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NOTES AND STUDIES

THE DATE AND AUTHORSHIP OF THE EPISTLE
TO DIOGNETUS

Tue 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 Diogneturn 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 FPhilosophumena, 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. Philos. x 33.
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In these two 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 én’ eAevfepig: so the MS. The later editors have adopted én’ éevéepiav, 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 freely, by voluntary choice’. For éni with the dative cf.
éni Tupawvids kal pSBy in ad Diognet. opposite, where also kaA@v 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) obr . . . Smypéryy Twd wéuas 3 dyyelov . . . AN adrdv ToV TeXViTYY
xtA. (Epist.), compared with odkér. i mwpodifrov Aaetv . . . odde &’
dyyéhov .. . AN adrdv wapévra Tov Aedalnkdra (Philos.) ; (2) bs melbov,
ob Braldpevos* Bla yap ob wpdoeo T4 Ged.  Ereppev bs kaldv, ob didkwy
(Epist.), compared with ob Blg dvdykns Sovhaywydv, dAX’ énr’ é\evfeple
éxovaly wpoapéoe kaAdv (Philos.). Such parallels in thought and ex-
pression 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 Pkilo-
sophumena, where the debt is obvious] without stumbling upon some
thought or mode of expression which reminds us of Irenaeus and the
Asiatic elders’.! 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
ascription. 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 ovéer 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 od Big of Pkilos. 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 (Bia (yap) Be& ob mpéoearTw dyalh) 8¢ yvdun wdvrore
ovpmrdpestv adrd). Et propter hoc consilium quidem 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.*

B. Zbid. 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 1ncredu11tate, non tamen de
violentia cogens (rabra yap wdvra 16 adrefovoiov émbelkvuor Tod
dvfpdmov kai 16 gupBovAevtikdv Tob feod . . . [Lat. shews that some words
are omitted] dmorpémovros piv Tob drebelv abrd, dAAL py) Buelopévov).

C. /[?id. 6o. z. Et propter hoc Paulus ait: ‘Omnia licent, sed non
omnia expediunt’: et libertatem referens hominis, quapropter et omnia
licent, non cogente eum Deo.

D. /bid. 64. 3. Nec enim lumen deficit propter eos qui semetipsos
excaecaverunt. . . . Neque lumen cum magna necessitate subiiciet
sibi quemquam ; neque Deus coget (olre 1'6 4)&39 aobevel S Tovs
éavTovs Tvd))\u')rrovras .. pire 10 purds per dvdyxys SovAaywyodvrds
Twa, pijre Tob Geod Bralopévov) eum qui nolit continere eius artem.

E. Haer. vi1. 1. . .. 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’
Irenaeus 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:—

TovTov Fyvoper &k wapbévou o‘&ma\u’.vetk‘qtﬁéra kal TOV Talawov av9pu)7rov
S kawds mAdTews 7re¢op77xo‘ra, év ,31,(0 da ‘mio"qs MHAikias é\qAufdta, Dva
mdoy HAikla adros vo,uos vemby xai okomdy Tov v dvfpwmov mwaow
AvBpdrows émdeily Tapdv.

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 :—
ToUTOV &v@pw#ov lopev (E’K) 100 xal Huds ¢upduaros ‘)'E')'OVE’VO.L €l yap
#77 EK TOU aUTOU U7T77P£E, f‘-aT"?V VO’LOOETEL lUJ-fLELO'aaL TOV bLSaO'KaAOV EZ

‘yap EKELVOS 0 avﬁpwﬂ'os E'repas ET'U')’X(ZVEV OUO’La?, TL 1'a o,uot,a KEAE'UEL ElU-OL
Tu") ao‘95v5L 7T€¢)‘UKOTL, KaL 7T(l)9 0UTO§ a.ya909 KaL SLK(ZLOS,

1 Cf. Justin 2 Apol. 7 GAN 81t adrefodoiov 76 Te TGV GyyéNav Yévos rai TRV
dvfpawmwy TR dpxiv Emoinaev & Bels, kTA. On the debt of Irenaeus to Justin see
Dr Robinson’s Introduction to the Desmonstration of Irenaeus.
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Cf. 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 sustinemus quae
neque passus est neque sustinuit magister. (And a few lines farther on—
§ 6—we have a repetition of the words taken. over by Hippolytus):
Quapropter et per omnem venit aetatem, omnibus restituens eam
quae est ad Deum communionem.

When, therefore, Hippolytus writes, in the passage under comment:
ériorpépwv Tov dvbpwmov éx mwapaxois, ot Bla dvdyxns Sovdaywydv krA., it
is plain that here also he is dependent on Irenaeus, who has said the
same thing in nearly identical words: dmorpémovros pév 7ob dmeflety
atrd, &AAG py Balduevos (passage B above), and: wire . . . per’ dvdyxys
SovAaywyotvrds Twa, pijre Tob Beot Bialopévov (passage D).

Turning now to ad Diognet. vii, we find there even closer agreement
with Irenaeus: notably in the aphoristic phrase Bia yip od mpdoreore 76
fcp—where, however, we miss the balancing clause found in Irenaeus,
dyafy 8 yvdun xrA. (passage A); but also in the immediately preceding
words &s weifwv, ob Bialdpevos, answering to ‘suadentem et non vim
inferentem’ in Irenaeus (passage E). And to ob Bialépevos there are at
least four other parallels in Irenaeus: in B (dAAa 3 Bualopévov); in C
(‘non cogente eum Deo’); in D (wifre Tob feod Bialopévov); 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. Bia fed ob mpdoecrwv 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 subject ; hence it seems very im-
probable that he was indebted for this idea to an isolated phrase in a
nameless writer. I capclude thevefore 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 e
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 o7 ange/’; 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 kaAév, used
_in the same absolute .construction. Irenaeus uses in this connexion
‘counselling’, ‘persuading’ (so too ad Diognet. vii), and °exhorting’
(*adhortans’, which may stand for mapaxaddv), but not, so far as I have
noticed, xaAdv ¢ 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: (¢) that the Epistle was
used both by Irenaeus and Hippolytus; (4) that Irenaeus was used
independently by Hippolytus and the author of the Epistle, one of
whom also made use of the other ; (¢) that Irenaeus was used by Hippo-
lytus only, who 75 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
1 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.”! This
analogy is very pertinent to our present énquiry. In the matter of style
there is no more difficulty (so it seems to me) in accepting Hippolytus
as the author of the ad Diognefum than there is in accepting St Cyprian
as the author of the ad Donatum. The latter treatise is quite as far
removed 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 JournaAL 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 Hillel 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 Noéldeke, Burkitt,
and others that these Ac#s 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 :—

4 \ \ 3 \ 3 4 \ ~ 7 L4 ) 3 3 7 e A
Tatry 8¢ Ty dvToliv eiljdauer wapd 10V Kuplov, va & odk dpéoxe Hulv

b dANov ywdpevov, Todro dAAw T uy wowoduey (sic).?

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 dcta Apostolorum Apocrypha, 1898, p. 199 1. 20-24. This passage
is not included in the collection of texts given by G. Resch in Das Aposteldecret
P- 133 ff (Texte u. Unters. NF. xiii 3, 1905).
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