V<TTEpot<, 

a1rE<rT£AAev o 1raT~P ouKETL 8La. 
,rpocf>,jTou AaA.£lv, oil CTKOT£tvW~ 

K'Y)pV<r<TOJJ-EVov v1rovoe'i<r0ai 01A.wv, 
aU' avTotf;d <f,avepw0~vai TOVTOV 

A.lywv (? Aoyov), tva KO<TfJ.OS opwv 
0V<TW'1r'YJ0ii OUK €VTEAAOJJ-EVOV 8Lll 
1rpo<rw1rov ,rpocli'IJTWV ou8e 8L' dyyl>..ou 
+of3ouVTO. tf;vx~v, d>..>..' O.UTOV 1rapovrn 
TOV AeAaA'Y)KOTa. 

In these tw_o passages the theme and the argument are much the 
same, but with a difference in presentation which would be sufficiently 
accounted for by the different scope and appeal of the works from which 
the passages are drawn : the Christian religion, or the true faith, is no 
invention of man, but revealed by God, and revealed not through the 
intervention of any subordinate being, whether prophet or angel, but by 
God Himself speaking in the person of His own Son and Logos, who 
was sent to save men not by constraint and fear, but by invitation and 
persuasion and with their own free consent.- The structure also of the 
two passages is similar, as the words printed in heavy type will help to 
shew. 

1 •1r El\Ev0ep/q.: so the MS. The later editors have adopted hr' t>,ev0ep/av, but 
surely incorrectly: the freedom here in question is that of man's will, with which 
he was created and which he has never lost. Cf. Irenaeus Haer. iv 59 : 'quia 
liberum eum Deus fecit ab initio, habentem suam potestatem ... et non coactum 
a Deo '-a passage which, as will presently be seen, Hippolytus has here in mind. 
Translate: ' but calling freery, by voluntary choice'. For ,1ri with the dative cf. 
,1rl Tvpavvio, ,cal <f>o/3cp in ad Diognet. opposite, where also «a'Awv is used absolutely. 
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But there is more than this general resemblance. In two places not 
only the thought but the language of the passages comes so closely 
together that accidental coincidence seems out of the question : 
(1) :, e 1 ' ' 1lr .,,. /If \ '\ \' :, ' \ 

1 

ou ••• v1r--qpETTJV -riva 7rEJJ-'t'as 'Y/ ayyEI\OV .•• a"" av-rov -rov TEXVL'T'YJV 
K'TA. (Epist.), cqmpared with OVK€'Tl Ola rpocf,-frrov AaAEW .•• OV0£ oi' 
ayyl.\ov •• • &.\.\' av'TOV 7rap6v-ra 'TOV AEA.aA7JK6Ta (Philos.); (2) ws 7f'E{Bwv, 
ov {3ia(6µ,Evo~· f3{a yap ov rp6CT£<T'TL 'T'{' 8£'{', (7rEJJ-tf!Ev ws KaAwv, OV OLWKWV 
(Epist.), compared with OlJ Wi avayKTJS oovA.aywywv, a~X ir' (A.€V8EpL<f, 
£Kovrr{".? rpoaiplrTEL Ka.\wv (Philos.). Such parallels in thought and ex­
pressio,n seem to require for their explanation either dependence of one 
passage on the other, or common authorship. In favour of the second 
alternative something like a positive argument can be found. 

In speaking of the large debt which Hippolytus owed to Irenaeus 
Lightfoot has said that 'it is hardly possible to read any considerable 
fragment of his other extant works [he has been speaking of the Philo­
sophumena, where the debt is obvious] without stumbling upon some 
thought or mode of expression which reminds us of Irenaeus and the 
Asiatic elders '.1 It will presently be shewn beyond all doubt that in 
Philos. x 33 Hippolytus is using Irenaeus, not only in the passage 
quoted above, but in the lines which immediately follow it. 

If there be question, then, of ascribing an anonymous work to 
Hippolytus, coincidence in that work with Irenaeus, and still more 
coincidence at once with Irenaeus and Hippolytus, will favour the 
ascnpt10n. Now the idea that God does not convert man 'by force', 
found in both of our parallel passages above, is one that is insisted upon 
over and over again by Irenaeus, and in language that is sometimes 
nearer to that of Hippolytus, sometimes nearer to that of the Epistle to 
Diognetus. In his Epideixis, or Demonstration of the Apostolic Preach­
ing, translated from the Armenian by Dr Armitage Robinson, Irenaeus' 
uses the words 'not compelling as God ... but giving advice' (c. 55). 
In his note to this passage Dr Robinson compares ad Diognet. vii, but 
has not noticed the ov f3[i of Philos. x 33. He also gives several cross­
references to Irenaeus, which must here be cited in fuller form and with 
the addition of one or two further passages. I insert the Greek where 
it is extant. 

A. Haer. iv 59 (ed. Harvey). Illud autem quod ait: 'Quoties volui 
colligere filios tuos, et noluisti ', veterem legem libertatis hominis mani­
festavit, quia liberum eum Deus fecit ab initio, habentem suam 
potestatem, sicut et suam animam, ad utendum sententia Dei voluntarie 
et non coactum a Deo. Vis enim a Deo non fit, sed bona sententia 
adest illi semper (f3{a (yop) BE'{' 011 rp6CTE(T'TLV" &ya0~. OE yvwµ,7J 7f'UV'TO'TE 
rrvµ,rapECTTtv aVT'{')· Et propter hoe consilium qmdem bonum dat 

1 Clement of Rome vol. ii p. 422. 
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hominibus. Posuit autem in homine potestatem electionis, quem­
admodum et in angelis.1 

B. Ibid. 60. 1. Et omnia talia [ quae] liberum et suae potestatis 
ostendunt hominem, et quia consilio instruat Deus, adhortans nos ad 
subiectionem sibi et avertens ab incredulitate, non tamen de 
violentia cogens (TaVTa yap 1TO.VTa TO avT£tovcnov f.71"LOdKVV<Tl TOV 
av0pw1TOV Kal TO <rvµ{3ovAEVTlK6V TOV 0wv .•• [Lat. shews that some words 
are omitted] U1TOTpfrovTO<; µev TOU a1rn0e,v aVT<f, &,,\,\aµ~ {3ia(oµlvov). 

C. Ibid. 60. 2. Et propter hoe Paulus ait: 'Omnia licent, sed non 
omnia expediunt' : et libertatem referens hominis, quapropter et omnia 
licent, non cogente eum Deo. 

D. Ibid. 64. 3. Nee enim lumen deficit propter eos qui semetipsos 
excaecaverunt .... Neque lumen cum magna necessitate subiiciet 
sibi quemquam; neque Deus coget (ovT£ T() cpw<; £ta<r0eve'i: 8ia TOV<; 
EaVTOV<; TV<pAWTTOVTa<; ••• µ~TE TOU <pWTO<; µer' avayK1)<; OovAaywyovvT6, 
nva, µ~T£ Tov 0eov {3i~oµlvov) eum qui nolit continere eius artem. 

E. Haer. v r. r. iuste etiam adversus ipsam conversus est 
apostasiam, ea quae sunt sua redimens ab ea, non cum vi, ... sed 
secundum suadelam, quemadmodum decebat Deum suadentem et 
non vim inferentem accipere quae vellet. 

I venture to submit that in this point of God's 'not using force' 
lrenaeus is under contribution both by Hippolytus and in the Epistle 
to Diognetus. 

That Irenaeus stands behind Hippolytus here it is not possible to 
doubt, for immediately after the passage which we are considering 
(Philos. x 33) Hippolytus goes on:-

~ ~ ' 0' ~ '\ ' ' rl..' ' ' ' ' ~ 0 TOVTOV •yvwµ•v EK 1Tap EVOV <rwµa'\o.VElll.'Y/'fJOTa Kal TOV 1Ta11.awv av pw,rov 
Bia KalV~<; 1TAO.:T£W<; 1TEfPOP1JK6-ra, €JI f3{"! Sul 11'<l<TYJS ~ALKLO.S e>..11>..u8,ha., iva 
1TO.ayJ ~AlKtq, avT6, v6µo, y•v1)0fj Ka< <TK011'0V T6V iowv /J.v0pw1rov 1Ta<riv 
oav0pw,rw; E1TlOE{b., 1Tapwv. 

With which cf. Iren. Haer. ii 33. 1 :-

Ideo per omnem venit aetatem, et infantibus infans factus, sancti­
ficans infantes; in parvulis parvulus . . . exemplum illis pietatis 
effectus ... in iuvenibus iuvenis, exemplum iuvenibus fiens, &c. 

After a few words Hippolytus continues :-

TovTov /J.v0pw1rov l<Tjl,EV (eK) TOU Ka0' ~p,ii, cpvpap,aTO<; yeyovlvai. .1 yap 
µ~ EK TOU aVTOV V1T~pt•, P,a.TYJV voµo0ETEl µiµe,<r0ai T6V 0£00.<rKaAov. .1 
yap f.KELVO<; o /J.v0pw1TO<; hlpa<; frvyxavw OV<rta<;, Tl TO. oµoia K€A€11€l lµo, 
Tip a<r0eve'i: 1TE<pVK6n, Ka< 1TW<; oi!TO<; &.ya06<; Kal 8£Kaw<;; 

1 Cf. Justin 2 Apo!. 7 a.V..' OTL a~TE(ov,nov TO TE TWV a-y-y,lv»v -y<vo, t<a1 TWV 
avOponrwv T1)v apxi)v l1rot1J<1<v o 0eu,, KT/I., On the debt of I renaeus to Justin see 
Dr Robinson's Introduction to the Demonstration of Irenaeus. 
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CC: Iren. Haer. iii 19. 5 :-
Si enim non vere passus est, nulla gratia ei, cum nulla fuerit passio; 

et nos, cum incipiemus pati, seducens videbitur, adhortans nos vapulare 
et alteram praebere maxillam, si ipse illud non prior in veritate passus 
est ... et nos seducit, adhortans perferre ea quae ipse non pertulit. 
Erimus autem et super magistrum, dum patimur et ?ustinemus quae 
neque passus est neque sustinuit magister. (And a few Imes farther on­
§ 6-we have a repetition of the words taken over by Hippolytus): 
Quapropter et per omnem venit aetatem, omnibus restituens earn 
quae est ad Deum communionem. 

When, therefore, Hippolytus writes, in the passage under comment: 
lm<rrpi<pwv TOV av0pw1I"OV £K 1I"apaKO~<;, ov f3{ct- dva.yK'Y]> 8ovAaywywv KTA., it 
is plain that here also he is dependent on Irena_eus, who has said the 
same thing in nearly identical words : ti1I"oTpi1I"ovTo, µEv Tov ti7I"ei0etv 
atn-ie, aAAa µ71 (3iat6µevo, (passage B above), and: µ~TE ..• µeT' dva.yK1}, 
8ovAaywyovVT6, nva, µ~TE TOV 0eov (3iatoµlvov (passage D). 

Turning now to ad Diognet. vii, we find there even closer agreement 
with Irenaeus : notably in the aphoristic phrase (3{a yap ov 1I"p6<mrn T<p 
0e0-where, however, we miss the balancing clause found in Irenaeus, 
dya071 8£ yvwµ11 KTA. (passage A); but also in the immediately preceding 
words we; 1I"e{0wv, ov (3iat6µevo,, answering to 'suadentem et non vim 
inferentem' in Irenaeus (passage E). And to ov (3iat6µevoc; there are at 
least four other parallels in Irenaeus : in B ( tiAAa µ71 (3iatoµlvov) ; in C 
(' non cogente eum Deo '); in D (µ~TE Tov 0wv (31atophov); and in 
Demonstr. 55 ('not compelling as God'). 

It cannot be questioned that there is literary borrowing here on one 
side or the other. Are we, then, to suppose that Irenaeus knew and 
made use of the Epistle? To me his repeated insistence on the idea 
that God ' does not use force ' to constrain man's will suggests rather 
that the thought and expression are his own. Bfo 0e0 ov 1I"p6<mrnv is 
an axiom which is set down by Irenaeus at the very beginning of his 
discussion of man's free will, and the idea which it embodies is funda­
mental to his whole treatment of the subj.ect ; hence it seems very im­
probable that he was indebted for this idea to an isolated phrase in a 
nameless writer. I CO(lclude th~fore that the author of the Epistle to 
Diognetus was, like Hippolytus, familiar with the works of Irenaeus. If 
this be accepted we have brought down the date of the Epistle to the 
close of the second century, and to the age of Hippolytus, at the 
earliest. 

But in our parallel passages coincidence between the Epistle and 
Hippolytus is not confined to the point at which both can be illustrated 
from Irenaeus. Besides this there is, as already noted, a general corre­
spondence in the matter and argument, and to some extent in the 
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structure, of the two passages; and there is, moreover, another particular 
coincidence in what is said on the one side as to God's sending to man• 
kind not any' subaltern or angel', but Him by whom the world was 
made (Epist.), and on the other side as to His sending His own Logos, 
who speaks to men 'no longer by prophet or angel', but present in His 
own person (Hippolytus). But further, even in the passages about 
'using force' there is a feature common to the Epistle and Hippolytus 
which appears to be independent of Irenaeus-the participle KaAwv, used 
in the same absolute .construction. Irenaeus uses in this connexion 
'counselling', 'persuading' (so loo ad Diognet. vii), and 'exhorting' 
(' adhortans ', which may stand for 7rapaKaAwi·), but not, so far as I have 
noticed, KaAwv ' vocans ', or 'advocans'; and the word ' calling ' involves 
a slightly different point of view : it suggests a 'personal element', such 
as might easily have been introduced twice over by a single writer in 
adapting the language of Irenaeus. 

We are left, then, with three alternatives: (a) that the Epistle was 
used both by Irenaeus and Hippo1ytus; (b) that Irenaeus was used 
independently by Hippolytus and the author of the Epistle, one of 
whom also made use of the other; (c) that Irenaeus was used by Hippo­
lytus only, who is the author of the Epistle. The last of these solutions, 
as it is the simplest, so to me it appears the most probable. I do not 
think that Irenaeus is indebted to the Epistle, but vice versa ; and a 
study of the parallel passages with which we are dealing does not suggest 
to me that there has been actual copying of one author by another : 
the kind of agreement which they present would, in my opinion, result 
more naturally from common authorship; and the hypothesis of a pair 
of contemporary (or nearly contemporary) writers both using Irenaeus 
for the same matter, and one of them influenced also by the other, is 
not on the face of it a very easy one. 

Here for the present I leave this question. The suggestion that 
Hippolytus is the author of The Epistle to Diognetus is capable of 
reinforcement by some further parallels; but these, though not without 
weight as arguments in support, are of a slighter character than that 
already discussed, and so I prefer to hold them over in the hope that 
what has now been pointed out may evoke some comment of an 
encouraging nature which would make it seem worth while to pursue 
the matter further. 

One objection, however, which is likely to be raised may be anti­
cipated here-that on the count of style. I can only say as to this that 
I have considered the point to the best of my ability, and that, although 
the Epistle offers a contrast to the usual style, or styles, of Hippolytus 
(for his manner of writing varies greatly according to his subject or his 
mood), yet it was precisely certain phrases and modes of expression in 
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the Epistle that first led me to think of Hippolytus as its author. That 
it is composed with more attention to literary form than is usual in his 
writings may be due in part to the fact of its being a letter, and addressed 
to a cultured pagan. In regard to our Epistle the late Abbot Chapman 
has said : ' The writer is a practised master of classical eloquence, and 
a fervent Christian. There is no resemblance to the public apologies· 
of the second century. A closer affinity is with the "Ad Donatum" of 
St Cyprian, which is similarly addressed to an inquiring pagan.' 1 This 
analogy is very pertinent to our present enquiry. In the matter of style 
there is. no more difficulty (so it seems to me) in accepting Hippolytus 
as the author of the ad Diognetum than there is in accepting St Cyprian 
as the author of the ad Donatum. The latter treatise is quite as far 
remoYed from the ecclesiastical style of St Cyprian ·as the former is from 
that of Hippolytus; and the difference in each case may be traced to 
the same cause. R. H. CONNOLLY. 

A NEGATIVE GOLDEN RULE IN THE SYRIAC 
ACTS OF THOMAS 

IN the JOURNAL for October 1934 (xxxv 351) I pointed out that the 
negative Golden Rule which occurs in Jewish Aramaic in a famous 
saying attributed to Rabbi Hille! was widely current in Syriac in the 
same concise form ; also that it is given by Aphraates and Philoxenus 
in connexion with the commandments quoted by our Lord to the rich 
man in the Gospel, and that Philoxenus cites it four times as if it were 
actually part of the Gospel text. 

I can now add that the negative Rule in something very like the 
same form had a place also in the ·early Syriac Acts of Judas Thomas,, 
though it does not appear in the text edited by Dr Wright from a MS · 
of the tenth century. In what follows I assume with Noldeke, Burkitt, 
and others that these Acts were written in Syriac, or at least that the 
Greek which we have is a translation from the Syriac. In chap. 83 
of the Greek as contained in the Roman MS U we read :-

-rav-r7Jv i)~ T~V £VTOAYJV ELA~cpap,EV 1rapa TOV Kvpfov, lva 3 OVK api<rKEL ~p,'iv 
• ' ",\' ' ~ ",\,\ ' ' ~ ( • ) 2 V7rO a AOV y1vop,Evov, TOVTO a <f' TLVL l'-'Y/ 7rOWVP,£V szc , 

At the corresponding place in Wright's edition of the Syriac there is 
nothing equivalent to this. I give the context from his translation. 
The Apostle Judas Thomas says in the course of a discourse to the 
multitudes:-

1 Catholic Encyclopedia vol. v, article 'Diognetus, Epistle to'. 
2 M. Bonnet Acta Apostolorum Apocrypha, 1898, p. 199 II. 20-24. This passage 

is not included in the collection of texts given by G. Resch in Das Aposteldecret 
p. 133 tf(Texle u. Unters. NF. xiii 3, 1905). 
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