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NOTES AND STUDIES
‘AD DIOGNETUM xi—xii’

Tue Epistle to Diognetus is incomplete, breaking off with an
unfinished sentence in the course of chapter x. It was thus defective
not only in the single MS in which it survived till the year 1870, but
also in the parent copy from which that MS was written, for the scribe
noted that therein also there was a lacuna at this point. The passage
which next followed in the MS has been edited as chapters xi—xii of
the Epistle ; but it is recognized by most editors, and now on all hands,
that this piece of text is no part of the Epistle which stands before it,
but the end of some other work (it closes with a doxology) which in
earlier, complete, copies followed the Epistle. The work of which
‘ad Diognetum xi—xii’ is the conclusion was perhaps, like the Epistle
itself and several other treatises in the same MS, attributed to Justin
Martyr. To avoid all ambiguity this piece of text will be referred to in
the following pages as ‘the fragment’, or in short as ‘F’, but the two
parts into which it has been divided will still be called chapters xi
and xii.

I have been vaguely aware for many years that Bunsen and some
later German scholars have assigned the authorship of F to Hippolytus,
but the only mention of this that I have noticed in any English
publication’is that in Shahan’s translation of Bardenhewer's Pafrologie
(rgo8), where it is said: ‘G. N. Bonwetsch has shewn that cc. 11-12
of the Letter to Diognetus belong to Hippolytus’ (p. 69). In his third
German edition (1910) Bardenhewer says only that several scholars attri-
bute the fragment to Hippolytus, then referring his readers to an article
by A. Frhr. Di Pauli in the Zheologische Quartalschrift, 1xxxviil, 1906.
Recently I came upon this article of Di Pauli quite by chance, and
there found for the first time precise references to three writers, Bunsen,
Driseke, and Bonwetsch, who have maintained that Hippolytus is the
author of F. In 1852 Bunsen not only claimed the fragment for
Hippolytus but expressed the opinion that it is the concluding passage
of his great work against the heresies, the Philosophumena. Bunsen’s
suggestion, after remaining unnoticed for hfty years, was taken up and
advocated in 190z by Driseke,? who, however, did not carry the proof
much farther (*nicht viel weiter iiber Bunsen hinausgeht und Klarheit

1 Higpolylus and his Age; in the original English edition vol. i pp. 185 ff and
193 H.

* The reference given by Di Pauli is ¢ Zeitschr. f. wissensch. Theol. xlv (19032)
S. ays . '
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vermissen lisst'). In the same year the subject was treated indepen-
dently and more thoroughly by Bonwetsch,' who ascribed the authorship
of F to Hippolytus, but hesitated to connect it with any particular
treatise. Di Pauli himself agrees with Bunsen in believing F to be the
close of the Philosophumena, and he writes in support of that view.

Some twenty years ago, without having read a word of what others
had written on the matter, and (if I remember rightly) without knowing
that this view had ever been put forward, I came to the conclusion on
my own account that F is the end of some work by Hippolytus, though
it did not occur to me then to connect it with the Philosophumena.
The latter idea was derived from Di Pauli’s article, but I am now
prepared to accept it nearly on the same terms as the Hippolytean
authorship itself.

Perhaps I may explain how it was that I came to be interested in the
authorship of the fragment. I had been working on the document
then known as the ¢ Egyptian Church Order’, but now generally accepted
as being the Apostolic Tradition of Hippolytus, and I was led on to try
and test the external evidence pointing to Hippolytus as author by
comparing the document with his other writings.? For that purpose
I bad to read and re-read most of his remains, and so became familiar
with his leading thoughts, literary mannerisms, and favourite words,
and was left with a strong impression of his style. With my mind full
of Hippolytus I chanced to read again the two chapters at the end ot
the Epistle to Diognetus, and somehow I felt that I was still reading
Hippolytus. 1 then began to note familiar words and phrases and to
enter in the margins of my copy of Lightfoot-Harmer’s Apostolic
Fathers crossreferences to Hippolytus. But I did not proceed to
gather up the results and put them into connected form. The fragment
provided some interesting parallels to the Apostolic Tradition, but it
did not seem worth while at that time to cite them at the cost of first
proving that F itself was by Hippolytus. Now that the Apestolic
Tradition is accepted the case is reversed, and we may cite that work
in illustration of F.

Even now, though I have consulted the passages in Bunsen referred
to by Di Pauli, I have not read either Driseke or Bonwetsch. My
apology for writing on a subject that has been treated by others
without first reading what they have to say may be this: first, that
I cannot at the moment consult the publications in which they have
written ; next, that I am writing to support, not to controvert, their
views, and arguments put forward independently by more than one

! In  Gotting. Nachr. phil.-hist. K1. 1goz, S, 621—634".

* See The so-called Egyptian Church Order (Cambridge ‘ Texts and Studies’,
1916) pp. 160-168,
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writer are likely to carry more weight than those simply copied and
repeated ; thirdly, T gather from Di Pauli that Bonwetsch, who has gone
most careflully into the subject, has made very little use of the Phloso-
phumena as a term of comparison,’ whereas I shall have occasion to
make considerable use of it. As to the parallels here drawn from
other treatises of Hippolytus, it will be strange if some of them have
not been already noted by Bonwetsch, and especially those from the
Commentary on Daniel, which he afterwards edited.

In what follows the question of the authorship of F will be taken first,
and the relation of the fragment to the Pkilosophumena then considered
separately—though the two questions are so closely connected that it is
difficult to keep them rigidly apart. In the text only such parallels will
be alleged as appear to have clear evidential value ; minor coincidences,
which yet seem to deserve consideration in connexion w1th the other
evidence, will be pointed out in the footnotes.

1. TZ%e authorskip of F.

1. In the proem to his Philssophumena, after saying that he now
intends to expose (¢eumetv) even the secret teachings of the heretics,
which he had forborne to do in an earlier treatise against them,
Hippolytus proceeds thus :—

aAN érel dvayxdle fjuds 6 Adyos els péyav Bubov duppiaewr émfBijvar,
oty 7yovpebo ovydv, MG Td wdvrev ddypara Katd Aemrov éxbBépevo
otdtv qromijooper. Boxel 8¢, el xal paxpdrepos éorar & Aéyos, i Kapeiv.
ot8¢ ydp pupdv rwa Bofjfeiav 16 Thv dvbpdmwy Bl xaraelfouey wpds 1O
pnsér whaviolar davepds mdvrov Spovrev T kpida adrév xal dppnra
Spyia, & Taptevduevor pdvots Tols pioras mapadiddacw. talra 8¢ Erepos
otk é\éyfe ¥ 70 &v q&xhnoia Tapabobev dyiov mrelpa, of TuxdrTes wpdrepol
ol &mwborohor perédogar Tois 8pBds wemoreukbow v Apeis BudBoxo
Tuyxdrovres Tijs Te adtiis xdpiros peréyovres dpxiepateias Te xal Bida-
oxalias xal $poupol Tis éxxhnolas Aehoyropérow otk Spbarud rvordloper
018 Adyov Spfov srwrhpey, AN odde wday Yuxg xal cdpart dpyalduevo
kdpvoper df dfivs Ged 1O edepyéry dvrarodidivar mepduevor, kal odd’
obtws wat dfiev dpefdpevor, TAY &v ols TemoTelpela pi) drovoivres,
dA\\& Tob Blov xatpod Ta pérpa Emirelotvres xul Soa wapéyer T dyvor
welpa wiow Gdddves xowwvobvres® ob p.évov dk\érpm & ekeyxou €is
davepov dyovres, dAAd kai doa 7 dAjfea Iwo THS TOD WaTpds xu.p;,fog
wapaka.ﬁovaa avBpdrmos Smxow;crs TavTe Kkai did )\oyov anpeodpevor xat
da -ypap.p.arwv sp.;ulpfupovp.evoz avcrawwitus Krlpvoo-o,;,ey (And lower

1 ¢Leider hat Bonwetsch in seinen Untersuchungen die Phitosophumena fast
gar nicht beigezogen.’
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down) &ori pev oliv whvou peatdy To dmixetpovpevor xai wolAijs deduevor
ioToplas, A" oidx dvdajooper’ TVoTepov yip edppavel hs 0Ny perd
wolly mévor ! oredvov Tuxdvra 7 Eumopor perd péyav Gaidooys ocdhov
xepddvayra 7 yewpydv peri i8pdra mpordmov Kepmwov dwolavoarrTa
mpodiry perd dvedirpots xai 5Ppes dpdvra Ta AaAnbévra dwoBaivorra.
Thus at the outset Hippolytus stands forward as a champion of the
truth and presents his credentials as a teacher. He realizes that the
work he has undertaken will be long and arduous, but he is confident
that he has the necessary qualifications for it. He is a successor of the
Apostles, and as such lays claim to the same ‘grace’ (xdps, here
practically equivalent to ydptopa?), high-priesthood,® and authority to
teach (8:8aoxaAin)'as they had ; for he has by succession the same Holy
Spirit, which the Apostles first receiving imparted to those who had
‘rightly believed’, and which has passed on to the Church ; and what-
soever this Holy Spirit bestows upon him he will communicate without
stint to all.
Towards the end of his work he strikes a similar note, addressing
himself now to all nations and inviting all to come and learn of him:—

pdfere "EXhyves, Alyvmrrio, XalBalor xail 76 wdv yévos dvfpdmav . . .
wap’ Hudv 7dv kv Tob Beod (Philss. x 31 fin.).

Then after expounding in the next two chapters his theory of the
origin of the universe and his doctrine of the Divine Logos, he makes
a still more impressive address :—

Totolros & mepl 0 felov dAyhys Adyos, & dvBpwmar "EAAyrés Te xai
BdpBapos, XaAbalol e kal ’Agovpior, Alyimriol re xai AéBves, 'Ivdol Te
N 10” rd A < -~ ~ 7 1] \
xai Aifiores, Kehtol re kai oi orpamyyotvres Aarivoi, wdvres e of v
Edpdmny "Aciav te kai Ay karowolvres' ols ovpBovlos éyd yivopar,
dhavBpdmou Adyou dwdpxwy pabymis ! kai piddrfpuros, drws mpoodpa-
povres Sidaxlifre wap Audv Tis & Svrws Oeds xai 7 TovTov eVTAKTOS

Sypeovpyla (Philos. x 34 init.).

‘ Friend of God’, ¢ disciple of the Logos’, and (by clear implication,
though not in express terms) Docfor gentium: such is Hippolytus's
further account of himsell towards the close of his great work. Can

1 So Wendland emends; the MSS, followed by Duncker-Schneidewin, have
#0AAob wévov, which may be right after all : see p. 7 below.

2 Campare Philos. viii 19, where he says of the Montanists : bm2p 3¢ dwogréAovs sai
wdy xdpope ravra 7d yivaia Sofélovowy.

3 gpxiepareia here no doubt denotes the episcopal office : so Lightfoot and others
understand it,

4 Cf. com. in Dan. ii 22: oi Tpeis waibes év BaPuAdv: (pafyrai To¥ Adyov SvTes)y—
¢ Junger des Wortes seiend’ (Old Slavonic).

-
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such lofty personal pretensions, or the pontifical manner in which these
are stated, be paralleled from any othér writer of the second or third
century? Yet both are echoed to the full in the fragment at the end of
the ad Dicgnetum, which begins thus :—

ob féva Suld 08¢ mwapaddyws {qrd, E&NNG éwogrdhwy yevbpevos
pabnris yivopar Buddoxakos dvdv. ... 1is yap Spbas S:Sayfels kai Adyw
mpoadis yaqbels ok éminrel cadls pafev 1& S Adyov Sexlévra
Pavepds pabyrals; ols épavépwoer Adyos avels, mappyoia Aaldv, imd
driorwv py veolpevos, paliyrats 8¢ dupyodpevos, of morol AoywrbéTes
37’ adrod Eyvooav marpos pvomipe (xi 1-2).

And lower down we read :—

Soa yip Behijpar Tol kehedorros Ndyou éxumbnpey éfeumeiv petd mévov,

& dydmys TOv dmoxakudBérToy fAply yivdpeda Spiv xowwvoi (xi 8; and the

next words are) ofs &rruydrres kai dxovoavrtes pera omovdijs eigeafe don

Tapéxes & feds rols dyardaw Spbds (xii 1).

The writer of these passages puts forward the same claim to personal
Divine guidance and virtual infallibility as does Hippolytus. If Hippo-
lytus claims to be a successor of the Apostles and ‘disciple of the
Logos’, and to speak what is given him by the Holy Spirit to speak,
this writer styles himself a ‘disciple of the Apostles’—themselves
disciples of the Logos—and refers to the things ‘revealed’ to him
and which he has been ‘moved to utter’ by the Logos. If Hippolytus
invites all peoples and nations to come and be taught by bim, this
writer openly assumes the title * Teacher of the Gentiles’ (1 Tim. ii 7).

These correspondences lie on the surface, though they can hardly be
described as superficial. Let us now examine the above passages
from F more in detail.

With mwrrol doyrofévres (xi 2) compare ¢povpol Tijs éxxAnaias Aeroyi-
opuévor (Philos. proem, ut supra). In the passive sense Aoyileabar occurs
again in F xi 5, there of the Logos : olres 6 def, (6) anjpepor vids Aoyiofeis.
In these passages the verb seems to exceed its ordinary sense of
esteemed, accounted, reputed, and to have the force almost of approved,
found to be.

The expression marpos puorjpea, but with the articles (ra 103 marpés
pvoripa), is found in the com. iz Dan. ii 32, and the Blessings of Jacob
(in Zexte u. Untersuck. 3 R. viii 1, p. 13).

The passage F xi 8-xii 1 recalls Hippolytus in almost every word.
We have seen that in the proem to the Pkilos. Hippolytus speaks of the
task before him as wévov peordv, but says that when it is accomplished
he will be like an athlete receiving the crown perd. woAhod wévov (or perd
moAdv wévov, as Wendland emends). In Pkilos. ix 31 he recurs to this
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thought with the words &ua wdvrwv olv 8tadpapdvres koi perd wolod
wévou v tais éwéa BiSAois Ta mdvre doypara eumévres krh. Can it be
by chance that in F also (xi 8) we have the words 3ca . . . &xujfnuev
dEeumelv perd wévou? ' The verb éferciv is not a very common one; it
is not found in the Old or the New Testament and occurs only three
limes in the Apostolic Fathers; but it is a favourite word with Hippo-
lytus, e.g. Philos. proem (4 times), i 26, iv 8, 46, v 23, vi 37, x 13; & Noet.
16 (6i5) 5 én Dan. i 31, ii 30, 34,1v 8, 17 ; de Antickr. cc. 2 and j50.

The next words in F (xi 8) are éf dydmys® 7év dmokaAvdfévrav Huiv
ywopeba Suty kowwvol. Compare Phiips. proem (x.5.): xal doa wapéye
70 dytov mvetua wicw ddfdves kowwvotvres. And here the words goa
wapéxe 16 dytov mretpa send us on to those which immediately follow in
F (xii 1) : ols dvruydvres® . . . eloeale Soa mapéyer & feds Tols dyawdow
épfas.  With which again compare the prologue to the Agoss. Trad. of
Hippolytus : ‘guanta quidem Deus . . . praestitit hominibus’, where the
Apostolic Constitutions preserve the Greek : doamep & feds . . . wdpeayer
dvfpdros. And lower down in the same prologue we have : “praestante
sancto spirstx perfectam gratiam eis qui recfe credunt’, no doubt
rendering wapéxovros dyiov mveduaros Tehelav xdpw Tots dpbis moTevovaw
(or wemorevkdow).! The verb mapéyew has already occurred in F xi 5—
wapéxovoa vobv—where the subject is ydpis: compare iz Dan. iii 2,
xdpis . . . mapéyovoa TV éavtiis TAovrov Tols dlots.

2. The next passage in F which I select for comment is xi 3-5:—
oY xdpv dwéoTeke Adyov, lva kéTpy Pavy, 5s vmo Aaot dripaclels, Bia

1 We shall have to refer to this point again in considering the question whether
F is not the end of the Philosophumena; for if the phrase ifeimeiv perd wévov serves
to cannect the fragment with Hippolytus, it ebviously suggests something more.

? With this use of i dydays—* out of (our) love’— cf. the de Antichr, 67 : Tavrd
oou . . . ¢ dydmys Tis npds Tov wdpov dpuodpevos., Cf also the prologue to the Apost.
Trad.: ‘ ex caritate quam in omnes sanctos thabuitt’, where the translator should
have supplied ¢ habemus', not ‘hbabnit’ (see J.T.S. xxiii p. 360); the phrase is
modelled on Eph. i 15: «ai 79v dydmyy 73y els mdrras 7obs dyiovs—in this case ‘your
love’. As Hippolytus owes so much to Irenaens, we may refer to the latter's
preface to his first book contra Haeveses: dydwys 8¢ Huds wporpewopévys ool 7€ wal
Rmiow Tols perc gov pmrigar T péxp viv kexpvppéva (sc. the secret tenets of the
beretics).

8 Here it is to be noted that ofs refers to the preceding goa. .. éxunfnuev Efemeiv
perd wévou, while &vrvxivres (which Harmer renders ‘confronted with?) certainly-
means ‘reading’, and refers to a foregoing written treatise. In the Philos.
Hippolytus uses ol évtvyxdrvovres practically in the sense of ‘my readers’ (e.g.
proem ad fix., iv 46 ¢nil,, v 6); while the aorist éeruxdvres (with dative) means
‘when (o7 if) they read? ; e.g. iv 43, vi 42 init. (ofs vTuxdvres, just as F above),and
x 32, where we have eeovrar ivrvxdvres fudv BiAg .. . (cf. Wruxdvres . . . dlocobe
in F above).

1 Cf. Philos. proem (u.s.), of dwiaroho: uerédooay 7ois iphivs mewarevriow.
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dmooréhwy knpuxlels, Tmd dhviy Emoreithy. odros & dn dpxijs, 6 xawds

dpaveis xal malatds eopefels xal wdvrore véos &v dyilwy xapdloss yevvwpevos

obros 6 def, (6) omjuepoy vids Aoyerlels.

Here in the second sentence we have distinctive Hippolytean thought
and expression in regard to the Sonship of the Logos. According to
Hippolytus it was only by the Incarnation that the Divine Logos was
‘shewn to be’, or even in a sense decame, ‘ perfect Son of God’. His
underlying thought may have been that the relation of the Logos to the
Father was defined and revealed as that of ‘sonship’ only through His
becoming also Son of Man, whereby were fulfilled the prophecies which
spoke of Him as ‘a Son of man’ and as ‘the Servant (wais) of the
Lord’. Thus for Hippolytus the full humanity of Christ, upon which
he so insists, is as it were a necessary complement even of His Divine
Sonship. The most striking passages bearing on this subject are found
in the confra Noetum and have been cited elsewhere ;! here it will be
enough to give some examples of the language employed :—

fori piv olv odpf 7 Swd Tob Adyov Tob marpgov mpocevexfeiga Sdpov,
1} éx wvelparos xai mapfévov Téleios vids feod dmodederypévos (¢. Noet.
4).—75 8¢ mav warip, €€ ob Bvvapus Adyos. olros B¢ wois, 85 wpofas év
xbapyw Edelirvro mals Beod (C. ¥1).—otTe yip doapxos xai xal éavrdv §
Adyos Téheos fv vids (xalro. Téhews Adyos &v povoyevis), odf 7§ odpf
xal éovriy ixa Tob Adyov Tmoariivar H8vvaTo 8k 16 &v Adyw Ty ovoTacw
Ixe. odrws oty s vids Tékeos el ipavepily (c. 15).—édpavépwoe
éavrdv éx wapfévov xal dylov mvelparos kawds dvBpuros yevdpevos {C. 17).
C. Noel. 15 is the only place in which Hippolytus says quite openly
that the pre-existent Logos was zof yet ‘ perfect Son of God’; but it
justifies us in assuming that the same idea underlies the less explicit
passages in the same treatise and elsewhere ; and it is surely present in
the words of F xi 4-5: afiros 6 dr’ dpxis, 6 xawds davels xal walads
elpebeis . . . obros & def, {6} ofjpepor vids Noywadeis.? In illustration of this
language let me quote a single further passage. In the de Antichristo
c. 3 Hippolytus asks ‘ Theophilus’ (to whom the treatise is addressed)
to pray,

émws & mdAat Tols paxapiors wpodrars drexdAvyer & o feod Adyos,
viv avrés wdAw O ToV feod wals, 6 wdAai pév Adyos dv, vwvl 8¢ xal
dvBpumos 8¢ fpds & xdopyw davepulels, cadyvioy coL ravra 8 Ppudv.
But this is not all. The same passage of F (xi 4, after walatds

L In The so-called Egyptian Church Order pp. 164-165.

2 Some such idea is perhaps latent in Justin Dral. ¢ 81 fin., and in Iren.
Demonstr. c. 43 {on which see Dr Robinson’s notes) ; but in its developed form it
is, so far as my knowledge goes, peculiar to Hippolytus.
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ebpeflels) has the words, referring to the Logos : xai wdvrore véos év dylwy
xapdlais yewduevos, and in the de Anlichkr. 61, commenting on Apoc.
xii 2 (xal é&v yaorpl Exovea xpdle, ddvovoa xai Basanfopévy Texeiv),
Hippolytus writes :— ’

- ’
ore del ob maverar % éxkAnoin yewioa &k xapdias 1ov Néyov, xairor év
xdope Vwo driorwy Srwxopém.' . . . bv del TixTovoa 3 dkxAnoia Siddoxet

2 () 2
TarTa Ta €0V7].

The same far from commonplace idea is found again in the com. in
Dan. i 10, where the Greek is wanting but the Old Slavonic version
reads, as translated by Bonwetsch: ¢ Es hat des Vaters Mund hervor-
gehen lassen ein reines Wort aus sich, ein zweites Wort wiederum
erscheint gedoren aus den Heiligen bestindig, die Heiligen gebirend wsird
es auck selbst wieder von den Heiligen geboren.

3. In F xii the writer begins by promising his readers that if they will
hearken to the truths which he has been moved by the Logos to
impart to them, they will become ‘a paradise of delights’ and be
‘adorned with various fruits’.> From this he goes on to speak of the
original Paradise, or the Church which it signifies, in which ‘a tree of
Anowledge is planted and a tree of /ife’. It is not, he says, the tree
of knowledge which kills, but disobedience : ‘For neither is there life
without knowledge, nor sure knowledge without the true life. . . .
Discerning this, and blaming the knowledge which is exercised apart
from the precept of the truth,* the Apostle says: Knrow/ledge puffeth up,
but charity edifietl (1 Cor. viii 1).> For he, who thinks that he knows
anything apart from the true knowledge which is testified by the life,
has not known: he is deceived by the serpent, loving not life’
(xii 4-6).

The probable significance of these allusions to a true and false

} Cf. F xi 2 (just before the passage under comment): imé dmioraw u3 vootuevos.

2 Note again * the Gentiles?, of whom the writer of F claims to be the ‘teacher?,
whom he mentions again in xi 4 (i#d é6vdv Emoreidy), and whom Hippolytus so
salemnly addresses in Phslos. x 31 and 34.

3 gouwidots xapwois ewoounuévor. The adj. mownidos is another favourite word with
Hippolytus.

4 dvev dhnleias mpoordyparos. Harmer renders ‘apart from the truth of the
injunction’, In any case the mpéorayua probably refers to the command not to eat
of the tree of knowledge, and the writer’s meaning appears to be that knowledge
(gnosts) is not to be sought by forbidden ways, but according to the rule of faith
and the guidance of the Church.

5 The same words are quoted twice over by Irenaeus Haer, ii 3g. 1: ‘et ideo
Paulus clamavit, Saentiz inflat, caritas autews aedificat : non quia veram seientiam de
Deo culparet. . . sed quia scicbat quosdam sub occasione scientiac elatos excidere
a dilectione Dei.’ He is speaking of the Gnastics.
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Gnosis will be considered further on ; here we are concerned only with
their poetical setting and the words which follow them, viz. :—

7rw goL kapdia s, Lwi) 8¢ Adyos dAndis, xwposuevos. ob Loy

Pépav xal kaprov alpdv Tpuyices del T& mapd Geg molbovpeva, dv oeis

oy drrerar otde mAdvy cvyxpwriferar oidé Eda dbeiperar, dANE wapfévos

moTederac ! (xii 7-8).

If we now tum to the early part of the commentary on Daniel, we
find the garden of Susanna likened by Hippolytus to Paradise, which
in turn represents the Church. Here also there is mention of ‘the tree
of knowledge and the tree of Ffe’® (in Dan.i 17). Then the two elders
hiding in the garden are compared to the serpent in Eden :—

damep yip 1ére &v 1§ wapadeiow dvexpifSy & SudfBolos & 1@ der, olTw
kal viv & Tois mwpeafurépors éyxpuBels Ty éavrod évexicanaey émibupiav,

Tra wéhw & Beurépov Biadleipy Ty Edar (25, c, 18).

4. F ends with a doxology, in this form :—

kol 8ibdoxwy dylovs 6 Adyos ebdpaiverar, 8 ob marip Sofdlerar ¢ 7
36fa eis Tovs aldves. dpiv.

The four books on Daniel each end with a short doxology, of the
same type but variously introduced. The de Antickristo has a similar
one, which must here be quoted with its introductory words :—

mpoadexdpevos T paxapiay Awiba kai émipdveay Tov feod xkal cwTipos
spov (Tit. 1i 13), &v 9 dvacmioas Tols dylous duo odv adrols elpparbioera

SokdLuy watépa, ¢ 7 8dfa eis Tovs alivas. dudy.

Here, before the actual doxology is reached (which is identical in both
passages), we have three points of agreement with F which can hardly be
accidental: the mention of ‘the saints’, i.e. the faithful ; the *rejoicing’
of the Son (or Logos) over them ; and the ¢ glorifying’ of the Father by
the Son.?

5. Vocabulary and style. We have already noticed the appearance in
F of the familiar Hippolytean verb éfeireiv, and this in connexion, as in
Philos. ix 31, with perd wévov. There is one other verb which calls for

v Cf. Iren. Haer. iii 32. 1: ¢ Eva vero inobediens ; non obaudivit enim adhuc cum
esset virgo.'

2 Cf. the fdAov prioews xai fvdov (ofis of F xii 2. In Gen. il 9 we have: #al 7o
fohov 7is (wiis &v péog 1§ mapadeicy, xal 1O fukov Tob eiddvm YYwordyv xalob xad
movnpab. ’

3 The *glorifying” of God, and His desire o be glorified, are thoughts often met
with in Hippolytus. Cf. c. Noet. 14 fin. (8id yép tijs Tpiddos Tadrns marip Sogdlerar) ;
in Dan. ii g (dvBpdmovs dyiovs 6 Beds mpoohye: éavtd, 8 &v els wdvra Tdv Kdopov
dofacbivas); Apost. Trad., in the prayer over a bishop (ebdoxfoas & ols fperiow
dofaabijra).
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special remark, owerifew (xel dwdorodot ouverifovrar, xii g). This is a
Septuagint word, employed several times to render the Heb. verb pa in
the Hipkedl form in which it means ¢ give understanding, make to under-
stand, teach’. It is not found in the N.T., and in the Apost. Fathers
it occurs only in Hermas Mand. iv 2. 1 ; but it is used 2 number of
times by Hippolytus: iz Daz. iii 2z (ol paxdpiot mpodijrar iwd Tod dyiov
nvedpatos dei avvert{duevor), iil 6 (7 ydpis 7oV Geod ddpbivws owveriler Tov
dvfpuwmay), iii 17 (of Daniel instructing the king), iv 39 (imé rod dyyérov
Tafpu\ ouvericfy). But the most striking passage is ¢. Noel. 14, where
this verb describes a characteristic operation of the Holy Spirit : & yap
xelebwy warp, 6 8¢ Imraxovwy vids, 76 8¢ auverlov dyiov Tvelua.

We must note also the use in F of dyiey, ‘ the saints’, in the sense of
the faithful (xi 4, 5, xii 9). Outside the N.T. dywoe as equivalent to
marol Is found in Ep. Barnab. xix 10 (in the parallel passage of the
Didacke, iv 2, it is given another meaning), and a fair number of times
in Hermas ; but it hardly occurs elsewhere in the Apost. Fathers, and
I have not remarked this use in Justin or Irenaeus. By the end of the
second century it was an archaism, yet it is met with constantly in
Hippolytus : examples have occurred in passages already quoted, and
they could easily be multiplied.

And here we may take note of the phrase & Adyos suhel 8. &v BovAerar,
ére 8éher in F xi 7. That God works how and when He pleases is a
thought found more than once in Hippolytus, who has probably taken
it from Irenaeus. A couple of examples may suffice: wdvra wodv ds
(so Migne, but ? ) #é\et, xabos Géle, Gre Oéhe {¢. Noet. 8); and in the
tenth chapter: &re 70éAyoev, xabios J0é\nrev, édete Tov Adyov airod. Cf.
Itenaeus Haer. iv ¥1. 5: ‘filius . . . revelat omnibus {/.. hominibus)
patrem, quibus vult, et quando vult, et quemadmodum vult pater’;
and iv 34. 5: ‘Ille autem volens videtur ab hominibus, a quibus vult,
et quando vult, et quemadmodum vult’.

Lastly, attention must be drawn to two points of mere style, The first
of these is the rhetorical use of series of short ‘and’-clauses. We find
two such series in F :—

b ' ’ hd \ ~ ’ I A k] ’

etra ¢pdfos vopov aderar, kal Tpodyrav xdpis ywdokerat, xat elayyeliov

7 T [t ’ ’ 1 . N s s
wiors iSpurar, kal dmooTéAwv mapddoois' Pukdooerar, xai éxxAnoias
xdpts akeprq (xi 6).
And again :(—

kal cwrijpov deixvurar, kal dmdorodor owverilovray, xai kvplov wdoxa
1 1t is perhaps worth while to recall that on the chair of Hippolytus we have

mention of a work entitled ’AnogToAiny; wepddoais (his Aposiolic Tradition), and
another called *Agédefis xpivaw Tob méoxa, as to which see the next note.
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wpoépxeray,’ xal xAijpos () cvvdyovral, kai (rdvra) perd xéopov (?) dppud-

Lerat, xat Siddokuy dyiovs & Adyos ebppaiverar (xil 9).

These passages, which are nearer poetry than prose, can be matched
by many written in a similar vein by Hippolytus. It may suffice to
quote one specimen from the last chapter but one of the Philosophumena
(x 33/m.) i—

kal kdpatov vréuewe, kol ey H0éAnae, kal Sy olx Hpvioare, xai

Umve Ypéunoe, kai wdfe odx dvreime, xai faviTy vrirovoe, xal dvdoTacw

épavepuorer.”

The other feature referred to is similarly rhetorical, the omission of
the article where in plain prose it would be expected. Such omission
is very noticeable in F, and particularly in c. xi. Hippolytus likewise
frequently drops the article when he adopts the rhetorical style, which
he tends to do in theological argument ; in the ¢. Noes,, for example, he
omits it as often as not before such words as 8ess, wamjp, vids, Adyos.
But especially he tends to omit it in passages of the kind described in
the foregoing paragraph; thus the long series of ‘and’<clauses at the
end of the ¢. Noet. is wholly anarthrous,and so, or nearly so, are several
other passages referred to in the last footnote.

This closes the case, so far as I can present it, for Hippolytus as the
author of ¢ ad Divgnetum xi—xii’, For my own part 1 am satisfied that
we have here the conclusion of some considerable work by Hippolytus,
and this result I shall venture to assume in what now follows,

II. F and the Philosophumena.

It remains to consider Bunsen’s view that F is the lost ending of the
Philosophumena. He states his argument briefly thus:—

‘We want an end for our great work in ten books, and a winding-up

worthy of the grand subject, of the author’s high standing and pre-

L If Hippolytus be the author of our fragment, the words ‘the passover of the
Lord goes forward' are capable of explanation as an allusion to his own paschal
cycle ; otherwise they remain obscure, And the two clauses which follow would
come naturally from one who had written a special treatise on ¢ church order?: that
is, if the reading «A#jpot, for xnpoc of the MS (?), be right ; some editors have adopted
KGIPO{-

? CI. the eucharistic prayer in the Apost. Trad.: ‘qui cumque traderetur
voluntariae passioni, ut mortem solvat, et vincula diaboli dirumpat, et infernum
calcet, et instos inluminet, et terminum figat, ef resurrectionem sanifestzt.” The
following are references to other examples: s Dan. i 33 (end of the book), iii 3¢
(end of the book), iv 15 (a highly poetical passage based on Eccles. xii 3-6), iv 51
anit., iv 58 (cl. also de Antichr. 64) ; c. Noet. 18 (final chapter; and there is a nearly
identical passage in the fragment on Ps. ii 7); Blessings of Jacob p. 13 (in Texte u.
Untersuch. 3 R. viii 1). Hippolytus is apt to fall into this mannerism especially at
the close of a treatise, book, or argument ; and F is the end of a treatise.
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tensions, and with the solemnity of a concluding address. Now we

find such a concluding fragment, which wants a beginning and an

author. Whether we consider its contents, or its style, if it is not, it

might very well be, the close of our work’ (9. 4. i p. 193).

He promises 1o shew in his next ‘letter’, i.e. chapter, ‘the unity, not
of doctrine only, but also of style and language, between our book and
the fragment’. This promise is not fulfilled ; but in any case proof that
F is by Hippolytus is not in itself proof of its connexion with the Phkito-
sophumena. For this we may begin by mentioning two arguments
urged by Di Pauli in the article already referred to.

1. When the writer of F describes himself as 8idoxalos édvav, are not
the ¢ Gentiles” here mentioned those whom Hippolytus has so solemnly
addressed in Philes. x 31 and 34°?

Here it is interesting to recall a conjecture of Lightfoot’s in his essay
on Hippolytus appended to his Clement of Rome (vol. ii pp. 382—383).
As is well known, Lightfoot was for a time strongly tempted to identify
the Roman presbyter Gaius with Hippolytus. To Gaius Photius (575/.
48) ascribes a work which he calls the Zadyrintk, but which, as Light-
foot has shewn (7. p. 379), was evidently the tenth book of the Pkilo-
sophumena ; and he goes on to say that this Gaius, who lived at Rome
in the time of Popes Victor and Zephyrinus, is stated to have been
appointed *bishop of the Gentiles® (yewporovnfijvar 8¢ aimov xai éviv
émioxomov). Taking Gaius to be Hippolytus, Lightfoot says that this
statement—" otherwise not very intelligible '—would harmonize well with
the fact that ¢ Hippolytus in the Refulatior [i.e. Philos.] speaks of him-
self as holding the episcopal office, and addresses the Gentiles more
than once as though they were his special charge’ And he adds in a
footnote : * fn the ciose of the treatise, which is wanting, he may have
alluded to his episcopate more directly, ¢z connexton with the Gentiles to
whom this peroration is addressed’ (my italics). By this peroration’
Lightfoot alludes to the passages in FA4ilos. x 31 and 34, already quoted
in this paper. He then continues in the text: ‘If the designation
“bishop of the Gentiles ” is not strictly correct, it was at least a very easy
inference from his language in this work.” May we not say that the
inference would be more natural still if in the text of Pkslos. x, as read
by Photius, F was included, in which the writer describes himself as
‘teacher of the Gentiles’? At any rate, on this assumption Lightfoot's
conjecture jn his foothote would come very near to being verified.’

2. Di Pauli’s second argument is this: the last chapter of the Ph#/os.,

1 It is to be remarked, however, that further on Lightfoot takes the phrase
‘bishop of the Gentiles’ more seriously and uses it in support of his suggestion

that Hippolytus was ‘a sort of episcopal Chaplain-general of the Forces’ at Portus
and of the miscellaneous population there (ap. at. p. 434).
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as we now have it, ends with the great paradox that man, by becoming
an ‘imitator’ of God, may decome God—ob mpocrdypacw imaxedoas
gepvols «xal dyafol dyafos yevbuevos pynris, oy Spoios (P dpoiws) I
atrob Tymbels. ob yap Traxede Geds kal ot Gedv wovjoas els Sdfav airol.!
But the first words of F imply that something in the nature of a paradox
has just been propounded: ob £éva Surd od8t wepaddyws Lyrd, dAAG
droaréAwy yevdpevos pabnris yivopor 8iddaxaros éfviv. How aptly these
words would follow, if not immediately upon, at least but shortly after
those above.

To Di Pauli’s arguments we may add two others, which have already
been foreshadowed in the discussion of the Hippolytean authorship of F.
The first is that F xii is a discussion—and apparently with allusion to
something that has gone before—of true and false Gnosis (see pp. 9—10
above). It would appear, therefore, that the work which this fragment
concludes was concerned in part with Gnosticism, and if so with heresy
in general.

Next, as already observed (pp. 6-7), at the beginning of the Pks/os.
Hippolytus speaks of his undertaking as wdvov peordv, but comforts him-
self with the reflexion that in the end he will be like an athlete receiving
the crown werd woAdw wdvov, or as the MSS read perd moAdo? wévou.
Also at the end of the ninth book he speaks of himself as having now
¢ with much toil’ exposed the teachings of all the heretics : uerd moAhod
mévov . . . 7@ wdvra ddypara éfemdvres. And in connexion with these
expressions, and especially the last, attention was called to the phrase
in F xi 8, 8oa yap fehjuare 10T xedevortos Adyov exurffpuer &fewely perd
mévov. Have we not here a decisive link, not only with Hippolytus,
but with the largest and most laborious work upon which he ever em-
barked?® As he explains at the outset, it involved not only a far more
elaborate exposure of the doctrines of the heretics than he had pre-
viously undertaken, but also an analysis of many of the philosophers,

! Bunsen argues that such a work as the Pkhilos. could not have ended thus
abruptly and without a doxology, and Lightfoot, as we have seen, assumes that the
close of the treatise is wanting. Here it may be nated in passing that in the Epistle
to Diognetus itself (x 4) the ‘imitating God' is spoken of as a seeming paradox :
dyamhoas 8 pipgris lop abrob ris xpnardrros. sel ph favudoys e Sdvara wpnrys
dvépwmos yevégbar deot- dvvatar Gélovros atrou.

2 For further allusions fo the labour and pains involved in this work cf. Philos,
ix 6, where he comes to speak of the more modern herelics, as he regards Noetus
and Callistus : moAkot 7oivuv 70b mepl madawv alpégewv yevopévov Huiv dydvos. ..
weplhelmerar vov & péyiaros dydw. Similarly in ix 17 fin, he speaks of 7dv moAdw dydva
Tuil katd wugdy alpéoewv Adyov. Already,in iv 45, he had spoken of the pains he
had been to in summarizing the tenets of the philosophers: of &ruxdvres 7§
Yeyevquévy Hudv worvpepuvia wxal 7O omovdniov Gavudoovs: xal TO @ikémovor obk
tavevfioovat, and in v 6 he says: wavv voui{w semoypuévas Td 3ofavra wdot Tois xab’
"EAAqvds Te xal BapBipovs . . , éxrefeiabar,
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with the object of shewing on which of them each heresiarch had based
his system. Little wonder, therefore, that in the course of this work he
speaks more than once, or twice, of the toil which it cost him. With
the ninth book be had completed his refutation of the heretics; but
realizing that many might be deterred from wading through so long and
tedious a work, he determined to undertake the additional labour of
adding in a tenth book a summary of all that had gone belore, together
with an exposition of the true teaching ; and the chances are that belore
he reached the end of this further task he would allude once again to
the toil of it all. The words last quoted from F xi 8 supply such an
allusion, and in characteristic Hippolytean phrase.

Convinced that the fragment is by Hippolytus, I believe also that it
is the closing passage of his great work against the heresies. As such
it would be, in the words of Bunsen, ‘a winding-up worthy of the grand
subject, of the author’s high standing and pretensions, and with the
solemnity of a concluding address’. The dithyrambic rhetoric of the
passage is that of Hippolytus at his highest pitch, and no ordinary
occasion suffices to explain it.

It remains to deal with an objection which is bound to occur to many
readers. F is part of a treatise which in all probability once stood
complete in a MS volume which contained a number of other writings,
most of them wrongly attributed to Justin Martyr. But it is evident
that the Philosophumena is far toolong a work to have been included
in its entirety in such a collection. It is not necessary, however, to
suppose that zke whole of that work, or any large proportion of it, was
included, for Lightfoot has pointed out that ‘there is every reason to
believe that the Summary comprising the tenth book of the Philoso-
phumena was circulated separately from the main portion of the treatise,
and fell into the hands of some who were unacquainted with the rest’;
and also that it was evidently the tenth book alone which was known
to Photius {574/ 48) under the name of the Zadyrinth (0p. cit. p. 379).
That Photius makes Gaius of Rome the author does not matter, for it
is demonstrable that the treatise he refers to was the tenth book of the
Philosophumena.

One last word. T have already made the suggestion that Hippolytus
is the author of a treatise written in a very diflerent style from that
of F—the Epistle to Diognetus itself (/. 7. S. Oct. 1935). If the first
part at least of the present paper has proved what it pretends to prove,
we have now the datum that the ad Diognetum once formed part of a
volume in which it stood immediately before a work of Hippolytus.
Was it perhaps the case that the compiler of the (mainly) pseudo-Justin
collection found these two pieces together in an ancient codex which
did not supply their author’s name? R. H. ConnoLLY.



