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INTRODUCTION.

Tig present volume contains one of the carliest of the
Apologies made to the Roman Emperors on behalf of the
ans, that, namely, which was said fo have been presented
to the Emperor Hadrian by an Athenian philosopher of the
name of Aristides.  Our information concerning this Apology has
hitherto been of the scantiest kind, depending chiefly upon certain
allusions of Euscbius in his Feclesiastical History and i his
hronicon ; as Husebing did nof, however, preserve any extracts
from the book and presents only a most obscure figure in a
philosopher’s garb as its author, while subsequent writers have
acded hittle or nothing to what they found in Kusebius, 1t must
be admitted that our ideas as o the character and scope of one
of the earliest apologetic treatises on Christianity were about as
vague as it was possible for them to be. It is true that there was
a suspicion abroad which came from Jerome that the lost work
of Aristides had been imitated by Justin in his Apology, and
Jerome had also ventured the opinion that the Apology was
woven out of materials derived from the philosophers: bub 1t
was almost impossible to put any faith in Jerome’s statements,
which are usually mere editorial expansions and colourings of
what he found in the pages of Eusebius. Not that there was any
i priort improbability in the opinion that one Christian Apologist
had imitated another, for almost all the Apologies that are known
to us are panfully alike, and it would not be difficult to maintain
of any two of them selected at random that one of them had
borrowed from or imitated the other. The difficulty lay in the
want of literary faith in statements made by Jerome ; but even if
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2 THE APOLOGY

this confidence had not been wanting, we should not have beeu
very much the wiser,

In the case of a companion Apology to that of Aristides,
we were tore happily placed for forming an opinion; since
Busebios nob only deseribes an Apology presented to the Emperor
Hadrian by a certain Quadratus, at the time of one of the imperial
visits to Athens, but gives us also some striking and powerful

sentences, just enough fo convince one that the document was
marked by argumentative force and spiritual insight, and could
not have been a mere conventional tirade against paganism.
Until recent thmes, then, all that could be said on the subject
of these lost Apologies was that we had Husebian tradition for
thetr existence, Eusebian authority for their date, and a Eusebian
extract from one of therm as a specimen of sub-apostolic defence,
a mere brick from a vanished house.

The mist, however, lifted some time ago, when the learned
Armenians of the Lazarist monastery at Venice added to the
obligations under which they have so often laid the scholarly and
Christian world, by publishing an Armenian translation of the
opening chapters of the lost Apology of Aristides; and although
their document was veceived in some quarters' with ineredulity,
it will be seen, by what we have presently to bring forward, that
the fragment which they printed was rightly entitled, and that
they had at least made the way for a satisfactory conception of -

t Especlally by M. Renan, who in his Origines de Christianisme, vol. v1. p. vi.,
says: ‘“Le présent volume é&tail imprimé quand j’al eu comnaissance d’une
publication des mékhitarvistes de Venise contenant en Arménien, avee braduction
Latine, deux morceanx, dont Tun serait Apologie adressée par Avistide & Adrien,
Llanthenticité de cefte pidee ne soutient pas Pexamen. Clesh une composition
plate, gul répondrait bien mal & ce que Busthe el 8. Jérome disent du falent
de Pauteur eb surtout i cette particularité que Uouvreage &indt contextum philoso-
phorum sententits, 1/6erit Arménien ne prégenie pas une seule citation d'auteur
peofane.  La théologie quwon v trouve, en ee qui coneerne Ia Trinité, Pincarnation,
la qualité de weére de Dicu aitribuée & Marie, est postéricure au rve sidele.
Litrudition historique on phatéd mythologique est aussi bien indigne d'un éerivain
do w0 sidele,  Le second ‘sermon’ publié par les mékbitarisies a encore moing
de droit & étre attribné an philosophe Chrésien d’Athdéunes: le manuserit porte
Aristaens : o'est voe homélie insignificsble sur le bon larron.”

M. Reunan was yvightly opposed in this sweeping negabion of anthenticity by
Douleet, who pointed out relations hefween Avistides and the Timaeus as a
justification of the philosophical character of the work.,  Unfortunately Douleek
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cwhich underlay the apologetics. This was o greab
: thewr published fragment shewed fraces of an
interosting originality of method in the eclagsification of the
religious beliefs of the time,

the dogmatl
Morcover

Our eontribution to the subject consists of a By riae translation
of the whole, or substantially the whole, of the missing Apology,
We were so happy as to discover this text in a volume of Syriac

v pwved in the library of the convent of St Catharine,

‘ Mount Sinat, derng a {Iv?tghi,hz? visit which we paid to
those majestic solitudes and silences in the spring of 1889, Our
copy '§'z<w suffered somewhat in the course of tune from sue-
cessive transeriptions, and needs oceasionally the hand of the
{.?::;“fé,z‘;f_(zzﬁ corrector.  The language and thought of the writer are,
however, so simple and straightforward that the limifs of error are
muzeh narvower than they would be in a document where the struc-
ture was more highly complicated; the unintelligible sentences
which accumu 2:‘3,%;{3 in a translation so much more rapidly thau
in the copying of an original document, are almost entively
absent, In fact the writer is more of a child than a philosopher,
a child well-trained in creed and well-practised in ethics, rather
than either a dogmatist defending a new system or an iconoclast
destroying an old one: but this simplicity of treatment, so far
fromi bemng a weakness, adds often greatly to the natural im-
pressiveness of the subject and gives the work a place by the
side of the best Christian writing of his age. But, before going
turther, it will be best to describe a little more closely the volume
from which our text 18 taken.

Description of the MS.

The MS. from which we have copied is numbered 16 amongst
the Syriac MSS. of the Sinaitic convent. The MS. may be

wenb too far, by teying o identify Ayistides with the aunthor of the Hplstle fo
Diognetus,

Harnnck {(Theol, LZ, 1879, no. 16, col. 875 £} was very favourable to the
genuwineness of the fragment, and made some excellent poinis in ity defence.

M. Benan will now have the opportunity of verifying for himeell that the ferm
Theotokos, to whieh he objected go strongly as savouring of the fourth century, is
ot in the Byrine fext

1-e®



4 THE APOLOGY

veferred to the 7th century, and is written in two colunns to
i;in; ;;:,. age.  The book 18 made up of a number of separate treatises

wid extracts, alimost all of which are ethical in character. Thus
fol. 1 b we have

on
ral0a (B RSN hmordy imas dal dusned
i tomd

or, the history of the Lives of the Fathers, translated from Greek
into Syriac.

Onfol. 20

o asalsy am peas A
Ap}‘ya ;"cﬁn‘%;'iy we have here the ILiber Paradisi or lLives of
the Holy Fathers of the Desert, of which many coples exist
mn (xm@ki though 1t may be doubted whether there is any critical
edition. &){}t}m portions of this Syriac version were published at
Upsala by Tullberg and his disciples, 1n 1851, from MSS. in the
Vabican and in the British Museum. In our MS. the cwurrent
heading of the pages 1s
v{;ﬁsm A IV 2. (WS
or, History of the Egyptian Hermits,
After fol. 86 I} two leaves appear to have been cut away.
Fol. 87 b bears the heading
o tasre ol rrsyosy
Of the holy Nilus the Solitary.

At the foot of fol. 93 a beging the Apology of Aristides.

On fol. 105 a begins
B 2ard fadean wm Aa wasil\laar iz

mmm

or, A discourse of Plutarch on the subject of a man’s being
assisted by his enemy.
At the foot of fol. 112 ¢
m%%&a&x by rZrion Ass t&‘%&‘\iﬁ o 3.8 e
or, A second discourse of the same Plutarch wepi dorrjoeas.
,A.g)p&&*(fz;ii‘ y this is the tract published by Lagarde in his dna-
lecta, pp. 177186, and translated by G [demeister and Biicheler.,
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On fol. 1210 WC’%‘%‘W&%&&&& 1 v
A discourse of Pythagoras,
probably the same as s published o Lagarde’s dnalects, pp. 195

© Plutarch, on Az\ugc),? for which see Lagarde,
Analecia 9.“7;{;; o, pp. 186--105.
On ol 18205

lonay e\ iy Ao wausaly wisndsn sad
%m@:% AT Mgm Aareon

A discourse of Lmeius {iu%muu) that we should not receive

slander agatnst our friends 7:*«::{)5, TOU p) padiws wioTevew otafSong.
Appavently the same as 1s given in Sachaun, Inedite, pp. 1-—16.
On ol 140 a
Zzas dn anclal Kis 00 T 3T mah
A discourse made by a philosopher, De Anima :
probably the same as is given in Sachaw, Lnedity, as Philosophorum
de anima sententine,
On fol, 143 ¢
woiy dua dusy hacwhia ida aalam
or, the Counsel of Theano, n female philosopher of the school
[ Pyth: agoras: see  Sachaw, Inedita, pp. 7073, as Theano:
He n‘ ts;'z% e’
O fol. 1450 a oollection of Sayings of the Philosophers,
beginping with
el ¢
On fol. 1510
w1 dmasy oraa s il

amal, ea\orddh dhal araserd duas

A first discourse in explavation of Ecclesiastes, made by Mar
John the Solitary for the blessed Theognis,  See Wright's Cat. of
the Syr. MSS. in the Bt Mis. p. 996.

%@%X& , (Plato the Wise said).

ight's Catalogue, p. 1160, The general contents of this MS. {Brit,
4871 should be somparved with those of the M. here desoribed @ it conbaing
a.g. the Apolegy of Melito and the Hypomnemata of Ambrose, snd various
Philosophieal treabises,
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And from fol. 214 e onward the volume is oceupied with
translations from the Homilies of Chrysostom on Matthew,

The above doseription will shew something of the value of the
M5, T4 will also suggest that it was the ethical character of the
Apology of Arvistides that secured its incorporation with the
volume. Lot us now pass on to discuss the effect which this
recovered  document bas upon our estimate of the Euscebian
staternents concerning the earliest Church Apologists.

Arstides and Fusebius.

3

According to the Chronicon of Kusebius we have the following
date for the Apologies of Quadrabus and Avistides :

1. The Armenian version of the Clhronicon gives under the
year 124 AD. ag follows:
Ol A, Abr. Imp. Rom,

7226 2140 8 ¢ Adrianus Eleusinarum rerwm gnarus
fuit multaque (dona) Atheniensium
largitus est.

Romanorum  ecclesiae  episcopatum
excepit sepbimus Telesphorus an-
nis XI.

Codratus apostolorum auditor et Aristides nostri dogmatis
{nostraec  vei) philosophus Atheniensis  Adriano  supplicationes
dedere  apologeticas (apologiac, responsionis) ob  mandabumn.
Avceperat tamen cof a Serennio (s. Serenno) splendido praeside
(indice) scriptum de Christianis, quod nempe iniguum sit oceidere
eos solo rumore sine inquisitione, neque ulla accusatione,  Scribit
Armonicus Fundius (Phundius) proconsuli Asianorum ut sine ullo
damno et cusatione non damnarentur; et exemplar edictl eius
hucusque civeumferbur,

One of the Armenian MSS. (Cod. N) teansters this notice
about the Apologists to the following year, and it is believed
that this ropresents morve exactly the time of Hadrian’s first
visit fo Athens (125--126 A.0.). With this agrecs the dabing
of the Latin version of Jerome. We may say then that 1t is
the lufention of Kusebius to refer the presentation of both these
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to the tune when Hadreian was spending his first winder
on for the Tmperial 1’@‘%@%‘*&“;'{'&2

and to make them the re
s Fundanus which we fnd abtached to the first Apol gy

i'i artyr,  And since Minucius Fandanus and §m pre-

k
I
v Geanianus were consuls suffect 1 the years 106 and
i%}e 16 18 nob unreasonable to suppose that they held the Asian
i‘ﬂ"’f’%-@%3%’&*’%%‘i§’§?1&1’? i the years AD. 123 and 124, or 12% and 125, If
then Arvistides and Quadratus presented apologies to Hadvian, 1t is
reasomable fo conneet these Mmkég es with lus first Athenian
i the second (A.D. 129---180).

But here weo 'ii&zs,f:g; bo mect with uﬁ‘zmi?i,xw for, in the frst

T
wiber and nob witl

much doubf has been thrown on the genuinencss of the
he om g}(‘*xz;* to Minucius Fundanug; in the second
place @18 o guspicious ',%,"él?if«‘éﬁ%fi}‘}bk@i’.i(’x} between Quadratug the
Apologist and another Quadratus who wag bishop of Athens tn the
reign of Antoninus Pius, suceceding to Publius whom Jerome
affirms to have been martyred; and o the third place our
newly-recovered docuraent cannob by any possibility be rveferred
fo i%xe period suggested by Kusebius, and there is only the bavest
by of ity having bmm ;g}l’i‘i“;é%l'fﬁi‘{} to 'ii;h(z Emperor Hadrian

e

;;ﬁm‘s 2

ab all, Leb os exy

a8 our Tneay ?tw e miif}é as to the time of
nbation of the ﬁ,\}m ogy Gf Azwmﬁu& and the person or persons

to whom 16 was

s addres *«;s;;-zdx

The Armenian fragiment is headed as follows:

To the Emperor Hadrian Caesar, from Aristides, philosopher
of Athens.
There 15 nothing, at first sight, to lead us to believe that this
18 the origmal hé é‘?iu;’z‘; such a summary merely refiects the
Fusebian tradition and might be znmwim‘iﬁf;} derived from it.
When we turn to the §35 vige Version, we find a somewhat
siilay preface, to the following effect.

sgy made by Avistides the | ’hziw«uphg 1 before Hadrianos
the King, concerning the wership of Almighty God.

But this, which seoms to be a mere litors

ary ?mwié,:z.zg; proper,

shall we say, for one out of a collection of apologies, s 1mmediately
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followed by another introduction which cannot be auything else
than a part of the primitive apology. It runs as follows:
- Cacsar Titus Hadrianus Antoninus, Worshiptul and Clement,
fromn Marcianus Aristides, philosopher of Athens.

The additional information which we derive from this sentence
is a sufficient guarantee of its genuineness; we have the first
vame of the philosopher given, as Marcianus; and we have the
name of the emperor addrossed given at length.  To our astonish-
ment this is not Hadrian, but his successor Antoninus Pius, who
bears the vame of Hadrian by adoption from Publius Aelius
Hadrianus,  Unless therefore we can shew that there is an error
or a deficiency in the opening sentence of the Apology we shall
be obliged to refor it to the time of the empervor Antoninus Pius,
and to say that Eusebius has made a mistake in reading the fitle
of the Apology, or has followed some one who had made the
mistake before him.  And it seems tolerably elear that if an
ervor exist ab all in such a precise statement as ours, it must be
of the nature of an omission. Let us see what can be urged in
favour of this theory. We will imagine that the original title
contained the names both of Hadrian and of Antoninus Pius,
his adviser and companion, much in the same way as Justin opens
his first Apology with the words, “to the Emperor Titus Aelius
Hadrianus Antoninus Pius Augustus Caesar and to his son Veris-
simus the Philosopher, and to Lucius the Philosopher, natural son
of Caesar and adopted son of Pius...I Justin...have written the
following appeal and supplication.” In support of this theory we
might urge the apparent dislocation of the opening sentence of
our Apology.  The Syriac version is clearly wrong in its punctua-
fion, for cxawmple, since it transfers the expression da e

(Almighty) to Caesar, by placing a colon after the word enlee
(God). This is eclearly impossible, for that the writer did not
attempt to translate, say, avroxpdrwp as if it were wavroxparwp
will be evident from his correet use of the Divine attribute later
on in his work, Bub even if the translator had been guilty of
such a mistake, the case would not have been bettered, because
Antonine would now have been styled Emperor as well as Cacsar,
But let us imagine if we please that the term Caesar or
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olongs to a previous name which has dropped

| sar b
out and supply the conuncetive necessary, so as bo read, “To the
Fanperor Aclius Hadrianus Augustus Caesar and o Titus Hadria-

Anton i ’{;{;},}}’ {irge %’f?’m;i; ;%1{2

.7 Tu support of this we
adjectives which follow are mavked in the Syriac with the sign
ol §§§é‘ sg@;m% as it the writer imagined himself to be addressing
MOre ‘§Z;<&;z.,~§usm than one.  Supposing then fthat this is the case
the question as to the name given
if he is called Hadrian, this must mean that the
mbed ab some timwe subsequent to his adoption,
i erally understood to have taken place in the year
.00 188, only a Little while before Hadrian's death.  So that in
any case we should be prohibited by our document from dating
the Apology in question either in the fust visit of Hadrian to
Athens or in the sccond visit, and we should only have the
barest possibility that it was presented to Hadran at alll  Ii
would have, so to speak, to be read o him on his deatli-bed at
Bawe. Seeing then the extreme difficulty of maintaining the
Hadrianic or Euscbian hypothesis, we are driven to refer the
Apology to the reign of Antoninus Pius, and to affiemn that
Fusebius made a mistake in reading or quoting the title of the
book, in which mistake he has been followed by a host of other
and later writers.  If he followed a text which had the heading a
m the Syriae, he has misunderstood the person spoken of as H dﬁxmii
the king ; and if on the other hand he takes the opening sentences
as his guide, he has made a superficial reference, W}wiz a cimm
reading would bave corrected.  All that is necessarvy to muke the
syriae M. intelligible is the introduction of a simple prepositional
prefix before the imperial name, and the deletion of the ribbu
points in the adjectives,

Nor s this ::’zfii,; for there can be no doubt that the two
fz;iigf{‘;}%iw in guest 100 {r{wlm%ma Mm&m} are intended to
vepresent two of the final titles of Antoninus: raa\ oo standing

3

we should still have to face

tor the Greck ZeBacris, which again is the equivalent of the
Latin dugustus; and ey mapton being the equivalent of the

ile Prus which ‘the Roman Senate gave to Antoninus shortly
:x.‘%i&fai‘ his accession and which the CGreeks render by edoeBis.
And 1t 1s precisely in this order that the titles are usually found,
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viz. Augustus Pius, which the Syrinc has treated as adjectives,
and connected by a conjunction. Moreover this translation of
evoefe on the part of the Syriac interpreter shews that the
meaning of the title is ‘clement’ or “compassionate, rather than
that of mere filial duty, which agrees with what we find in a
tetter of Marcus Awrelius to Faustina; “hace (clementia) patrem
buam maprimis P nomine ornavitt”

Now how will this conclusion react upon the companion
Apology of Quadratus? We could, no doubt, maintain that
it leaves the question where 1t found it.  The mistake made
by BEusebius need not have been a double error, and the correct
reference to Hadrian for Quadratus’s Apology would have furnished
a starting-point for the incorrect reasoning with regard to Aristides.
On this supposition we should simply erase the reference to Aristides
from Eusebius and his imitators.

But there is one difficulty to be faced, and that is the fact
that we were in confusion over Quadratus before we reached any
conclusion about Aristides. And our investigation has not helped

to any elucidation of the confusion. Read for example the language
e which Busebius (H. £, 1v, 8) describes the presentation of the
Apology.

Abnios “Adpravos Srabéyerar iy nyepoviar' Tovre Kodpdros
Nayoy wpoodwvicas avadldwow, dmwoheylay cuvrdfas vmép Tis
wall nuas GeooeBelas
and compare it with the Greek of the Chronicon as preserved by
Syncellus,

Kobparos o iepos Tov dmoarirwv drovorys Aihie "Adpiarg 76
avroxpdTops Noyous amohoylas vmép Xpioriavor édwrer
and we naturally suspect with Harnack® that the title must have
been séen‘;{}zi;iziﬁg’ like the following,

Noyos dmohoyias Umép Tijs Tov XproTiavdy Geooefelas,
and we are confirmed in this belief by finding that the Aristides
Apology was also headed

dmohoyia Vmép Tis OeooeBelas
ab least ibs literary heading must have been very like this.
b Quoted by Eckhel, Doctrine vii, Ph 1 p. 86, This would seem to resolve the
perplexity of Spartianus as bo the origin of the name.
2 Die griechischen Apologeten p. 1061, 1 need not say how much I am indebled to
Harnack's investigations. It will be apparent throughout these pages,
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May we uot that the opening sentences of the
Guadratus-Apology must have econtained the dedication Adhie
Adprave which we cmgi suggested above?  But when we have
made theso suppositi hie ?fxliié.ii<.rk;3.1§;}' between the two apologies
e the %ié&%é;ﬁ:ﬁé 18 very ;.;zwl% for Aelius Hadrianus 15 also o part
of the adopled name of the emperor Antoninus.

And let us look at the matter from another point of view.
One of our ecarly sources of information aboub Quadratus, the
hens, 18 found in a passage of a letter of Dionystus
ot Corinth preserved by Busebing, and cert
Covinth ought to be good aw Mmy for Athenian religious history
of the fime immediately preceding his own. iﬁﬁm&ﬁblti&s does not
actually quote the letter which Dionysius wrote to the church at
Athens, but he fells us its scope and makes 1t easy to divine
ity contents: his language 1s as follows

7 0¢ (dmoTory) wpos Abyvalovs Sweyeprinn wicTews xai Tis
gaTd TO evayyéhioy moheTelas' fs ohvywpioavras éléyyel, o5 Gy
pirpot Sety amooTavras Tol Ayov, €€ obmep TOV TPOETTEHTA AVTOY
Hotmhor paprvpfioar kara Tovs 1ére avvéfny Siwyuods. Kodpdrov
o¢ pera Tov paprupiaavta olwrhioy katactavres avTov émioro-
MOV WEUVTTRL ETLUapTUpdy, ©s v Swa s avTod omwoudis dmi-
avraylévroy, kai ”3“?::*@* miaTens avalomipnow epyiTor.

From this it would naturally be inferved that the Quadratus

bishop of

menk
Cormth; for the latter writes to the Athenlans al once convicting
%%a i of slackness in the faith, and congratulating them on their
iappy revival under the ministration of Quadratus. And since
§;zuumc¢m writes letlers also to Sofer, the bishop of Rome, who
belongs to the carly yoars of Marcus Aurelius, we should probably
say that Quadratus was nol very mu(*?’ earlier than this, which
would place him in the ragn of Antoninus Pius. And the
persecubion ab Athens Wﬁ'}iah ended in the martyrdom of Publius
must therefove fall in the  SAmMe veign,  Now Jerome (de Varr, ol

1) identifies this (g% adratus, ilw bishop of Athens, with the
, and a::z_,;é3.:3(;:4,111{&;1%;;E.y pushos back the persccution into the

2

,A,.p{},&;%,i,% '

P Qundeabus apostolorum diseipulus, Publio Athenaruin episeopoe ob Chrisii
rio coronate, fn locurn colus substibunibur eb ecclesiam grandi ferrore

fidem man
dispersamn fide ef industiia sun congregat.  Cumque Hadrianus Athenis exegissel

inly Dionysius of

tioned in the letter was a contemporary of Dionysius of
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veigu of Hadriav,  We do not indeed attach any especial woight
to Jerome’s statement as to the time of the persecution, which is
simply a combination made up oub of passages from Kusebius
concerning Quadiatus and Dionysius with slight amplifications.
He can hardly be right in placing the perscention under the reign
of Hadran, for, as Lightfoot points out’, Eusebius, from whom
he dhaws his facts, knows nothing about it: moreover we have
information from Melito® that Antoninus Pius did actually write
bo Athens to suppress a persecution of the Christians. But, on
the other hand, may he not be vight after all in his identification
of the bishop Quadratus with the Apologist, and do not the
cireumstances of the persecution suggested by Melito and testified
to by Dionysius exactly suit the presentation of the Apology to
the emperor?

While then we would readily admit that, as long as fhe
Apology of Aristides was held to belong fo the time of an
Athenian visit of Hadrian, the Apology of Quadratus naturally
remained with it, yet on the other hand when the Hadrian
hiypothesis is untenable for Aristides, will not the Quadratus-
bishop aund Quadratus-apologist naturally run together, and be
one and the same person?  Or is there anything to prevent the
identification 2 The words ‘apostolorum  discipulus,” used by
Jerome, and the corresponding words of Husebius, dmoeorilww
drxovorys, can hardly be held to militate seriously against this
hypothesis, for they are evident deductions from the passage which
Fusebius quotes from the Apology of Quadratus about the sick
people healed by the Lord, “some of whom continued down to our
times,  Jerome says boldly that Quadratus had scen very many
of the subjects of our Lord’s miracles; which is in any case a gross
exaggeration.  But if such persons, cither many or few, had really
lived into the age of Quadratus, it would be very difficult to place
hiemem, invisens Eleusinam, eb omnibus paene Graccise sacris initintus dedisset
oceasiopem hig, qui Chulstianos oderant, absque praccepto imperatoris vexare
credentes, porrexit ef librum &e.”

U Lightfoot, Ignatius, ed. ii. 1x. 541,

& Buseb, H. K. 1v. 26, ex apologia Melitonis, ¢ 8¢ warip oov kal ool 74 ebpmurre
Seoskeivros abrg, rals wihear wepl vob undér vewrepllew wepl Hudv Eypaper év ols kai
wpds Aapuroalovs kol wpds Oeooalovixels kol Abyralovs xal wpos wdvras "EXwpras.  This
certainly looks like an outbreak of persecufion in Greeee.
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}} ish in bhe veign of Antoninus Pius. Unless, the
it can be maintained that the language quoted by Eusebius from

s an exacggeration or a misundesstanding we
vdly ideniify the bishop with the apologist. This is the furthest
;mmi to which the evidence carries the argument.

And now let us veturn to Aristides and see whether we can
determine anything further concerning the time and manner of
presentation of the Apology.

And first of all we may say that the simplicity of the style
of the Apology is in favour of an early date. The religious ideas
and practices are of an antique cast.  The ethies shew a remarkable
continumiby with Jewish ethies: the cave for the stranger and the
friendless, the burial of the dead and the like, are given as
characteristic virbues both of Judaism and of Christianity. Indeed
we may say that one of the surprising things about the Apology
18 the friendly tone in which the Jews are spoken of: one cerfainly
would not suspect that the chasm between the Church and the
Synagogne had become as practically impassable as we find it in
s middle of the second century.  There is no sign of the hostile
tone which we find towards the Jews in the martyrdom of P{'ﬁy(}:wgé;
and nothing like the severify of mmtwmpi; which we find in the
Epstle to ,§A,31@gm;»tzm If the Church is not in the writer’s time
any longer under the wing of the Synagogue, it has apparently
no objection to taking the Synagogue occastonally under its own
wing.

Such a consideration scems to be a mark of antiquity, and one
would, therefore, prefer to believe, if it were possible, that the
Apology was &:,%é‘.};‘z,”l.lt;?}f‘ than the Jewish vevolt under Bar-Cochab.
But since we have shewn that view to be untenable (and yet how
attractive if we could fp}(wo Anistides 1 the second visit of Hadran
to Athens, and Quadratus in the first ) we must content ourselves
with seeking as early a date as is consisbent with the super-

Ca

seriptions,

Another point that seems ancient about our Apology is that
it confains traces, and very interesting fraces, of the use of
ao creed, very similar to the Apostolic Symbol, but involving
certain notable points of difference.  We shall discuss the question
more at length by and by but at present it will be interes

;liié§
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b0 notice, especially in view of the obviously friendly attitude of
the writer towards the Jews, that his creed contained a clause o
the effect that

‘e was crucified by the Jews,

perhaps without the clause that was current in later times, ‘under
Pontius Pilate.” Now I am aware that fhere are some persons
to whom this will seem an argument for a later date; for example
M. Renan, Origines Vi p. 277, says “les Chrétiens commengaient
& faire retomber sur I'ensemble de la nation juive un reproche
que siirement n1 Plerre ni Jacques ni Pauteur de PApocalypse
ne songeaient A lul adresser, celui daveir crueifié Jésus” It
would be interesiing however to compare this statement of
ML Renan with the language of Peter in Aects ii. 36, “ Whom ye
crucified ;7 of James in Ep. v. 6, “ye murdered the Just;” or
with the writer of the Apocalypse where he describes Jerusalem
as the spiritual Sodom and Egypt, “where also our Lord was
crucified.”

The very same charge is made by Justin in his dialogue with
Trypho?, who uses language very similar to that of the Epistle of
James, and in discussing the miseries which have befallen the
Jewish race, says pointedly “Fairly aud justly have these things
come upon you; for Ye slew the Just One” Why should we
assume such a sentiment to be a mark of late date ?

These references do not, however, suggest that the sentence
in question was in the Creed. To prove that, we should have to
go mueh farther afield, for the known forms of early creeds do
not scom to contain 1t: if, however, we were to examine the
Apocryphal Christian Literature of the carly centuries, we should,
no doubt, find many traces of the lost sentence. For example, it
comes over and over in the Apocryphal Acts of John, a Gnostic
document which Wright edited and translated from the Syriac.
Here we find the sentence frequently in the very connexion which
it would have with other Christian dogmatic statements if it had
been incorporated with some actual form of the Symbol of Faith.
When we find that these Acts give us as the staple of Apostolic
teaching that

t Dial, 16,
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“The Jews cructhied Him on the tree,
And He died
And vose alter three days,
And He is God,
And He ascended to Heaven
And s ab the right hand of His Father”

we ust admit that the sequence of ideas, and probably the very
words ave from a Creed,
The same thing is true when we find the Apostle speaking,

and saving
“In the name of Jesus the Messiah, God,
Whom the Jews cruciied and killed in Jerasalewm
And He died and was buried
Axnd rose after three days:
And lo? He is above in Heaven
At the right hand of His Father.”

At all events we may maintain that theve is evidence for the
iffusion of the Creed in early times under a shghtly different
form to that generally received, and if so, we may call 1t a mark
of antiguity to have the Apology of Aristides expressing itself to
that effect; for certainly no such sentence in the generally re-
ceived Creed existed in later times, however widely the sentiment
against the Jews may have been diffused.

It is interesting also fo compare the custom of the early Chris-
tiang in the mabter of fasting, that they might relieve by their
sell~denial the necessities of the poor. This 1s precisely what we
tind described so fully in the Svmilitudes of Hermas (Svm. v.
3), where the directions arve given that on the day when we fast
we ave ourselves fo eat only bread and water, and caleulate the
amount saved thereby and bestow it on the poor. Now very many
of the later fathers teach the same doctrine, that fasting and alms
are conjoined in duty and merit, and that it is proper, under cer-
tain eicumstances, for the church to call for such an expression of
veligion.  But what makes for the antiquity of the Apology is that
the whole chureh fasts, not mercly one day, but two or three days,
and that not by direction or rule, but becanse they are poor and
bave wo other way of meeting the needs of those who are poover
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than themselves. It is a spontaneous, rather than a commanded
charity, dictated at once by love and necessity. Can such a prac-
tice in such a form be other than carly? But if the Apology is
carly in its doctrines and practices, where shall we place it ? Must
it not be at least as early as the first years of the reign of
Antoninus Pius? ‘

But here we are in difficulty again, for, if we assume that the
Apology was presented to Antoninus Pius in person, we have no
sabisfactory evidence that Antoninus was ever in the East, or in
Greece after his accession, and even the suspicions as to an Eastern
visit belong to a later period of his reign, say AD. 154, Did
Avistides present the Apology at Rome or elsewhere?  May we
infer from his calling himself Marcianus Aristides, Philosopher of
Athens, that he was in some city not his own natural dwelling-
place . For that he came from Athens is deducible not only from
his own statement but also from the fact to which we have
already alluded that Antoninus wrote to Athens to suppress a
persecution of the Christians.  But this almost implies that
Antoninus was not in Athens when he received the Apology, or
where would be the need of writing a lefter at all? He must
have been out of Ureece.

Only two solutions seem to present themselves, (1) that Aristides
Journeyed to Rome to present his apology; (i) that Antoninus
made some unrecorded visit to the Kast,

Now with regard to the second of these suppositions there is
reason, ontside of our argument and its necessities, to believe that
some such visit musgt have taken place, and that Antoninus held
court at Siyrna, some time after his accession to the throne.

In the celebrated letter of Irenaeus to Florinus (written pro-
bably later than A.n. 189) the writer speaks of having seen Florinus
when he lived in lower Asia with Polycarp, when he was at the
royal court, and rising in esteem there; he, Irenaeus, being at that
timne a boy. Now this seems o imply some kind of royal residence
at Smyrna; but it has always been difficult to determine what is
meant by such a voyal residence. The problem is discussed by
Lightfoot in his lgnatius (ed. 1. vol. 1. p. 449). It cannot be
Hadrian’s visit in A.D. 129, which would be too early; and Light-
foot thinks that although there is some reason for believing
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s to have been i Syria, aod §
f%’izia;xizzz BOOW about Ap, 154, 155, i‘mx,
account of the mention of Polycarp. Accordingly Lightfoot frames,
with sorme hesitation, the following hypothesis: * &?;z}w the yoar
Méf:x» ’Jgﬂ Aurvelius Fulvug was proconsul of Asia.  Within two or
| ws of his ps raised to the tmperial throne,
known as Antoninus Pius, Even during hig proconsulate
marvked him as the fubure occupant of the imperial throne.
INE Ay ved to his sutte, and Ivenaeus o affor
E‘gé; well eall the proconsul’s retinue the ‘royal Court’
by anficipation, especially if Florinus  accompanied him  fo
Rﬁ}iiﬁf 2, &

Antontings

AN

hore date is too late, on

seonsulate he w

have belon

This ingenious hypothesis only fails to meet our requivement

ot one point, viz. that the name given to Antoninus in the Apology
15 the name given him after {«uiu}ﬁ;mm; and 50 i8 subsequent to
Yeb, 25, A0, 138,

Buk suppose we imagine a visib of Antoninus to Asia Minor

some years tater than this, we could find then some support for
the theory that Aristides presented his Apology to the Emperor at
Smyrna.

For we might say that the name of Marcianus is a conspicuous
one in the Church at @myma When the Church of the Smyrnaeans
wrote for the Church of Philomelium the account of the martyrdom
of Polycarp, they employed to compose the wvarrative a person
whom they characterise as our brother Marveianus', Now it is
worthy of note that this person must have been conspicuous in the

Church of Smyrna, for he 18 probably the same person to whom
b’@;@:@m% whoge relations with the Church at Smyrna are so intimate,

dedicated one of hig treatises®. Moreover the relations of the
Church to the Emperor through Florinus would have been favour-
able for the presentation of the Apology.
Let us then say, in vecapitulation, that we have found it difficult

o asal an fa’m‘* Apology to any other ”E}{""i”it’}d than the early years of
the veign of Antoninus Pius; and it is ab least conceivable thatb it
may have been proser nted to the Emperor, along with other Chris-
bian writings, during an anrecorded visit of his to his ancient seat

of government in Smyrna.

b Mart, Polye, 20, % Huseb, H, X, v, 26,
H. A 9
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There are a few later veferences to Axistides to which we
have drawn no attention hitherto, because it seemed to be mpos-
sible to extract any trustworthy data from them: they are as
follows

(1) A passage in a letter of Jerome to Magnus, “ Aristides
philosophus, vir eloquentissimus, eidem prineipi (Hadriano)y Apolo-
gebicum pro Chyistianis obtulit, contextum philosophorum senten-
bits, quem Imitatus postea Justinus, et ipse philosophus.”  This is
simply a réchauffé of the Busebian data, with reflections thereupon,
Justin being a philosopher, his Apology naturally imitates the
philosophical treatise which has preceded his own.

(2) Martyrologium Vetus Romanum® ad v. Nonag Octobiis.

“ Athenis Dionysii Areopagitae sub Hadriano diversis tormen-
tis passi, ub Aristides testis ost in opere quod de Christiana
religione composuit; hoc opus apud Athenienses inter antiquorum
memorias clarssimum tenetur””  Aristides himself 1s commemo-
rated on 1. Kal, Septr. and 1t is said that in his treatise he main-
tained “quod Christus Jesus solus esset Deus.”

It would be very interesting to determine how the Martyro-
logies arrived at these statements.  Our Syrac Apology certainly
containg no trace of an allusion to Dionysius the Arcopagite; on
the other hand 1t fairly enough teaches the Divinity of Christ.
We would dismiss the statements at once as archeological fictions
if 1t had not been that evidence has been produced for the exish-
ence of a Latin version of Aristides. Harnack’s attention was
drawn by the pastor Kawerau to the following letter of Witzel to
Beatus Rhenanus, dated Bartholomew’s day 1534, “Dedisti nobis
Eusebium, praeterea Tertullianum. Restat ut pari nitore des
Justinum Martyrem, Papiam et Ignatium graece excusum. Amabo,
per Bibliothecas oberrare, venaturus si quid seripsit Quadrabus,
sl practer epistolam alia Polycarpus, si nonnihil praeter Apologeti-
con Aristides. Desgpice, si quae supersunt Cornelil et tanta bono-
rim librorum panolethria.  Ploves sunt Dionysii scriptores, sed
omnes praeter nnum Aveopagitem desyderamus, qui vtinam sua
quoque in Jingua extaret.  Utinam exorirentur Stromata Clemen-
tis, breviter quicquid est wpoviov. Tinese pascuntur libris, quibus

¥ Migne, Potr. Lat. cxsi,
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homines paser debebamus &e” I have ;‘f%'@fsz\z‘z the oxtract frowm
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Celsus and Aristides.

It may be worth while to point to a possible connexion between
the True Word of Celsus and the Apology of Aristides,

1. Celsus s zmdoab%d,{} very nearly conternporary with
Avistides; although it is difficult to determine his date exactly
(and even Origen was doubtful as to his 1&@;@&%}?} we may probably
say with a gz,z{;d assurance of safety that he was at the zenith
of hig influence and fame under the reign of .Amgzuztgzw Pius,

2. It is peculiarly diffieult to determine what Christian
books had come 1nto the hands of Celsus, whether gospels or
other literature.  We know however for certain that he had vead
the dialogue between Jason and Papiscus, a work of Aristo of
Pella, written not long after the close of the Jewish war under
Hadrian, and so at a period very near to the one in which we are
mterested. Now if bhe were reading contemporary Christian
literature he could hardly migs Avistides,

3. And since we find more and closer parallels between the
fragments preserved by Origen from the great work of Celsus
and our Apology than between most of the other books of the
century, it 18 ab least a fair question whether Axistides wag not
one of the persons to whom Celsus nndertock to reply.

Y Die griechischen Apologeten, p. 107 note. ¥ ecannot ind i in Brigfwechsel des
Bieatus Rhenanus by Horawits and Harblelder, Leipzig, 16886, © undeystand, how-
evar, from FProf. Kawerau, that it may be found in Epistolarm G. Wicelil iibri
tres, Lipsing, 1587,

3
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One of the leading beliefs in Aristides is that God made
all things for the sake of maen. This doctrine he repeats in
various forms, shewing that the separate elemeuts, the earth,
the air, the fire, and the water together with the sun, moon
and stars, arc his ministers. Now Celsus seems to have Dbeen
particularly opposed to this doctrine and to have discussed it
at length: it was one of the points of contact between the
Stoie philosophy and the Jewish and Christian faiths, and Celsus
was, no doubt, well prepared to be diffuse on the subject by
many previous philosophical encounters.

He draws ridiculous pictures of the philosopby of the frogs in
the swamp, of the ants in their ant-hill, and of bevies of bats,
discussing the to them obvious proposition that the world has
been made solely for their benefit. Accordingly Origen remarks,
waparhneiovs Nuds mwowel crdAnEr Pigrovow b1 Beds éorer,
elro per’ éxetvoy Huels vm’ avtob yeyovbres wavrh), Suoor 76 B
xal Hpiy wavra vroBéBAyTar, yi kal J8wp kal anp kai doTpa,
kal Huwyv éveka wavra kal Huily Sovievew réraxrart. In which
sentence he has pretty well covered the argument from Providence
as stated by Aristides. Were the elements and the stars, says he,
made for the self-congratulation and self-exaltation of the bat, the
frog, or~~the man ?

But he carries out the argument in detail: a providence over
man i as reasonable as a providence over beasts and vegetables,
which can be proved from the same data. Awa worhey & £
dykarel Fpiv os 1o dvlpdme Gdokover wdvra wemomkévas Tov
Oedy, xal Bovherar éx ThHs wepl Tdv {wev ioToplas kal Ths
dudpawopévns alrols dyywolas Sevkvivar, 0vdéy pddhoy avBpdmroy
) rdv dhoywy Ldwv Evexev yeyovévar Ta wdvra®.  Indeed, accord-
ing to Celsus, Providence is more apparent in the case of ants and
bees and the like, which obtain their food without labour or with
much less labour than happens in the case of man. IHe will not
hear of such a statement as that the sun and stars serve man,
much less what Aristides affirms, that the sun was created to serve
the multiplicity of human need. Do not, says he, quote me verses
from Furipides about sunshine and shade serving man; how do
they scrve himn any more than the ants or the flies, which sleep

L Origen e, Celsum, lib, 1v. 23, 2 1ib, 1v. T4.
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and wake much as we do? ef 82 rai 76, HAios ueéw vof re Sovhedel
Aporols,” 71 pdrhoy Huiy 3 vois popunEe kai Tals pulas’;

Now of course we do not mean to suggest that Aristides

ument from Providence or that Celsus was é:»%;i?::
jcorn upon it The argument and the reply are
comionplaces, Isus’s question as to whether *iiz;;z world was
vied for the sake of vegetables will be found discussed in
co, de Notura Deorum 11, 188, “Cuiusnam causa tantarum
vum molitio sit?  Arborumne et herbarum? quae quamquam
sine sensu sund, famen a npabura sustinentur. At id quidem
absurdum est.  An bestiarum? Nihilo probabilius, deos mzz’i‘;m wm
et nibil ntelligentium causs tantum laborasse... Ita fit credibile
qi arum eb ‘ffif}mmwn causa factum esse mundum, quaeque in eo
sint omnia,’
?% is easy to see how both the Jewish and Christian teachers,
wiing from the same texd, the first verse in the book of Genesis,
and formulating the same statement of faith, that the Almighty
was © Maker i}f Heaven and Farth, found themselves fighting
i the ranks with the Stoles against the Epicureans, and so
o from time to time to the infinite raillery which seemed
the labter school to be proper to the situation. As we have
said, Avistides does not stand alone in the statement. Justin
Martyr takes the same ground and implies that it is a part of
the regular Christian teaching. “We are taught,” says he, “that
Aod in His goodness created all things in the begluning from
formless matter, for the sake of man®;” and the unknown writer of
the Epistle to Diognetus affirms that “CGod loved men, for whom
He made the world, to whom He subjected all things that are in
the earth®”

It 13 however worthy of notice that in Aristides the argument
is vepeated over and over, and that Celsus answers it, as Origen
thought, af unnecessary length. It is not therefore inconceivable
that Avistides may have drawn the Epieurean fire upon himsell
(and in this mabter we may certainly coumt Celsus with the Epi-
curcans) by the stress which he laid on the point in his Apology.

Let us pass on to another point upon which Aristides is

invenbea the ar
{ to heap «

+ lib, yv, 79, ? Justin dpol. 1. o, 10
3 Ep. ad Diegn. 10.
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somewhat oviginal, viz. the doctrine of the races of the world
and of their origin,

des divides the world into four races, the Barbarian, the
the Jow, the Christian,  The last two races arve curiously
deseribed; the Jews derive thelr origin from Abraham, Isaac and
Jacob: they went down from Syvia into Egypt; they came back
from Egypt into Syria.  As for the Christians, the new race, they
derive their orvigin from Jesus the Messiah, and He is called the
Son of God Most High,

Now in the first book against Celsus, Origen remarks as
follows: “Celsus promises that he will speak on the subject
of the Jews later on, and he begins his discourse concerning
our Saviour, as being the leader of our generation in so far as
we are Christians®, and he goes on to say that he was the leader of
this teaching, o few yoars ago, being regarded by the Chuistians as
the Son of God.” y

Now it is worthy of note that if Celsus is handling any written
doctiment, that document proceeded from the discussion of the
Jews to the Christians, affirmed Christ to be the head of the new
race, and declared that His followers regarded Him as the Son
of God. The agreement at this point with Aristides is certainly
striking.

When moreover we come to the discussion of the Jews, Celsus
breaks out that the ‘Jews were mere Egyptian runaways, and that
this darling people of God had never done anything worth remem-
bering® just as if he had passed over the names of the Patriarchs
and fastened on the admission that the Jews had come out of
FEgypt. Accordingly Origen replies that it is universally agreed
that the Jews reckon their genealogy from Abraham, Isaac and
cadés &y dre wal yevearoyotvrar lovdaior dmo Tdv Tpidv
warépor Tod " Afpadp kat Tob loadk xat o larw.

When Avistides deals with the beliefs of the Jews he expresses
the remarkable opinion that the Jewish ritual is rather an adoration
of angels than a worship of God. The expression is the more
able, because Arvistides affects to reason throughout as the

Jacob;

romark

L Orig, 6. Cels. 1. 26 ds yevoudvou gryepbros +j kobd Xpwrwol éoper yevéoe:
o,

By e ¥ PR
7 Orig, oo Uols, av., 33,
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%ﬁuiu n§ sher rather than the Chrstiap, and he forgets humsell and
o ﬁsi‘;e“‘s angels without even an t’il&pEgifi,j,ii‘i;?,{.)ii. to the emperor,
are intended,  What shall we say then when we
1
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o Moot adrols

ag {0 wi mé in
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wing that the Jews worship angels'? Aéywr adrovs

z;’és;;i;’s‘qsf;z; f; yEAOUS Kal YOI ;m;(zgz wrpoairciofar 95

18 s0 puzzled as to ask “where

fyéfgm&«zf 5??’;?‘«;@;?’?}% ?’a nd (?‘;

shiy : If; is certainly curious that we find
?’.ﬁ%ﬁ}"i k‘ 513 "%gﬁwoﬁ )}f the Apology of Aristides,

mﬁw analogies might be traced: for example,
s 18 especially irate with the Christiang for their ridicule
yphian super %i;i'i;mmi they see nothing except ephemeral
animals, instead of grasping eternal ideas. Now there is no
doubt that it is a very common subject of Christian merriment,
but perhaps no one of the early Christian writers has laughed
so much in detail about it as Aristides. We will not however

and necessary collisions between the attack and the
defence of given religions: suffice it to say that we have shewn
ib 6o be by no means an inconceivable proposition that Celsus had
vead the Apology of Aristides before he penned his A\n8s Ndryos.

The Symbol of the Fuaith in the time of Avistides.

Aristides the Philosopher is a Christian who has preserved
the philosophic manner, and probably the philosophic dress, with
a view to fubure service in the gospel. It seems to have been the
practice of not a few of the famous second-century Christians to
attract an audience in this way. Justin certainly did so, and
almost as ﬁ’il‘%’i’iy Tatian ; and if these why not Aristides? But as
ready said, the professedly dispassionate presentation
istian case, the endeavour to talk reasonably on all sides
ly, soon breaks down; the man throws off his disgnise
gives the note of challenge: Christlanus sum ; nihil Cheisti-
anum alienum o me pute.  He talks of angels as though all men
knew them, dashes through the dogmatic statements of the
Church as though they were perfectly familiar, and without a

Y Orig. e Cels, 1. 26, * Orig. co Cela, 1. 19,

s the matter further: there are always nuwmerous points of
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word of preliminary explanation of terms, makes a peroration of
the impending judgment-day. And so the philosopher with an
imperial audience turns out to be another illustration of the
Chrigtian city that is seb on a bill and cannot be hid.

It is especially mteresting to observe that in the time of
Aristides the Church already had a Symbol of the Faith: and we
may reconstruct a good many of its sentences.  Of course in such
wabters we proceed from the things that are practically certain to
those which are less demonstrable; we should not start by saying
that the words “Maker of heaven and earth” were proof of the
existence of an approximately fixed symbol. But if we can
establish other sentences with good confidence, there is no reason
to omit these words from the reconstructed formula.

The certain passage from which we proceed is in the words

“He was pierced (crucified) by the Jews;
“He died and was buried;”
“and they say that
after three days He rose,
and ascended into Heaven.”

It 1ay be taken for granted that these words represent a part
of the Symbolum Fidei as known to Aristides.

What else may we say was contained in his creed ? We may
add words which must have stood respectively at the beginning
and ending of the Creed: viz. that CGod was the Maker of
Heaven and Barth; and that Jesus Christ was to come to ;udgo
the world,

Whether we can go further is a more difficult question : but
there is at least a strong suspicion that the creed contained the
clavse “He was bormn of the Virgin Mary;” for in Aristides’
statement the language about the * Hebrew virgin’ precedes the
account of the Crucifixion ; moreover, here also, we find Aristides
& most pronounced in the enunciation of the doctrine, and Celsus
is emphatically gcornful in the rejection of it.  Accordingly Celsus
brings forward the f:;ﬁe}ry of the infidelity of Mary, affirming that
fhe father of Jesus was in reality a soldier whose name was
anthera’.  The same story appears in the Talmud under the
name Pandera, which is a transliteration of the foregoing.

¥ Orig. ¢. Cels. 1, 88,
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Indeed 16 has been generally held that the legend was invented
by the Jews, through the difficulty of accounting for our Lord’s
biekh ; apparently, therefore, the Jews were in search of a more
benable hypothesis than the paternity of Jos gﬁ%zp and 1t 15 not
e to vefer to an early Jewish scandal the sbory which
find in the Talmud and w Celsus.

But if the story be Jewish in orvigin, 1t was cerfainly Greek
o manufackure.  Some persons have ‘Liwd to explain the Greek
name  Panthera by regarding it as a symbol of violent and
unrvestrained lust.  They are, however, mistaken: the name is
1 sreck anagram on the word ‘ Parthenos, by which the
ssed  Virgin was commonly known. Those who are familiar
h the literary tricks of that time, its anagrams, acrostics,
sopsephics, and the like, will have not the least difficulty in
seeing that this is the true solution. 'The inventor has only
changed the order of the letters and slightly altered the ending of
the woxd. Hvorything that we know of the dogmatics of the
arly part of the second century agrees with the belief that ab
b period the Virginity Jof Mary was a part of the formulated
Christian belief.  Nor need we hesitate, in view of the antiquity
of the Panthera-fable, to give the doctrine a place in the ereed of
\ristides.
We restore the fragments of Aristides’ ereed, then, as follows :

We believe in one God, Almighty
Maker of Heaven and Earth:
And in Jesus Christ His Son
* # # * %
Born of the Virgin Mary:
* * #* # #
He was pierced by the Jews:
He died and was buried:
The third day He rose again:
He ascended into Heaven;
* # * e *
He is about to come to judge.
* # # # #
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The Avmenian Fragment of the dpology.

We give, later on, the Latin translation of the Asmenian
fragiment, as published by the Venetian editors.  The pussage has
also boen franslated into German by ven Himpel', and this
sslation will be found in Harnack’s Griechisele Apologeten,
ppe 110112, Von Himpel rightly affirms the Armenian fext to
have been made from the Greek: it will be observed, however,
i
iy

hat the Armenian text has the same lacuna as the Syriac in
be discourse on the four elements and the powers to which they
are respectively subject.  This lacuna would seem to be an carly
teature of the Greek text.

There are one or two points in which we may geb some
authority from the Armenian for the original text. For instance
in ¢ il where the Syriac reads that the origin of the Greeks
is to be traced through “Danaus the Egyptian, and through
Kadmus, and %hx*ngi Dionysus.” Here the Armenian reads
“ Danaus the Egyptian and Kadmus the Sidonian and Dionysus
the Theban,” and I am disposed to believe the words added in the
Armenian belong there: for instance, we may compare Tatian’s
language?, “ Dionysus is absolute sovereign over the Thebans.”
In a similar manner something seems to have dropped in the
Syrac after the statement that in God there is no distinetion
of male or female; for the Armenian text adds the reason
“quia cupiditatibug agitatur qui huic est distinctioni obnoxius.”
Again in the opening sentences of the Apology the Armenian
bext has the words, “Eum auvtemn qui rector aﬁquv ereator est
omnium, 1"m~(%zgam perdifficile cst?” We recognize at once in
these words the ring of the characteristic Christian quotation from
the Tunaeus, w h}.d. is usually employed to shew the superior
Mlaminating power of Christian grace over philosophic research,
but secoms here to be taken in the Platonic sense.  The Armenian
ig perhaps a Lttle nearer to the Platonic language than the
Syriac; both versions however will claim the passage from the
Trmaeus as a parallel.

LTk, Theol. Quartalselr{ft, 1877, w p. 289, £. 1880, 1. p. 108127,

% Cohoriatio, ¢. viIL
& Plato, Timacus, 28 o, vov pév obv womriy wol wardpe rotide ol wavrds ebpely

i {pyor wol cipbera ey wdyras dfivaror AMyew.
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Allowing then for the occasional preservation of o passage in
greater purity by the Armendan fragment, we shall find that the
e v made chauges, and added glosses,
. For example, in the summary of the
ibes the Son as the Logos, His mother as
, Wi en the disciples arve sent forth, in order that a
tain olcavopda may be fulfille K% the Armenian translator calls 1t
a dispensation of illuminaling truth; the preaching foo is with
C gDy f{?ig{}%%fiiw “comitantibus prodigiis) which seems to come
from Mark xvi. 20 and would be, if genuine, one of the earliest
illustrations of that text. It will be seen how large an element of
paraphrase 15 found in the Armenian text.

nian L ;@quﬁm has of

The dvrmenion Frogment
{(from the Venice edition).
IMPERATORI CASARI HADRIANO,
ARISTIDES,
PHILOSOPHUS ATHENIENSIS.

Ego, O Rex, Det providentia creatus, hune mundum ingressus
sum, eb caelis, terra ac marl, sole, luna et stellis, caeterisque
omnibus creaburis conspectis, huius mundi constitutionem ad-
mirans miratus sum, atque conscius factus sum mihi, quoniam
otania quae sunt in mundo necessitate ac vi dirigunfur, omnium
creatorem eb rectorem esse Denm: quia iis omnibus quae regantur
atque moventur, fortior est creator et rector.

Bum autem, qui rector abrue ereator est omnium, investigare
perdifficile atque in immensum pertinens mihi videtur: penitus
vero eum eb cerfa rabione describere, quum inexplicabilis et
ineffabilis sit, impossibile et sine ulla prorsus utilitate. Deus
entm naburam habet infinitam, imperscrutabilem et creaturis
omnibus incomprehensibilem.  Hoe unum seire necesse est, qui
creaturas universas Providentia sua gubernat, ipsum esse Dominum
Deum eb creatorem omnium: quia visibilia emnia ereavit bonitate
sus, eague humano generl donavit.  Quapropter Illum solum, ut-
pote unum Deam, nos adorare ot glovificare oportet : unumguem-
fue autem nostrum proximum suum sicub semetipsam diligere,
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Verumtamen de Deo saltem scienduom est, Eum ab alio factum
non fuisse, neque semetipsum fecisse, atque, a nullo circumscripbum,
omnia comprehendere.  Ex se ipsomet est’, Ipse sapientia immor-
talis, principio et fine carens, immortalis atque aeternus, perfectus,
nulll necessitati obnoxiug, et necessitatibus omnium satisfaciens,
nulle indigens et indigentiis omnium ipse magnificus opitulator.

Ipse est principio carens, quia, qui habet principium, habet
eb finem. Ipse sine nomine, quod quicumque nomine appellatur,
creatus est factusque ab alio. Ei neque colores sunt neque forma :
guod, quicumque his praeditus est, mensurabilis est, limitibusque
cogitur. Hius naturae nulla inest maris et fominae distinctio,
quin cupiditatibus agitatur qui huic est distinctioni obunoxius.
Ipse sub caclis incomprehensibilis est, quia caelos excedit: nec
caell caelorumn Illo maiores sunt, quia caeli caelorum et creaturae
omnes quae sub caelis sunt, ab Illo comprehenduntur.

Ipsi nemo contrarius neque adversarius: quod si quis Ei
contrarius eb adversarius esse posset, eidem compar fieri videretur.

Ipse immobilis est atque praeter quemcumque ferminum et
cireuitum: quia ubi et unde moveri possit locus deest. Ipse
neque mensura comprehendi, neque circumdari potest, quia Ipse
omnia replet, atque est ultra omnes visibiles et invisibiles creaturas.
Ipse neque ira, neque indignatione movetur, quia nulla caecitate
afficitur, quum omnino e absolute sit intellectualis. Propterea
hisce omnibus miraculis variis omnibusque beneficiis Ipse omnia
creavit, Sacrificiis, oblationibus et hostiis Ipse non indiget, neque,
alla in re, visibilibus creaturis opus habet; quia omnia replet, et
omnium egestatibus satisfacit, Ipse numquam indigens ac semper
glortosus.

De Deo sapienter loqui ab ipso Deo mihi datum est, et pro
meis virtbus locutus sum, quin tamen altitudinem imperscrutabilis
magnitudinis Ejus comprehendere possem. Sola fide vero Illum
glorificans adoro,

Nune igitur ad genus humanum veniamus et quinam pracfatas
veritates secufi fuerint videbimus, et quinam ab eis erraverint,
Compertum est nobis, o Rex, quatuor esse humani generis stirpes,
quae sunt Barbarorum, Graccorum, Hebracorum atque Christian-
orum, Ethnici et Barbari genus suum ducunt a Belo, Crono et

! Bensus dubiug: srmenincs verba idem sonant ac graeca alroyerds eldos.
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Hicra, aliusque suis Divis pluribus.  Graect vero a Jove, qui Zeus

vel Jupiter dicibur, orviginem trahunt, per Helenum, Xuthum,
aliosque sorum  descendentes, nempe Helladem, Inacom, Phoro-
ac demum  Danasuwm Aegypbium, Cadmum Sidonium, ac
Thebanum,  Hebraei autem genus suum docunt ex
sanco, Jacobo, et duodecin Jacobi filits, qui e Syria
slatore suo Hebrael nuncupat

nenm,

i Acgypbum se receperunt, et a leg
cund, inde vero terram promissionis ingressi, Judaet sunb appel-
Iat. Christiavorom tandem genus a i}mm;m Jesu Christo oribur,

Ipse Dei altissimi est Filius, et una cum Spiritu  Sancbo
revelatus est nobis: de caelis descendit ex Hebraea Virgine natus,
ex Virgine carnem assumpsib, assumpbague humana natura, semet-
tpsum Det filinm revelavit.  Qui Evangelio suo vivificante mondum
uniyversum, consolatoria sua bonitate, sibi captivum fecit.

Ipse est Verbum, qui ex progenie Hebraica, secundum carnem,
ex Maria virgine Deipara natus est. Ipse est qui Ap{}%()los
duodecim inter suos {Lsczpulﬂs elegit, ut mundum universum
dispensatione illuminantis V{*mmi;m suae nstitueret. Ipse ab
Hebraeis crucifixus est: a mortuls resurrexit et ad caelos ascendit:
in mundum universum  discipulos suos mitbens, qui divino et
admirabili Inmine suo, comitantibus prodigiis, omnes gentes
ééiﬁ,‘g"f)ii;’m'i}ii i docerent,  Quorum praedicatio in hune usque diem
germinat atque fructificat, orbem universum vocans ad lucem.

(Juatuor ergo nationes, O Rex, ostendi ibi: Barbaros, Graecos,
Hebraeos atque Christianos.

* * # ¥ ¥ # # ¥ # 3

Divinitati spiritualis nabura propria est, Angelis ignea, dae-

moniis aquosa, generique humano terrestris,
¥ % ¥ % % #* * # # *

We have now reprinted all that is known of the Armenian
translation of the Ap@}f}gy“ it is out of our limit and beyond our
measure to think of reprinting the actual Armenian text. For
fhe purpose of comparison we add, however, another copy of the
me Arvmenian fragment, faken from a MS. at Edschmiazin, and
translated nto English by My F. C. Conybeare, of Oxford, for
whose kindly aid we are very grateful.  According to the informa-
tion which he has supplied, the MS. at Edschmiazin was written
on paper, and is much worn by age. The date was certainly not

P
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later than the eleveuth century, The fragment from the Apology
which it containg was followed by the fragment from the Homily
ov the Penitent Thief. Here and there the text was illegible, and
in these cases the missing words have been supplied from the
Venice text, as reprinted by Pitra.  The two texts in question are
wiorcover in very close agreement, except for the occasional addi-
tion of a word or two by the Edschmiazin MS. The rendering is
designedly a literal one,

The Armenion Fragment
(from the Edschmiazin MS.).

TO THE AUTOCRATIC CAESAR ADRIANOS
FROM ARISTIDES, ATHENIAN PHILOSOPHER.

I, O Ruler, who was by the providence of God created and
fashioned man in the world, and who have beheld the heaven and
tho carth and the sea, the sun and the moon and the stars and all
creatures, wondered and was amazed at the eternal® order thereof.
I also by reflection learned that the world and all that is therein
15 by necessity and force guided and moved and of the whole God
is controuler and orderer: for that which controuls is more power-
ful than that which is controuled and moved. To enquire about
Him who is guardian and controuls all things seems to me to
quite exceed the comprehension and to be most difficult, and to
speak accurately concerning Him is beyond compass of thought
and of speech, and bringeth no advantage; for His nature is
infinite and unsearchable, and imperceptible,” and inaccessible to
all creatures, We can only know that He who governs by His
providence all ereated things, He is Lord and God and creator of
all, who ordered all things visible in His beneficence, and gra-
ciously bestowed them on the race of man. Now it is meet that
we serve and glorify Him alone as God, and love one another as
ourselves, *But this much alone can we know concerning God,

+ Here there is n copyist’s error in the Xdschmiazin fext.
* Fere the Edschmiazin text adds a word which means ‘not fo be observed or
louked at)’
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that He was not generated from any source, and did not Huooself

make Himself azﬂgji is not contained by aught, but Himself contains
all.  Adroyevés eidos’ and wisdom gmumim? w%ﬁ;{';%z% beginning or
a;f*'s"zé;‘? *’if‘é“é’} ’;;(;szfi:éi’;f%i‘f}z’} away and undying, He is complete and wanfeth
e fulfilleth all wants. In Himself He wanteth
o bo and fulfils the needs of all.  In Himself He
, for He is beginning of everything whatever,
In Himself He is nameless, for whatever is named
A giii}ﬂm{i pub of something else” and created.  Colour and form
of Him there is not, for that falls under measure and lmit, unto
whatsoever eolour and form belong.  Male and female in that
nature there is not, for that is subject to particular passions, in
whatsoever that distinction exists. Within the heavens He is not
contaived, for He is beyond® the heavens; neither arve the heavens
greater than He, for the heavens and all creation are contained in
Him. Counter to Him and opposed there is no one: if any one be
found counter to Him, it appears that that one becometh associate
with Him. He 1s unmoved and unmessured and ineffable ; for
theve is no place whence or with which He could move; and He
15 nob, by being measuved, contained or environed on any side, for
it is Himself that filleth all, and He transcends all things visible
and tovisible,  Wrath and anger there is not in Him, for there is
nob in Him blindness, but He is wholly and entirely rational, and
on that account He established creation with divers wonders and
entire beneficence. Need hath He none of victims and oblations
and sacrifices, and of all that is in the visible ereation He wanteth
nought.  For He fulfilloth the wants of all and completeth them,
and being in need of nothing He is glorified unto all time.

Now by the grace of God it was given me o speak wisely
concerning Him. So far as I bave received the faculty I will
speak, yet not according to the measure of the inscrutability of
His greatness shall I be able to do so, but by faith alone do I
glorify and adore Him.

Let us next come to the race of man, and see who are capable

Y oabroyerés {or abroylvwyrov) ¢ifos is the Greek that answers to the Armenian
fexts,  *IEx go ipsomeb est” does not give the sense. T give the Ghreek, for I veally
bardly know how fo vender it in English.

% Oy #hy another,” 3 {wénewa.
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It is manifest’, O Ruler, for there are four tribes? of the human
race. There are barbarians, and some are Qreeks and others
Hebrews, and there are who are Christians, But the heathens
and  barbarians  count their descent from Baal, and from
Cronos, and from Hera, and from many others of their gods.
But the Greeks say Zeus (who is Dios) is their founder?, and
reckon their descent from Helenos and Xuthos, and one after
another from Hellas, Inachos and Phoroneus, and also finally from
Danaus the Egyptian, and from Cadmus the Sidonian, and
Dionysius the Theban.

But the Jews reckon their race from Abrabham, and Abraham’s
son they say was Isaac, and from Isaac Jacob, and from Jacob the
twelve who migrated from Assyria into Egypt and were there
named the fribes of the Hebrews by their lawgiver, and having
come into the land of recompence, were named......* the tribes of
the Jows.

But the Christians reckon their race from the Lord Jesus
Chnist.  He is Himself Son of God on high, who was manifested
of the Holy Spint, came down from heaven, and being born of a
Hebrew virgin took on His flesh from the virgin, and was mani-
fested in the nature of humanity the Son of God: who sought to
win the entire world to His eternal goodness by His life-giving
preaching®  He it is who was according to the flesh born of the
race of the Hebrews, by the God-bearing® virgin Miriam, He chose
the twelve disciples, and He by his illuminating fruth, dispensing

of receiving the truth of these sayings, and who ave gone astray.

! Bo it stands in the Venlce fext: but in the Edschmiazin copy, for ‘manifest’
there iz 8 word which means * the name’ followed by a lacuna of a few letters, as if
the seribe had intended o read 1 will recount the names, O Ruler,’ or something
of that kind.

£ The word answers to the Greek gvhal or Sjuor.  In the same sense at the end
of the fragment another word is used, answering rather to yévm.

# These three words are added to make sense, the whole passage being gram-
mintically mueh confused. :

¢ Hore the Hdschmiszin M8, was unrveadsble from age, The printed fext
has no lacuns and gives no hint of the word whatever it was which was read in
the Wdsehmiazio fexs.

# elaryyéhor.

8 The word Oeorédros is implied.
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i, taught oll the world, and was nailed on the cross by the Jews.

Who rose from the dead and ascended into heaven, and sent forth
His disciples into the whole world?, and taught all with divinely

mirsculous and profoundly wise wonders. Thelr preaching until
this day blossoms and bears fruif, and summons all the world to
receive the hight.

These are the four tribes, whom we set before thee, O Ruler,
Barbarians, Greeks, Jews and Christians. But to the Deity 1s
appointed the spiritual, and to angels the fiery, and to devils the
watery, and to the race of men the earth.

An additwonel Armeman Fragment of Aristides.

Over and above the fragments of the lost Apology of Aristides,
and the howmily de Latrone, there is a scrap priuted by Pitra in his
Sprcilegium Selesmense which professes to come from an epistle
of Aristides to all Philosophers. It 1s, as far as we can judge, in
the form in which we have it presented fo us, a theological
product of the time of the Monophysite controversy. But we
must bear in mind what we have learned from the Armenian
fragment of the Apology, that an Armenian translation is made
up out of the matter of the original writer plus the terms and
definitions of the translator, as for instance we see to have hap-
pened in the ascription of the term ®ecoréros to the Blessed
Virgin. And the question “is whether under the amplified folds of
the theology of this fragment printed by Pitra there may be
hidden the more scanty terms of a theologian of the second
cenbury, and if so, whether the writer be our Aristides, and the
work quoted be the Apology or some other work. In order to
test this point, we will give a rendering of the fragment into
(ireek, for which again I am indebted to the kindness of Mr
Conybeare.

* Olxovopuxés 18 here vendeved.  Perhaps it should be taken ss an epithet of
Cirntly,” for o the original it precedes the word * illaminasing,

? Odrovpdrys.
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