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Editors' Introduction

The Baylor—Mohr Siebeck Studies in Early Christianity series aims to
facilitate increased dialogue between German and Anglophone scholar-
ship by making recent German research availablein English translation. In
this way, we hope to play a role in the advancement of our common field
of study. The target audience for the seriesis primarily scholars and grad-
uate students, though some volumes may also be accessible to advanced
undergraduates. In selecting books for the series, we will especially seek
out works by leading German scholars that represent outstanding contri-
butions in their own right and also serve as windows into the wider world
of German-language scholarship.

Christoph Markschies is one of the most prominent scholars of early
Christianity in the world today. He holds the chair of Ancient Christianity
(Patristics) at the Humboldt University of Berlin, where he also served as
president from 2006 to 2010. Since 2012, he has served as vice president
of the Berlin-Brandenburgischen Akademie der Wissenschaften. In addi-
tion to the information about his research and publications provided at
his university webpage, alist of his English-language publications can be
found at Wayne Coppins blog German for Neutestamentler.

The present volume, Kaiserzeitliche christliche Theologie und ihre
Institutionen: Prolegomena zu einer Geschichte der antiken christlichen
Theologie (Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman
Empire: Prolegomenato a History of Early Christian Theology), both rep-
resents an important contribution in its own right and points forward to
Markschies' hope to compile a history of early Christian theology in the
future. A mgjor strength of the volume resides in its terminological preci-
sion and methodological sophistication. For example, Markschies' inci-
sive critique of teleological approachesto the history of early Christianity
and his careful analysis of the terms “theology” and “institution” provide
a compelling rationale for his subsequent focus on three different insti-
tutional contexts—namely, the free teachers and Christian schools, the
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Montanist prophets and their circle, and the Christian worship service and
its prayers. Similarly, his critical appropriation of the terms“identity” and
“plurality” helps him develop an attractive alternative to competing mod-
els such as Walter Bauer’s cultural Protestant model of “orthodoxy” and
“heresy” or the Jesuit model of the “inculturation” of Christianity. Another
great strength of the volumeisfound in its wide-ranging engagement with
primary sources and secondary literature. For example, investigations of
Plato's Academy, pagan oracle sanctuaries, and early Christian libraries
illuminate Origen’s private Christian university, the phenomenon of Mon-
tanism, and the canon of the Christian Bible. Then again, he draws upon
modern, multidisciplinary research on institutions to critique influential
notions, such as “early Catholicism,” and to highlight the particula veri of
rejected perspectives, such as “the great man theory.”

With regard to the trand ator’s divided all egiance to the source and tar-
get languages, Wayne Coppins has generally attempted to adhere closely
to the German wording, while allowing for some adjustments for the sake
of clarity and readability in English. One particularly difficult point of
translation may be mentioned here—namely, the translation of the terms
Normierung(en), Normierungsprozesse, normieren, and normiert. With
a view to English speech conventions, | considered using the language
of “standardization(s), standardization processes, standardize, and stan-
dardized” for this set of terms. Since, however, Markschies word choice
places the emphasis on the setting of a norm in general, with the result
that the language of “ standardization” islikely to convey an overly limited
impression of what isin view, | decided instead to render these terms in
a more wooden fashion as “norming(s) or norm-setting(s), norming pro-
cesses, norm, and normed.” As arule, | have provided my own transla-
tions of Markschies' tranglations of primary texts, quoting from existing
trandations only in cases in which he has quoted from an existing German
trandation. Similarly, | have generaly provided my own trandations of
German works quoted in the volume, while providing areference to exist-
ing English translations when possible.

Thetrangator, Wayne Coppins, would like to thank Simeon Zahl, Tim-
othy Michael Law, and David Lincicum for providing him with valuable
comments on his translation of major sections of the monograph; Simon
Gathercole for carefully working through the entire translation; and Elisa-
beth Wolfe for significantly improving the readability and accuracy of the
translation at many points. For repeated assistance with difficult German
sentences and formulations, | am especially grateful to Christoph Heilig,
Scott Caulley, and Christoph Markschies. Great thanks are likewise due
to Emmanouela Grypeou and Mitchell Esswein for typing out and send-
ing me the Coptic and Syriac texts. | also wish to thank my department
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head, Sandy Martin, and the University of Georgiaas an institution for the
strong support that has been given to this project. Finaly, | am thankful to
my wife Ingie Hovland and my daughters Sophia and Simone for creating
space in our life for my trangation work.

Both editorswish to expresstheir thanksto Henning Ziebritzki at Mohr
Siebeck and Carey Newman at Baylor University Press for their excep-
tional support and guidance in the continued development of this series.
Likewise, we are thankful to the many people at Baylor University Press
who have given us concrete assistance and guidance along the way, espe-
cialy Jenny Hunt, Diane Smith, Jordan Rowan Fannin, and David Aycock,
and grateful to Scribe Inc. for their editing and production services.

Wayne Coppins and Simon Gathercole
Athens, Georgia, and Cambridge, England,
September 2014
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Introduction to the English Edition

In the introduction to the German edition (below), | provide information
about the motives that moved me to write a book on the institutional con-
texts of theology in the imperia period and about the biographical and
institutional contexts of the emergence of this book. For thisreason, | can
actually register only two points here. In my first attempt to build upon
the program for a new history of theology developed here—namely, in
my book on the history of ancient Christian (as well as Jewish and pagan)
conceptions of the body of God—I found no reason to fundamentally
revise this program of understanding the history of Christian theology on
the basis of the respective institutional contexts. Ekkehard Muhlenberg’'s
objection that this concept of theology is taken from religious studies and
implies no ontological statement about the truth of the claims contained
in it accurately captures my intention:? historical analysis and theologi-
cal value judgment must be distinguished as clearly as possible. A “mixo-
philologia-theologia” that excessively mixes historical analysis and
theological interpretation may correspond to the tradition of the discipline
and perhaps also to the work style of my esteemed Goéttingen colleague,
but after the methodological clarifications in the scholarship of history and
theology in the twentieth century, it appears to me only anachronistic.® If |
wereto write my book again today, then | would perhaps make much more
explicit how much I have been influenced by the Cambridge school of the
political history of ideas in my attempts to write the history of Christian
theology (the history of theology in the first place being nothing more than

! Markschies 2015; an English translation is expected to appear in 2016.

2 Miihlenberg 2010, 232-33.

3 Itisasign of such an anachronism that Miihlenberg regards it as a problem when a
certain expression (such as “religious power”) leads an author “abit too much into the cir-
cle (Umkreis) of Peter Brown” (Muhlenberg 2010, 239 n. 5). | feel extremely comfortable
in this circle and hope that my book reveals a number of impulses that | received in this
circle and from Peter Brown himself.
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a certain case of a history of ideas)* and correspondingly perhaps treat
the political and socia presuppositions of the ingtitutions in the history
of Christianity in somewhat greater detail than occurs here.® In a proper
revision, | would also haveto refer to the content of new publications and
interpretations that have appeared since the completion of the manuscript.
This has not taken place in the present English trandation; only silent cor-
rections of various errors and mistakes in the German edition have been
made thanks to the great care of the trandator Wayne Coppins. As com-
pensation, | can refer only in some cases to works of my own in which
the literature published since 2006 has been worked through as fully as
possible, such as my work on the “new prophecy,” the so-called Mon-
tanism.® For the history of the canonization of the Christian Bible, | can
refer to my detailed main introduction to this topic in the new edition of
the most extensive German introduction to and translation of the literature
that became apocryphal.” But | cannot (yet) point to more recent texts of
my own in relation to two complexes in which the discussion has clearly
progressed. My interpretation of the so-called Gnosis, which is presup-
posed in the corresponding sections of my book, would actually haveto be
updated with aview to the most important new publications of recent years
and the objections presented in them, even if thusfar | have not yet found
a reason to fundamentally revise my views. | also readily acknowledge
that my pointed attempt to interpret Marcion as a philologist turned out to
be too brief and thesis-like in view of the many other interpretations.® In
both cases, however, | did not want to anticipate upcoming publications:
Markus Vinzent is working (together with others such as Matthias Kling-
hardt) on anew image of Marcion in the tradition of certain approaches of
the nineteenth century;*° but so long asthe new text edition of the “ gospel”
of Marcion announced by Vinzent has not yet been published, it would
probably be premature to recompose the corresponding section and lay it
out in greater detail. Here one would naturally also have to evaluate very
thoroughly the great treatise of Tertullian against Marcion. By contrast, as
my next project, | want to put together a collection of my studies on the
history of Vaentinian Gnosis,™* in which | can also bring the presupposed

4 Skinner 1969 (cf. Markschies 2008b).

5 On this, see briefly Markschies 1999a; 2001b.

© Markschies 2012b.

7 Markschies 2012a; an English trandation isin the works.

8| mention above all Brakke 2010.

9 Miihlenberg 2010, 243-44.

10Vinzent 2014; Klinghardt 2008.

1t will be published by Mohr Siebeck in the series“Wissenschaftliche Untersuchun-
gen zum Neuen Testament.”
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overal picture of the phenomena into discussion with other approaches
once again.

If | were to write the book again today, then it would turn out to
be even more comprehensive. For if alongside the “explicit theology”
the sphere of the “implicit theology” is to be taken into view with
relative completeness, then it lacks, as | must self-critically concede, a
chapter on magical texts and interpretations of healings. Here too we are
naturally dealing with institutions that have generated a quite specific form
of theology. But the high standardsthat, for example, my Leipzig colleague
Franziska Naether has set in her treatment of the Sortes Astrampsychi
(which also exists in a Christian version)*? have kept me from composing
such a chapter in an overly hasty fashion and attaching it to the English
tranglation of the German monograph. | have at least worked on a par-
ticular sort of healings that were offered in the Christian communities—
namely, the incubations.™* Moreover, my colleague Candida R. Moss has
impressively demonstrated once again that the institution of martyrdom
has al so produced certain theol ogiesthat shape the face of certain manifes-
tations of Christianity, in part up to the present day.** With such additional
chapters, it would be possible to avoid more energetically the impression
that when one wishes to present the history of Christian theology in antig-
uity, one writes only the prehistory of the theological faculties, as these
have existed since the Middle Ages in European universities and then also
in universities outside of Europe—asuspicion that is always suggested for
a professor at such an institution who is an author. But such simple forms
of teleology are actually prohibited, and their traces are hopefully not to
be found in this book.

But before one ruminates over whether a book could have been
improved, it must of course exist in the first place. And thus I wish above all
to thank Wayne Coppins for the fact that the book now existsin English. |
would also like to thank him for attending to the translation of my book in
such an extremely careful manner. He has not shied away from transform-
ing complex German sentences into concise English and thus made avery
German book with infinitely long footnotes readable in another language.
The absurd contradictions of aglobalized world include the fact that infor-
mation is more easily accessible but linguistic proficiency has diminished
so much that many people can scarcely take notice of foreign literature.
With this, the problem of the already somewhat idiosyncratic scholarly
national style is intensified even further. One often complains that one is

2 Naether 2010.
13 Markschies 2008a, 62—99.
14 Moss 2013 (cf. already Moss 2010).
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not read by others, but in truth, such accusations naturally always apply in
the first instance to one’s own address. If a new interest in European pub-
lications could be discerned in the English-speaking world (and | think it
can be), thenitiscertainly also dueto initiatives such as the Baylor—Mohr
Siebeck Studies in Early Christianity series, into whose service Wayne
Coppins has placed himself so unselfishly. I thank him, Carey Newman
at Baylor University Press, and those who look after me at Mohr Siebeck,
and above all Georg Siebeck and Henning Ziebritzki, once again for their
initiative and their labor. One of my academic teachers, the TUbingen New
Testament scholar Martin Hengel (1926-2009),%° represented an interna-
tionality and interdisciplinarity that was very unusual for his time; if my
book were to reveal a little of his corresponding impulses, then it would
bring me great joy. Now, however, | wish that the book in this new form it
also finds new friends.

Christoph Markschies
Berlin, September 2014

15 Frey 2010.
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When I first had to give public academic lectures as a church historian at the
Friedrich Schiller University of Jena, | considered for quite sometime before
the announcement whether | should offer the two cycles of my subject—
namely, “church history” and “history of dogma or theology” —separately
according to thetraditional praxisof German Protestant faculties or whether |
should combinetheminstead. Therearegood reasonsfor both approaches. The
traditiona separation is supported by the massive amount of material, which
can be more easily managed in thisway and by the very different goals of the
two cycles. The church history cycle presentsthe history of Chrigtianity inthe
context of itsrespective environmentsand thusrel ativizesthe apparent imme-
diacy of historical manifestationsof Christianity. The history of dogmacycle,
which should actually bereferred to more precisaly asthe history of theology
cycle*® ismuch more strongly related to the neighboring subject area of sys-
tematic theology, is even offered in part by systematic theologians, and often
focuses on the outcome of Christian reflection through the centuries, which
is ordered according to modern loci. In this way, the evaluative component
in thislecture cycle is aso naturally much greater than in a purely historica
review of the history of Christianity. Especialy in thelast century, the disad-
vantages of a separate treatment of the two thematic fields have been pointed
out time and again from very different quarters.'” A treatment of the history of
theology that brackets out the historical contingencies of the formation

16 For the terminological distinction between a “history of dogma’ and a “history of
theology,” see Kopf 1988. The first footnote of this book also simultaneously documents
the fact that I received the first impulses for investigating the connection between institu-
tions and theologies in the Tbingen advanced seminar of Ulrich K&pf.

7 In order to ground this demand, the metaphor of afence that has been torn down has
often been used from the nineteenth century onward, a phenomenon that would be worthy
of an investigation of its own. For example, in the context of his inaugural lecture before
the Prussian academy of scholarly studies, Adolf (von) Harnack declared that “the fence
that previously separated the field of church history from the field of general history has
been torn down” (Harnack 1890, 791; 19804, 3; 19304, 212).
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of theologica doctrine would needlessy repeat one-sided emphases of a
classic history-of-ideas approach to redlity that have long been recognized,
and many developmentswould remain incomprehensible “ theol ogian squab-
bles” and difficult to comprehend as meaningful processes. An organic con-
nection between church history and the history of theology could also be
supported by the fact that in this way the long-neglected history of piety
and liturgy could take up the hinge function that actualy belongs to it,
between the reconstruction of historical processes and the presentation of
theological reflection.

Although more arguments would actually support a combination of the
traditional two cycles, | decided in the summer of 1994 to follow the old Jena
tradition and read the two cycles in succession—first a church history cycle
with strong history-of-theol ogy portions and then the second cyclewith strong
historical portions. Perhaps it was aresult of this long approach to the actua
history of theology that | became more and more conscious of aconsiderable
deficiency in our conventional practice of presenting the history of Christian
theology. When we make explicit the historical presuppositions of ancient
Chrigtian theol ogy, we usually mean the event-historical framework in which
ancient theologians thought and specifically the tableau that is outlined with
well-known key phrases—namely, persecution of Christians, misson and
gradual spread of Christianity, Constantinian turning point, and ascent to state
religion. But one scarcely reflects on the fact that—certainly since the meth-
odological shifts in the study of history during the last century—"historical
presuppositions’ must be developed much more concretely. In which institu-
tiona contexts was theology carried out?Who had the time and the economic
possibilities to occupy himself or herself in greater detail with reflection on
hisor her Christian religion? For whom were such different forms of theology
intended?Who wasat al interested in the reception of ancient Christian theol -
ogy? Conventional and standard histories of theology from the nineteenth and
twentieth century have always offered and continue to offer only a presenta-
tion of systems of Chrigtian theology that are oriented to the classic structure
of amodern Christian dogmatic—and thisis also completely understandable
in view of the close relationship that exists between the history of Chrigtian
theology and systematic theology in the education of German theologians.
But in preparing my own lectures, | found all the aforementioned questions
unanswered and decided to work on them in greater detail and above al to
undertake a thorough investigation of the ingtitutional contexts within which
Christian theology was carried out in the imperia period. In this monograph,
| present the provisional result of that work.

By paying attention to the ingtitutional contexts, | aim to avoid having
only isolated segments of ancient Christianity come into view in this book,
for example, by considering only atype of theology (e.g., the typethat refers



Introduction to the German Edition XiX

to the frames of reference of Platonic philosophy and shapes western Chris-
tian theology to some extent up to the present) or only asingle region (Rome
or precisely not Rome, depending on the confessional form) or only acertain
socia milieu (e.g., the socia standing of those supported by communities
and Chrigtian teachers working in their educationa ingtitutions).*® For this
reason, in the first main section of this book, I have especially directed my
attention to the different institutional contexts in which Christian theologies
were developed in the second and third centuries CE. | have investigated
the development and change of such institutions and given consideration to
public situations of communication—namely, pagan and Christian school
contexts—but also, for example, the conditions at the great imperial and
private estates. The differences and commonalities between Christian and
pagan indtitutions are also dedt with, at least in the form of an overview.
I am, of course, aware that the first answers given to questions that have
scarcely been asked usualy have a very provisiona character and that the
difficult and meager source material already makes a truly comprehensive
presentation of the institutional contexts scarcely possible anymore. For this
reason, | have decided to work in a conscioudy paradigmatic way: thus, in
chapter 2, “Three Ingtitutional Contexts,” the Montanists (section 2.2) stand
as an example for all forms of theology that are not oriented to the model of
the contemporary philosophical forms of instruction, and in section 2.3, on
the Christian worship service and its prayers, a select number of anaphoras
stand as paradigmatic for applied forms of theological reflection in the wor-
ship service. But since the following investigation, despite such concentra-
tion on characteristic examples, aims to describe the institutional contexts
of the emergence and development of Christian theological reflection in the
imperial period, it can also be read as aprolegomenato ahistory of Christian
theology in the second and third centuries.®®

The first two chapters, which provide more of a history of institutions,
arefollowed by chapter 3, “Institution and Norm,” which providesan equally
paradigmatic investigation of the norms around which pagan and Christian
theology oriented themselves in the imperia period. | am thoroughly aware
that my monograph is limited to a single norm of the three norms (office,

18 One could say—simultaneously very self-critically and certainly also in a some-
what exaggerated manner—that many histories of theology (and certainly not only those
of German theologians) run dead straight, in anot unproblematic manner, to the position of
the theology professor as the “crown” of the history-of-theology development.

191 have focused my investigation, not only for reasons of space, on these two centuries,
evenif it occasionaly reachesforward into the following century, above dl in the sectionson
the free teachers and Christian schools (section 2.1) and on the New Testament canon and the
libraries (section 3.1). With the so-called Constantinian turn in the fourth century, the insti-
tutional contexts of Christian theology underwent a quite fundamental change once again.
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confession, and canon of Holy Scriptures) that are traditionally mentioned
in this connection—namely, to the biblical canon—although it is certainly
the case that additional norms and norming processes were determinative for
ancient Chritianity, such asin the sphere of the worship service. To address
them would aready have caused the “ prolegomena to a history of theology”
to grow into a history of theology. For this reason, | have aso forgone a
short section on office and confession that I originally planned to include.?
While working on this book, | have been more interested in the connection
between institution and norm, between ingtitutionalization and norm-setting.
Since exciting contributions on the topic of “canon” are also currently being
presented from a cultural studies perspective, | have concentrated especialy
on this norm. Here too my concern is not to submit a comprehensive pre-
sentation but rather to make visible this norm’s connection to the respective
ingtitutionsfor which it wasin force and within which it emerged: Aretheini-
tia differences in the norming of a canon of Holy Scriptures also connected
to specific conditions in communities —for example, to different contents of
libraries? Did theologians in different ingtitutional contexts perhaps also use
adifferent canon of Holy Scriptures? The question that isthustouched on and
that has been much discussed in the twentieth century because of Walter Bau-
er's 1934 monograph Rechtsglaubigkeit und Ketzerel im altesten Christen-
tum (Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Chrigtianity)?:—namely, the question
of theidentity of ancient Christianity in the plurality of its different forms—is
answered in the form of a sketch in the fourth and final chapter, “The Iden-
tity and Plurality of Ancient Chrigtianity.” In thisway, the results of viewing
norm and ingtitution jointly are also brought together at the same time.?

A basic thesis of this book is that a consideration of the different
institutional contexts of Christian theology makes it possible to provide
a description of commonalities and differences in ancient Christianity in
the second and third centuries that is both more precise and more able to
achieve a consensus than usually happens today in connection with Bauer
and in opposition to him. The key concepts “identity,” “plurality,” and
“pluralism” that are repeatedly used in the final chapter signal my special
interest in how, alongside the plurality of ancient Christianity that has been

20 Engagement with the two themes is, of course, older. For the topic of confession
and rule of faith, compare, for example, Markschies 1999b.

21 Bauer 1964, 288-306 (“The reception of the book”). For an account of the subse-
quent discussion, compare section 4.2.

22 The subtitle “ Prolegomenato a History of Early Christian Theology” signalsthat in
the future | hope to be able to present a more in-depth answer to the question in a history
of theology that represents a new type, namely in its institutional focus and its emphasis
on both explicit and implicit theology. A second volume of this history will be published in
German in 2015 (Markschies 2015), and it will probably appear in English in 2016.
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attentively documented in the most recent research, it can aso be observed
that the different conceptions are related to a basis that is common to all.

This book attempts to approach the colorful world of ancient Christian
theology with a precise set of methodological instruments. This approach
impliesthat adetailed account will be given of the ancient and modern terms
that are employed. For this reason, the monograph begins with a chapter on
the key terms “theology” and “ingtitution” (sections 1.1 and 1.2). Remarks
on the understanding of the term “norm” that | presuppose can be found at
the end of the first chapter, and the key terms “identity,” “plurality,” and “plu-
ralism” will be treated at length in the final chapter (section 4.3). All these
terms, as well as the periodization term Kaiserzeit used in the title (trans-
lated there as*in the early Roman Empire” and elsewhere as“in the imperial
period”), do not come from the traditional continental European history of
theology but from more recent discussion in history and classics. At the same
time, it thus becomes clear that while this presentation has not been written
from a supposedly neutral “religious studies’ standpoint, its author is nev-
ertheless very conscious of the sometimes not unproblematic implications
of the rather traditional terminology that theologians normally employ.?
This especially appliesto the terms used for periodization—for example, the
highly problematic designation “early Catholicism.”?* There has, however,
been a growing senditivity on this point in recent years. thus, for example,
individual authors have come to completely avoid the familiar concept of
“primitive Christianity” (Urchristentum) in their historical analyses because
of its normative connotations. According to Frangois Vouga, it implies *not
only the equation of beginning and nature and the falling apart of truth and
history,” but it “aso contains the idea of a degeneration of an origina unity
into groupings and heresies that are independent of one ancther,” which can
no longer be advocated after Walter Bauer. The term “early Christianities’
with its plura form is said to be better suited for expressing “the different
reception of the Jesus event in the individua circles that equally confessed
themselves to be Christians.”#® In the final section, I will ask—as indicated
above —whether one actually provides an accurate account of the findings of
the imperia period with the use of the plura “ Christianities.”

2 Markschies 1998b, 345-46.

24 On this point, compare n. 69 in chapter 4, which referencesA. M. Ritter 2000, 203
n. 5; Vouga 1994, 235-44; Nagler 1994, 7-182.

% Vouga 1994, 13. The ideological implications of the term (e.g., in the form of a
theory of decline) are carefully traced by Alkier 1993, 5-254. Alkier argues for the aban-
donment of the term, which belongs to the “genius-aesthetic” (261) and for its replace-
ment with the already familiar term “Frihchristentum/early Christianity” (261-66). In a
research report, L idemann 2000, 128-30, in turn, opposes this viewpoint.
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This book has a rather long prehistory, which will be briefly recounted
here, since the different contexts of emergence for its parts may also be able
to signd thelimitsof thisinvestigation. Thework on the book basically began
when | was invited in March 1989, as a Tubingen assistant, to speak on the
topic of the canonization of the New Testament before the Martin-Luther-
Bund (Martin Luther Association) in Erlangen and realized, at first with great
amazement and yet soon aso with muted resentment, that since the publica-
tion of the great monographs on thistopic at the end of the nineteenth century,
scarcely any new material had been taken into consideration, and therefore
the investigations essentially followed traditional paradigms or repeated
long-known points of view. The core of the section on the New Testament
canon and the libraries emerged at that time. The text was presented multiple
times in Tubingen in 1989/1990, including before the assembly of the New
Testament assistants of the faculty in June 1990. An opportune occasion for
completely reworking the manuscript first arose when the occupant of the
Martin Buber Professor for comparative religious studies at the Hebrew Uni-
versity of Jerusalem, Guy G. Stroumsa, invited meto Jerusalem in the winter
semester of 1999/2000 to join aworking group on the topic “Mechanisms of
Canon-Making in Ancient Societies’ at the Ingtitute for Advanced Studies of
Hebrew University. It was not only chapter 3 that exceptionally profited from
the shared time and lively discussions with my cofellows Margalit Finkel-
berg, M oshe Greenberg, M oshe Ha bertal, Robert Lamberton, Andrew Plaks,
Hagith Sivan, David Stern, and Guy Stroumsa. The revised ideas could then
be presented to the convocation of the Association pour I’ éude de la littéra-
ture apocryphe chrétienne (AELAC) at their annua conference in Dole in
June 2000, to the Gattingen theologica faculty in June 2001 asthe “Gerhard
Ulhorn Lecture,” and then once more during the same summer in Geneva
as part of a conference on the canonization of the Bible. Chapter 3 was also
greatly modified by discussions with the members of the Berliner Arbeitskrei-
ses fur koptisch-gnostische Schriften (Berlin Work Group on Coptic-Gnostic
Scriptures); since 1999, Hans-Gebhard Bethge and the late Hans-Martin
Schenke, who died in 2002, have invited me to this work group on multiple
occasions and gifted me with fascinating discussions.

Nevertheless, | did not expand this investigation into a book of its
own on the canonization of the New Testament; instead, | have attempted
to treat this topic within the horizon of institutions and the question of the
identity of ancient Christianity in the plurality of its different manifesta-
tions. The specification of the relationship between identity and plurality
that is treated at length in chapter 4 has basically occupied me since my
Tibingen dissertation on the urban Roman theologian Valentinus.® Here,

2 Markschies 1992.
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however, it was not so much lecture presentations as it was a great num-
ber of discussions with colleagues and students that sharpened my own
reflections on this subject area: I will mention only a long conversation in
1992 with the New Testament scholar Dieter Georgi (1929-2005) at the
Evangelisch-Theol ogische Fakultatentag (M eeting of the Protestant Theo-
logical Faculties) in Leipzig; multiple sessions of the Patristic doctoral
colloquium that | have organized together with Hanns Christof Brennecke
and Wolfgang Wischmeyer since the winter of 1994 in the form of regular
meetings in Erlangen, Jena, and Vienna; and finally a 1997 course at the
Theologische Sudienjahr (Theological Academic Year) of the Dormition
Abbey B.M.V. in Jerusalem titled “ Identity and Plurality in Ancient Chris-
tianity,” which was held at the invitation of the founder of this organiza-
tion, Dr. Laurentius Klein OSB, who died in 2002.%” The idea of taking up
this question anew and yet treating it, in contrast to the previous literature,
in relation to ancient Christian institutions goes back to the 1997 course
in Jerusalem. In subsequent years, | have then attempted to consider such
individual institutions in greater detail: section 2.1, on the free teachers
and Christian schools, goes back to a lecture in the framework of a the-
matic series of lectures of the Bochum graduate research center on “com-
mentary literature,” which was given on June 2, 1998, at the invitation of
my Catholic colleague Wilhelm Geerlin. With these reflections, I origi-
nally attempted to supplement investigations published elsewhere on the
educational sociological structure of Valentinian Ghosis® and to place it
in a broader framework. This manuscript also expanded when | presented
it multiple timesin very different contextsin 1998 and 1999.° The origins
of section 2.2, on the institutions of Montanist theology, are also more
recent. It goes back originally to a 1998 lecture that | gave in early spring
at a conference that took place at theinitiative of the Erfurt religious stud-
ies scholar Andreas Bendlin in Brasenose College, Oxford, devoted to the
theme of “imperial religion and provincia religion.” The text was also
presented again in greatly atered form at the beginning of 2001 at the
universities of Turin and Pisa. During an al-too-short research semester
in early summer 2003 in the Beuron Archabbey, | drafted an extensive
section on the Christian worship service and its prayers (section 2.3). The
basic lines of this section, which emerged at a location that contempo-
raneously cultivates a classic Benedictine liturgy of the hours and also

27| recall with special fondness the inspiring time with the studentsin Jerusalem and
hope to have taken into account as many of their stimulating suggestions and questions as
possible in the revision of the lecture text that was presented at that time.

28 Markschies 1997, 401-38.

2 |t was presented on October 23, 1998, in the humanities category of the “ Akademie
gemeinnitziger Wissenschaften” (Academy of Researches Useful for the Common Good).
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possesses a magnificently furnished library, were discussed with the par-
ticipants in my first advanced seminar in Berlin, which was organized
together with Professor Katharina Bracht in 2004, and in the two follow-
ing semesters, the section was supplemented accordingly. However, an
academic leave from the distinguished Berlin chair of ancient church his-
tory and arenewed invitation to the Institute for Advanced Studiesin Jeru-
salem from September to December 2005 first gave me the opportunity to
complete the manuscript after many years of work. The group led by Galit
Hasan-Rokem, Ilana Pardes, and Carola Hilfrich also included Alon Con-
fino, Arkady Kovelman, Ronit Matalon, and Amy Shuman. In this circle of
ethnologists, historians, and scholars of literature, we discussed questions
of the identity of individuals and groups in a way that led once again to
a far-reaching revision of the final chapter. The group completed its work
in Jerusalem at the end of the winter semester on February 26, 2006, by
giving me the opportunity to present and discuss the concept of the book
again for the last time on the final evening of our time together.

Without the help of present-day institutions, such a monograph on the
institutional contexts of ancient Christian theology certainly would not
have emerged and been wrested from everyday academic life. During a
wonderful year at the Wissenschaftskolleg zu Berlin (Institute of Advanced
Study in Berlin) from October to July 1999, | could, free from all external
concerns and cares of daily university life, begin writing the manuscript
and at the same time divert myself from it occasionally through intellec-
tualy rich conversations and other stimulating activities. The librarians,
under the direction of Gesine Bottomley, obtained a great abundance of
literature for me with great energy. Ancient history colleaguesin Berlin and
Potsdam, first and foremost Wilfried Nippel and Jorg Riipke, invited me to
stimulating discussions of my theses in their faculties, and historians and
sociologists from my fellowship year sharpened my view of institutions; |
mention above all Franz-Xaver Kaufmann from Bielefeld and Paul Nolte
from Berlin. From September 1999 to February 2000, | was able to press
ahead with the manuscript at the Institute for Advanced Studies at Hebrew
University in Jerusalem.®* The move to Heidelberg in fall 2000 delayed
the completion of the book in a certain respect, but it was also good for it
because my predecessor Adolf Martin Ritter was friendly enough to discuss
the final chapter in detail in a joint advanced seminar in the 2000/2001
winter semester and to patiently put up with the divergent ideas of his

%0 It is more than a formality when | thank the leadership of the Friedrich Schiller
University of Jena at that time, especialy its chancellor Dr. Klaus Kibel and my faculty
colleagues, for making possible this more extended absence of their church historian from
the everyday life of the university.
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young colleague. The writing of the manuscript could then be continued in
the aforementioned research semester in early summer 2003. Here | espe-
cially thank the Benedictines of the Archabbey St. Martin in Beuron for the
friendly way that they granted me hospitality in their monastery and made
possible an undisturbed research phase in awonderful environment. Itisa
specia joy to me that abook so closely tied to Jerusalem could largely be
completed during a renewed stay at the Institute for Advanced Studies in
thiscity, right next to the masterfully stocked Hebrew National Library, and
that the last corrections could be made while staying on Mount Zion during
the academic year of the Benedictine abbey in the spring of 2006.

| also wish to give explicit thanks—alongside the people who have
already been mentioned—to a number of colleagues who have, a vari-
ous times, given me important pointers and impulses for the subject mat-
ter addressed in this book: Luise Abramowski (TUbingen), Barbara Aland
(Minster), Jan Assmann (Heidelberg), Hans Dieter Betz (Chicago), Kath-
arina Bracht (Berlin), Martin Hengel (TUbingen), Eilert Herms (TUbingen),
Ulrich Kopf (Ttbingen), Wolf Lepenies (Berlin), Eva Markschies (Berlin),
Christoph Schubert (Erlangen), and Michael Welker (Heidelberg). The Jena,
Heidelberg, and Berlin chairs supported their directr in manifold ways and
thusthislist must be supplemented with the names of the secretaries Barbara
Sarouji, Waltraud Anzinger, and Inge Ith, as well as the assistants Andreas
Heiser, Henrik Hildebrandt, Ulrike Kugler, Bernhard Mutschler, Oliver Wei-
dermann, and the various student assistants. Together with the student assis-
tants, the aforementioned colleagues have given the book a unified form,
checked itsreferences, and compiled abibliography.®! Georg Siebeck aswell
as Henning Ziebritzki and their colleagues in Tbingen accepted the manu-
script and first made it into a real book.

At the end of a comparably long period of completion, | look back
with deep thankfulness to the many different institutional contexts that
have given me the opportunity to reflect upon the connections developed
here: i 8¢ €yelg & ovn Ehafeg;

Christoph Markschies
Berlin and Jerusalem, Spring 2006

31 For this reason, the German version only provides the full citation of awork when it
first appears in the manuscript and afterward cites works by their abbreviated titles, which
are then unpacked in the bibliography. In this English version, by contrast, primary sources
and secondary literature are cited by author/editor, date, and page throughout (e.g., Mark-
schies 2006, 9), with the exception of a small number of abbreviations, which are unpacked
at the beginning of the bibliography. When necessary, aletter of the alphabet has been added
to distinguish between works published in the same year (e.g., Markschies 2000a). Previous
publication dates for works have often been provided in square bracketsin the bibliography
(e.g., Harnack 1996 [21924]), but these have not been included in the footnotes.
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Theology and Institution

Terminological Clarifications

Every contemporary account of the history of the ideas and institutions
of ancient Christianity is deeply influenced by the fact that it takes place
against the background of a history of the religion that reaches into the
present. Over the course of the nearly two-thousand-year history of the-
oretical reflection on Christianity, the meanings of many terms we use
have often changed drastically. Indeed, we might fear that modern termi-
nology’s ability to describe thereality of ancient conditionsisvery inade-
guate. This quickly becomes evident in the area of general history when it
is observed that the terms usually used for the political institutions of the
early Roman Empire tend to be ones that are actually inseparably linked
with nineteenth-century notions: there is an “empire” and an “emperor,”
and one must suspect that characterizations of the first three centuries are
at least affected by images from more modern empires and their emper-
ors, if not fundamentally overprinted by them. For this reason, we begin
our investigation of Christian theology and its institutions in the early
Roman Empire with a set of terminological clarifications, which serve
simultaneously to introduce the topic. The natural starting point for such
clarifications is the terms used in the title of this study —namely, “theol-
ogy” and “institution.”

1.1 “Theology”

Many classical and present-day portrayals of the history of Christian the-
ology* describe its path as a kind of one-way street—more precisely as a
dead straight one-way street in the form of asmall lane that leads, accord-
ing to one’s confessional mind-set, either steeply upward or just as steeply

L In light of following sketch, which is simplified to such an extent that it borders on
caricature, I wish to note that this also applies to my own presentations during my first
years as alecturer!
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downward.? | wish to designate this hermeneutical model as a “one-way
street” model because it basically takes its starting point implicitly from
the present organizational form of scholarly theological reflection at uni-
versities and reconstructs the development of the history of theology from
this endpoint as teleology. From this viewpoint, the actual goal of the
development of Christian theology in antiquity was that moment when
Christian theol ogians adopted the educational model of an ancient philo-
sophical school and oriented their theology —at first more defectively than
effectively—toward the paradigm of contemporary Platonic philosophy.
This means further that for this view, the actual goal of the Middle Ages
was the establishment of theological faculties and scholastic university
theology and the actual goal of the history of modern theology has been
the “reshaping of Christian thinking” in reaction to the European Enlight-
enment. Such a teleology that—as indicated—starts implicitly from the
present structure of theological reflection, which is oriented toward philo-
sophical standards of rationality as its norm, must aimost inevitably mar-
ginalize other forms of theological reflection as unimportant byways or
even as unfruitful dead ends. It is then left to general ecclesial or even
societal trends to discover the relevance of these aleged byways and
dead ends. | will givejust two examples. When Jewish-Christian dialogue
became increasingly important after World War 11, Jewish Christianity, a
form of Christianity that was certainly not oriented toward the paradigm
of contemporary Platonic philosophy, was discovered. Likewisg, it is pre-
cisely when mysticism isin fashion that a few mystical theologians begin
to be rescued from oblivion, and in recent years, female mystics have often
been rescued as well.

One could pointedly say that the traditional model of a history of
ancient Christianity with its apparently inevitable sequence is a direct
consequence of this one-way-street hermeneutic: in truth there only
appearsto be adirect path from the Aramai c-speaking primitive commu-
nity oriented toward the Jerusalem temple in Palestine to the first timid
attempts to form an urban community outside the context of the syna-
gogue in the ancient metropolises and further to the large Greek-speaking
Hellenistic communities with a developed hierarchy and educational
institutions oriented toward contemporary institutions of learning. The
more one has distanced oneself from this traditional model for the recon-
struction of the history of ancient Christianity, the clearer it becomes that,
in truth, seemingly archaic stages of ancient Christianity such as Jewish

2 Compare especially Andresen 1971; Beyschlag 1988; 1991; Bienert 1997; Harnack
1990a; 1990b; 1991c; Loofs 1967, 79-233; A. M. Ritter 1999. In addition to characteristic
portrayals of the past, this selection also includes some more recent presentations.
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Christianity® lived on happily in innovative and vital ways and were by
no means replaced by the respective “higher” level—in this case, helle-
nized Gentile Christianity.* As a rule, the comparably simple model for
the history of Christianity just described was also then combined with a
relatively simple model of either progress or decadence. Examples for
positive evaluations are found especially among Catholic historians of
dogma of a neoscholastic stripe; perhaps the most prominent example
of a negative evaluation of the development toward a theology oriented
to the Platonic paradigm, viewed as a one-way street, is Adolf von Har-
nack’s monumental three-volume Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte (His-
tory of Dogma), which appeared in its first edition in 1887 and remains an
absolutely brilliant achievement, evenin its errors.®

The inappropriateness of the classical one-way-street model can be
demonstrated with the help of what appear to be two extremely simple
questions: First, what istheology really? And second, what exactly did the
Greek word Beohoyio designate in the second and third century?

We begin with the first question: what is theology really? While
theology was viewed as a prerogative of Christianity for a long time
and regarded without question as an umbrella term for the rational-
argumentative account given by Christians concerning their faith, today a
religious studies consensus has developed regarding a definition that does
not limit the subject area to Christianity. In the words of Heinrich von
Stietencrons, “ Theology is argumentative, didactically developed speech
about the divine.”® Admittedly, this definition still calls directly to mind the
familiar Western form of university theology; | prefer therefore—with
Jan Assmann—a more open definition. Distinguishing between “explicit”
and “implicit” theology, Assmann formulates the matter as follows. “The
concept of ‘implicit’ theology relates to that of religion as grammar does

3 By “Jewish Christianity,” | mean Christian groups who strongly oriented their implicit
and explicit theology toward Judaism, who endeavored to keep the Torah and the dietary laws,
and who remained obligated to the Jewish “Messiasdogmatiken” (Messiah teachings) in the
development of Christology. The distinction presupposed here between a history of Christi-
anity “that occupies itself only with mutations that shaped the later self-understanding of the
Christian faith and the subsequent history of Chrigtianity” and one that “describes and inter-
prets. . . thevarious stages of the evolution of individual mutations” irrespective of whether or
not “these were guiding for subsequent developments of Christianity” is aso found in Vouga
1994, 13-19, and it is likewise explicated there in relation to Jewish Christianity (p. 19).

4 Thus Dieter Lilhrmann already stated in 1972 that both of the aforementioned
spheres of tradition stood “aongside each other and not temporally after each other” and
that “the boundary between the two spheres was not rigid but must be conceived as much
more permeable than has generally been the case up to now” (LUhrmann 1972, 459).

5 Harnack 1990a; 1990b; 1991c.

6 Assmann 1992, 25, with reference to Stietencron 1986.
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to language. A religion without ‘implicit theology’ is absolutely unthink-
able.”” Explicit theology—for example, as distinct from the implicit theo-
logical guiding assumptions of a cult hymn®—is, in turn, the discursively
developed speech about the divine and the religious actions and experi-
ences that human beings have with what they perceive to be divine. It
is developed through discourse—that is, people relate both to a common
subject matter and also to one another.® Another point is aso important in
Assmann’s open concept of theology: “implicit” and “explicit” theology
do not relate to each other in the way that the colors black and white do
but rather are “poles of a graded scale on which one must reckon with
different levels of explication of theology.”° When we focus on the devel-
opment of Christian theology in the second and third centuries, we cannot
(formulating the matter negatively) look only for classical representatives
of the type of “explicit theology” whose discursiveness satisfies our crite-
ria of rational argumentation, but we can (applying it positively) observe
the exciting process of an increasing explication of “implicit theology.”
Indeed, the key term “discourse” also points, in the first instance, less to
argumentation than to processes of communication and—if one follows
Foucault—to the “working out and handing down of knowledge within
the framework of institutions.” ! For thisreason, our focusin thefollowing
chapters will be especially concerned with the institutions within which
acertain form of “explicit theology” was carried out or, more precisely, a
theology that was on the way from an “implicit” to an “explicit” theology.

But first we must answer the question of what one understood by
Beohoyia in the second and third centuries and who was called OeoAOy0C,
theologian.

7 Assmann 1992, 25 (devel oped further in Assmann 1991, 21-23).

8 In contrast to the situation of the ancient Egyptians as described by Assmann 1991,
22, the themes of implicit and explicit theology in ancient Christianity do not initialy
differ from one another but are only arranged differently: one the one hand, Urzeit (orig-
inal time) and Endzeit (end time), or creation and redemption (cosmological dimension),
together with guilt and forgiveness (anthropological dimension), and on the other hand, the
question, which lies between the two dimensions, of the emergence and meaning of the
categories of “good” and “evil.”

9 Assmann 1991, 192. With Biihler, Assmann distinguishes between empractic speech
(i.e., speech embedded in actions) and the intertextuality of language, which “has suffi-
ciently detached itself from its ‘empractic’ embedding so as to obtain a form of its own,
usually fixed in writing, ‘as text’ (cf. also Assmann 1986, 4649, esp. 49n8).

10 Assmann 1986, 49.

1 Assmann 1986, 52n24: “| have adopted the term * discourse’ from Michael Foucault.
By this| thus mean the dissemination and handing down of knowledge in the framework of
ingtitutions.” An intellectually rich application of this notion to late antiquity is also found
in Veyne 1992, 28-33 (= Veyne 1978).
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1.1.1 The Term O EOAOTIIA in the Second and Third Centuries*?

At the beginning of the history of Christianity stood, as one can say with
Adolf von Harnack, the overwhelming personality®® of a Jew or (in the
terminology of ancient Christian theology) the revelation of the Jewish
God in a person** who awakened faith and created community among
non-Jews as well.®> Not only was this faith known in fixed formulas and
systematized in free formulations, but it was also already reflected on as
“theology” among the first witnesses, and in an astonishingly short time,
theol ogies emerged. From the abundance of these theologies certain theo-
logical topoi were normed at an equally early stage, whereas others were
excluded as “heresies’ from the second century onward. At the end of this
development, from the fourth century on, stands the “dogmatization” of
certain theologoumena in the empire-wide councils of late antiquity.*®
Admittedly, these developmental connections were not at first desig-
nated with terms that were mostly used thereafter only for the demarcated
sphere of a certain group of religions (“theology” and “dogma’) but with
terms such as ¢prhocodia and ravdv or regula, which were precisely not
assigned to a specific religious conceptual world.” Thus the emergence
and professionalization of the giving of arational account of the Christian
faith in the imperial period are not only commonly presented with terms
that were not used for this purpose in antiquity, but in this way a very
specific ordering of Christian “theology” to societal reality is also sug-
gested and continuities are insinuated that did not exist as such. Thus if,
on the one hand, one asks what meaning the term “theology” as we use it
today had in the early Roman Empire and, on the other hand, one collects
together the terms with which ancient Christianity designated the giving
of arational account of itsfaith, then one obtainsimportant initia insights
into the institutional and intellectual position of Christian reflection in
ancient society. The gradual appropriation of the pagan terms Bgoloyia,
0eolOy0g, and Oeohoyelv on the one hand and the term 0Oyua on the

2 Foundational: Ebeling 1962 and Kattenbusch 1930, 161-205 (= Kattenbusch
1962b); compare also Bader 1996, 15-21; Ziehen 1934; Stigimayr 1919; Whaling 1981,
289-93. I am happy to note that alongside my own investigations, I benefited greatly from
the attestations collected by Erik Peterson in his files that are now preserved in Turin. Great
credit isalso due to Henrik Hildebrandt for tracking down the texts, which were sometimes
quite inaccessible.

3 Harnack 1991c, 48-49.

14 Compare Frenschkowski 1995, 314-47.

15 On the distinctive features (including linguistic ones) of this faith, see Lihrmann
1981b, 64-122; 1976, esp. 85-99.

16 Markschies 2000f, 99-195.

7 Henrichs 1968, 441-49.
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other hand, which can be observed in the course of the first five centu-
ries (and istraced hereinafter), already represents an interesting process of
inculturation of Christian “theology” in the imperia period.

For an educated person in antiquity, the etymology of a word was
important. Hearing a particular term, one simultaneously heard its conno-
tations. According to its etymology, the word Bgoloyia first simply means
“speech about God,” but then also “account about God,” as a Latin repro-
duction of the Greek word in Augustine makes clear: the bishop from late
antiquity translates Ogohoylo with de divinitate ratio sive sermo; ratio
is rational account; sermo, however, can also mean “ordinary speech” or
“common language.”®

From this perspective, the high-medieval custom of designating
Christian account-giving about God in its entirety as theologia and the
designation of peoplewho carriedit out institutionally astheol ogi appears
to follow naturally. It was, of course, the result of a longer process. in
pre-Constantinian antiquity, Christians who did “theology” in the sense
of our contemporary, scholastically informed concept—namely, free
teachers, teachers organized in the communities, and teaching bishops—
were precisely not called “theologians,” and the forms of their reflection
and teaching were not called “theology,” either. Rather, in the imperial
period, composers of myths like Orpheus, Homer, and Hesiod,*°® as well
as certain cultic functionaries, were referred to as 6eolOyoL, thus as

18 Thus Augustine, De civitate dei V111 1 (Dombart/Kalb 1928/1929, I: 321.1-2).

19 For the pagan usage, compare, for example, Aristotle, Metaphysica B 4 1000
a 9-11 oi pgv ovv mepl Hoiodov xal mévieg dool OcohdyoL uovov Epodviioay
ToD MOOVOD TOD TEOG AvTOUE, UV & MALywenoav; Sextus Empiricus, Adversus
Mathematicos 1X 193 (Mutschmann 1914, 255.1-3, which follows fragment B 11 in
Diels/Kranz 2004) . . . mod tolg Oeoldyols »al momtais pubomotoems: Tdong
yoo doefeiag éoti mAfone. £vOev nal 6 Zevodavng dieléyymv Tovg mtepl ‘Oungov
xal ‘Hoiodov ¢not; Philodemus, De Pietate 42, lines 1204-5 [Beol]déywv nai
PLhoodpmv (Obbink 1996, 188); Philodemus, De Pietate 86, lines 2481-82 Oeohdywv
[xoi wlomt®v (Obbink 1996, 277 and 494-95); Cicero, De Natura Deorum I11 21.53
(ii qui theologi nominantur); Lucian, Alexander 19 (Macleod 1974, 340.26-27 . . . U0
unowvxL xal 0eordyw; cf. Victor 1997, 146 and 96-97 [text and translation]); Phi-
lostratus, Vita Apollonii IV 21.8 (eto, €mel d¢ firovoev, Tt ahAOD VITOONUAVAVTOS
Moyiopovg dpEodvtar xol petald g Opdéms émomoliag Te ol Bgohoyiag To
pev g Qoar . . . (Mumprecht 1983, 392.17-20 = Kern 1963, Testimonium 256a [p.
355]). This terminological usage is naturally taken up by Christians as well: compare,
for example, Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus Il 26.6 (Stahlin/Treu 1972, 19.31)
(0zol), GV nol Oeoyoviav Hotodog @&del v altod, xal 600 Beohoyel ‘Opngog;
Clement of Alexandria, Sromata V 74.4 Op¢pevg . . . 6 0gohdyog (Stihlin/Friich-
tel/Treu 1985, 378.4); or Pseudo-Justin, Cohortatio ad Graecos 3.1 (Marcovich 1990,
27.10-11). Additional attestations for the OQ¢pevg 6e0hdyog can be found in Bader
1996, 24-25, with notes 51-52.
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people who had composed Ogoloyia—that is, speech about the gods
in hymnic form—or who recited hymns about the gods composed by
others.?® Here, the concern was less with a special literary form fixed
in language than with the Upvelv, the singing (the praises) of,?! as the
Greek orator Menander of Laodicea on the Lycus (late third century)
makes clear.?? In the so-called Great Magical Papyrus of Paris (Bibl.
Nat. suppl. Gr. 574), a papyrus book from late antiquity with magical
instructions for all manner of life situations, the word Oeohoyio des-
ignates the concise call to god, eloelBe, pavnO( pot, xLe (“come in,
appear to me, lord!”).2® With this frequently repeated call, the user of the
papyrus adjures (0oxiCeiv) the “god of gods” to come to his side to help
him and, for this purpose, names an abundance of magical names of this
god. A Berlin magical papyrus from the former collection of Anastasi
(P. 5025 A/B) even calls the whole magical process “persuasion with
god-taught words” (. . . AOyoig Beohoyovuévorg meioavteg).? A (lost)
Orphic work is said to have had the title ®eohoyio.?®

In a corresponding manner, the person who recited Ogoloyta in cultic
or magical contexts was a Oeoldyoc: for the second and third centuries,
relevant titles are attested for cultic functionaries from the imperial cult

20 poland 1967, 38-39, 46-48, 50-51, 268, 349. Most of the other authors are depen-
dent on thisfundamental investigation; compare, for example, Reitzenstein 1916, 135, with
n. 3 (= Diadochus of Photiki, De Perfectione Spirituali Capita Centum 7 [Weis-Liebersdorf
1912, 8.22 = Des Places 1998, 87.10-12] ‘O stvevportindg MOyog v voedv aioOnouy
TANQoPoQel: évepyela Yap dydmng éx tob Oeod Pépetan, dtomep nal dfaodviotog
NUOV 6 voig duapével €v tolg Thg Oeohoyiag nVILAoLY).

2! Thus rightly Thraede 1994, 916-17 and 923: “linguistically or rhythmically styl-
ized prayers’; compare also Nilsson 1945, 65-67.

2 Menander Rhetor (Walz 1836, 321.12—-13 = Russell/Wilson 1981, 208.14): &g O
TV Beohoyovtwv (individual manuscripts: 0e0AdYwV) AOYOG.

2 papyri Graecae Magicae IV 1037 tobtov Hotepov ti)c Ocoroyiog (Preisendanz
1928, 108); the quoted call appears in the immediate context of, among others, Papyri
Graecae Magicae |V 1000, 1001, 1006, 1016, 1020, 1025, and 1034.

% Papyri Graecae Magicae | 50-51 (Preisendanz 1928, 4).

% Attested in Damascius, Dubitationes et Solutiones de primis principiis 124 (Ruelle
1966, |I: 319 = Westerink/Cobés 1986-1991 Il11: 162.19-21 = Kern 1963, fr. 28, p. 97);
compare Aristotle, Metaphysica A 3 983 b 28. Above all, the Dubitationes et Solutiones
of Damascius offer arich abundance of attestations for the orphic connotation of the word
field: 53 (Ruelle 1966, I: 107.13-14) 6 Ogohdyog dvupvel; 98 (I: 252.2-3): dg dpnowv 6
0gohdyog; 123 (I: 317.6-7): v £v Taic opmdiolg Oeoloyiav; compare also 247 (1I:
118.4-5): ouvaved£peto nol avTo (sc. To &v) Tf) Oeohoyiq. Damascius often speaks of
theologians in the plural: 50 (I: 100.15); 85 (I: 196.4); 89 (I: 219.25); 90 (I: 221.23); addi-
tional attestations can be found in the index of Ruelle 1966, I1: s.v. (360).
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of the cities of Ephesus,® Pergamum,? and Smyrna?® in Asia Minor and
from the oracle sanctuary of Apollo at Delphi.?® The Uuvwdot in the impe-
rial cult could also evidently be designated as BeolOyoL, but they were also
sometimes distinguished from these.*® Such 6goLdyoL praise the emperors
intheimperia cult through the recitation of prose hymns.3! The 6gohoyia
in the Athens association of the lobakchoi, which assigns this task to the
priest in its detailed “ association statutes,” may be imagined to be closely
analogous—namely, as a hymnic calling upon the gods.*> Women who

% The honorary decree of the Dionysiac Artists for T. Aelius Alcibiades of Nysamen-
tions that a P. Aelius Pompeianus Paeon, who was the Oeohdyov vamv t@v €v I[epduw],
reguested the honoring (Wankel 1979, nr. 22.4, p. 135; the editor, Wankel, trandlates, “fes-
tival speaker of the templein Pergamon”).

27 TloMédog ABnvéc, Buyatéoa KA(awdiov) AleEdvdoov Beoldyou (Ditten-
berger 1986, |1, nr. 513.6—7, p. 158 = Frankel 1895, nr. 525, p. 341; an inscription from the
beginning of the third century); compare also Frankel 1895, 264-65, on nr. 374 A, line 30;
Deissmann 1897, 58-59.

2 Compare notes 30 and 33 in this chapter. On the famous Athens inscription, see
Dittenberger 1873-1897, |11, 770 = Kaibel 1965, 882 = Kirchner 1935, nr. 3816°; see now
Zuntz 2005, 4648 and 57, for a summarizing discussion on inscriptions.

2 Plutarch, De defectu oraculorum 15 (= Moralia 26.15 [Patton/Pohlenz/Sieveking
1972, 77.14-15]) and Ziehen 1934, 2032. Compare also the mention of a herald and a
theologian in the sanctuary of Abonuteichos: Lucian, Alexander 19 (as n. 19 above). A
report about the mythical figure of the wonder worker Abaris, preserved in Apollonius,
Historiae Mirabiles 4, is probably older. It is said that the wandering magician and prophet
was simultaneously an oracle priest: ABaoig 8¢ 2€ “Yreofopéwv Nv uev %ail avtog TV
BeolOywV, Eyoonpe . . . (Keller 1877, 45.7-8 = Giannini 1965, 122.47-48).

Compare a founding inscription from the theatre of Ephesus (104 CE) toig
0eohdyolg rail Vpvewdolg (Wankel 1979, nr. 27.146, p. 178 [= Newton 1890, 481, lines
191-92]), an honor for Tiberius Claudius Moschas by the cuvédglov [T]dV DuvEdDV
[x]ot Oeohdywv [n]ol Oeopwddv of Artemis (Engelmann/Knibbe/Merkelbach 1980,
nr. 645.4—7, p. 41) and a foundation inscription from the time shortly after 124 CE from
Smyrna (Petzl 1987, nr. 697.38-39, [191-97] 192 = CIG II, nr. 3148.38-39, p. 712 =
IGRomlV, nr. 1431.33-34) . . . Oeohdyovg, Uuvwdovg . . . The passage deals with foun-
dations of Hadrian and the granting of a second neocoria to the city by aresolution of the
Senate, which istreated in detail in a second inscription from 124 CE: Nr. 594 (Petzl 1987,
74-75). According to this inscription, twenty-four hymnodists were bound up with the
new temple (cf. J. Keil 1908; additional literature in Petzl 1987, 76 [on nr. 594]). Ancther
inscription CIG 11, nr. 3803.5-6, p. 980, which was found in the broader environs of Hadri-
anopolis, attests a Ogo[Aoyo]v T[]V THd[e] pwv[o]tneiwv; compare also from Ephesus
FiE III, nr. 15.2 pp. 105-6: Oeo[A]O[yoc], nr. 74.2, p. 158 Beohdyog, and from Smyrna
CIG II, nr. 3199.3, p. 735 tag Oeohdyovg; CIG I, nr. 3200.3, p. 735 tag Ogoldyovg; CIG
11, nr. 3348.2, p. 779 VpvwdoD xal Oeoldyov.

3 For hymnodists and theologians in the imperial cult, compare also Heberdey 1912,
194; Robert 1943, 184-86; 1949, 210; Pleket 1965, 337-38, 346; Sokolowski 1969, 101;
Price 19844, 90.

32 According to the famous lobakchoi inscription (before 178 CE), the priest was
responsible for the OgoAloyla, which means a “festival sermon” according to Ziehen 1934,
2032 (cf. the literature in Pleket 1965, 338 n. 29). The inscription was first published by
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acted in a corresponding manner were likewise called Beohdyol (e.g., in
the mysteries of Demeter).*

This original meaning of the word field was evidently not suppressed
by the increasing Christianization of language and society: in the first
half of the seventh century, the alchemist Stephan of Alexandria still used
Beoloyelv in the classical sense for the praise of God through hymns.®
It also led to the fact that Christians could also use this word with neg-
ative connotations: in a Christian (pseudo-Chrysostom) sermon Eig 10
dywov mdoyo from the imperial period, which was influenced by Hip-
polytus' tractate of the same name (CPG |1: 4611), the author notesin his
exposition of the biblical formulation “the gods of the Egyptians’ (Exodus
12.12)—repeating a well-known and topical polemic—that the Egyptians
would make cows, fish, birds, other animals, and all sorts of creatures into
gods and sing hymns to them (Ogomototpeva xoi Oeoloyotpeva).®

Alongside the teaching about gods in hymns, mythological teaching
about gods could also be called Ogoloyia. This was by no means always
presented in the form of hymns. It also appeared in various institutional
and literary contexts: in a papyrus fragment (a speech?) about the goddess

Wide 1894, p. 268, lines 111-16 (= Dittenberger 1960, nr. 737 pp. 267—75, quotation on
p. 272). Other literature can also be found in Dittenberger 1960; he explains the term as
“orationem sollennem, qua per ferias dielaudes praedicantur et exornantur. Quem morem,
sine dubio ex antiquiore hymnos cantandi usu natum, ne ipsum quidem nimis recentem esse
et inferiore certe aetate latissime patuisse multis et scriptorum et titulorum testimoniis
allatis docuit M., ideoque in mysticis sodalitatibus nonnunquam inter alia officia etiam
0eohdyov mentionem fieri”; compare also Poland 1967, 268: Ogolovyia “is the festival
sermon for the honoring of the god.”

33 Thus in an inscription from Smyrna from the first/second century CE, ‘H foul)
%ol 0 dfpog ®al 1 ohvodog TV thg Oedg puotdv teiunoov Khovdiog Avrtmvicg
Safeivav Ipoxiaviyy xol Tovhaviy adehdpdg, Tag Oeohdyovg / “Council and peo-
ple and assembly of the mystics of the goddess have honored the sisters Claudia Antonia
Sabina Prokliane and Claudia Antonia louliane, the theologoi” (Petzl 1987, nr. 653.1-3
[p. 140 = CIG 3199.3, p. 735], line 51.3-4). Compare a'so nr. 654.3 (p. 141 = CIG 3200.3,
p. 735), where two sisters likewise exercise the function of theologiansin the cult of Deme-
ter (cf. the important corrections by Petzl 1987, 141, of Nilsson 1988, 357, and Ziehen
1934, 2032-33). Compare also an inscription from Lydia (Thyateira) in P. Hermann 1981—
1989, V 2, nr. 962: Duvwdol xol Beokdyot T Mnteog tdv Bedv and from Nysa . . .
pehomolod %ol op[wdod | Oelod Adgiavod, Heokdyou vamv Tdv év TI[epydum
(Clerc 1895, 125, lines 3-4, which can also be found in Blimel forthcoming).

34 Stephanus Alchemista, De magna et sacra arte | (= Stedpdvov AkeEavdoémg
0OV UEVIZOD PLLOCOGOU %ol ddaordiov Tig peyddng »ot iepds téyvns. Ilegl
youooulog meaELs ovv 0ed TEmdTN), thus far only edited in Ideler 1963; on the author, see
Taylor 1937/1938. At the end of the text, it reads, . . . tva. TocoTOV €00V AELWOTTE HeD’
vuvwdiag Beoloyety TNV ViteQdyayov Tod Beod dyabotnta (Ideler 1963, 202.18-19).

35 pseudo-Hippolytus (= Pseudo-Chrysostomus), Homilia in Sanctum Pascha [V1] 12
(Nautin 1950, 141.2).
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Athena-lsis, we read that no real judgment about the nature of the origin
of this goddess or the gods is possible (lines 6-8), because corresponding
material is indicated neither by the poets who, in the oldest times, com-
posed Oeoloyia, myths of the gods (lines 9-10), nor by the holy books
(dua TV legdv ovvtaypdtmv; lines 10-11). No god had seen her origin,
and no human being knows it either. From that point of view, one could
not make even the simplest statement about the nature (VAN or ¢pvoLg) of
this goddess (lines 27-28) within the framework of speeches of praise.
The ieQ0g MOYOG about her is said to be inferred and written down from
the xoouxol Oewion established by Hermes.* In the handbook on the
“traditions of Greek theology” by the Stoic philosopher L. Annaeus Cor-
nutus of the imperial period, titled 'Emdgout) tdv xatd v EAAnvixny
Beoloylovd mapadedopévmy, the phrase oot Beoloyla is, corre-
spondingly, also understood to mean the material that islisted in the gene-
alogies of Hesiod or developed in the Heracles myth.®

In the second and third centuries, the word field was also used much less
frequently in philosophical contexts.® In Diodorus Siculus, we read that the
Romans had brought yodpporta 6¢ xol puotoroyioy xal Oeoroyiav, “stud-
ies and teachings about nature and the gods,” to greater perfection than the
peoples from whom they adopted them.* According to Strabo, every the-
ology (mGg O meQl TV Bedv AOyog) must test old views and myths of
the gods, because the forefathers spoke both enigmatically and mythol ogi-
cally.® Alexander of Aphrodisias, acontemporary of Clement of Alexandria
and Origen, reported the convention of referring to Homer and Hesiod as

36| follow the edition and interpretation of the so-called Arkesilaos-Papyrusin Adler
1930.

37 The manuscripts, however, read Bewoicav; compare the apparatus on the title, p. 1,
in Lang's edition of Cornutus (C. Lang 1881) and the remarks of Nock 1931, 998. On the
author, compare Most 1989.

% Cornutus, De natura deorum 17 and 31 (C. Lang 1881, 31.12-17 or 63.12-19) as
well as 35 (C. Lang 1881, 75.18-76.16).

3% Philodemus, De pietate 72, but compare Claudius Aelianus, De natura animalium
XII 5 (Scholfield 1958/1959 III: 16; a description of the temple of Apollo Smintheus in
Lydia and the mice contained therein) 1 p&v oDV TOV UMV UVAUY TQONYOYEY TGS
€g Oeohoyiay TV, ElQoug 08 ATV OV YEYOVOUEV ROl TOLADTA TTQOCGAROVCUVTEG.

40 Diodorus Siculus, Bibliotheca historica V 40.2 (Bekker/Dindorf/Vogel 1985,
59.6-7).

4l Strabo, Geographica X 3.23 (H. L. Jones 1967-1970, V: 118) ag 8¢ 6 meol tdv
Oev hoyog doyatag éEetalel d0Eag ol phbovg, aivittopévav TOV Tohodv ag
elyov &vvolag Gpuotrdc el TV TEAYUATWV %ol TEOGTLOEVTMV el Tolg AOYoLS TOV
pdOov / “And theology as a whole must examine early opinions and myths, since the
ancients expressed enigmatically the physical notions which they entertained concerning
the facts and aways added the mythical element to their accounts’ (trans. H. L. Jones
1967-1970, V: 118; cf. Forbiger 1858, 141).
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theologians and to philosophical reflection about the first causes as theology:
the mowtn prhocodia were already called Oeoloyixry) in Aristotle, and it is
aso sad to be actualy the most valuable scholarly discipline because it
deals with the most valuable object.*? It was the particular combination of
piety and Platonic philosophy in Neoplatonism that led to the more frequent
use of the words BeoAdyog or Beohoyia there: in his treatise De abstinentia
from 268 CE, the Neoplatonist Porphyry, born in 234 CE in Tyre, applied
this expression in the singular to Pythagoras,** whereas he applied the plural
BeolOYOL to the Oracula Chaldaica and their first commentators.* lambli-
chus often uses the word field in his treatise De mysteriis.®® In this way, the
word Bgoloyia, which occurs for the first time in Plato* and was proba-
bly coined by him,* recurred with new force in philosophy of a Platonic
character. There was, of course, always an awareness of the fact that Plato
carried out Beohoyta in his dialogues. Thus an unknown Christian apologist

42 Alexander Aphrodisiensis, In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria 111 proem.
(Hayduck 1891) and In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria V 1-2 (Bekker 1837, 1026 a
16.33 = Hayduck 1891, 18.9-11) 1} Beoloyint) TdV ALV €0TL TUUOTATY EMLOTNUAV,
mteQl TO Oglov yévog Eota, 1] TYUWTATY TTEQL TO TLmTatov. Compare also Alexander
Aphrodisiensis, In Aristotelis metaphysica commentaria | 2 (Bekker 1837, 982 b 11 =
Hayduck 1891, 18.9-11) 0 8¢ 0g0g dyn mEd TN ®ol aitio TV dAlwv. did TodTwV
0¢ £de1Eev OTL nal evAOYmG 1108 1) mearypateio Beohoywrn) wadeiton or In Aristotelis
metaphysica commentaria I 2 (Bekker 1837, 983 b 6 = Hayduck 1891, 25.9-10) Aéyor &’
Gv mepl Opfpov te xai Hotvdov v modtwv Beohdywv as well as Alexander Aphro-
disensis, In Aristotelis meteorologicorum libros commentaria Il 1 (Bekker 1837, 353 a
32 = Hayduck 1899, 66.13-15) Beoldyoug 8¢ Aéyel Tovg mepl Bedv émayyehopévoug
©Meyery, v v ‘Opngog xai Oodevg xai Hotodog, 8¢ xal Ooyoviov ouveyQonpe.

43 Compare Porphyry, Deabstinentiaab esu animalium1II 36.3 & té dp1owv 6 Oeordyog
(Bouffartigue/Patillon 1979, 102) or a mythological figure by the name of ZéAevrog O
0e0hdyog (De abstinentia ab esu animalium 11 55.1 [117]).

4 Porphyrius, De abstinentia ab esu animalium 1l 43.4-5 (110) and elsewhere;
compare the remarks of Jean Bouffartigue in the introductory “notice” of his new edition
(Bouffartigue/Patillon 1979, 11 and 41-46).

4 |amblichus, De mysteriisliber 1.1 (Parthy 1965, 2.5-6) oV T&¢ ®0ADC TOLELS, TLVO
€ig YV oLy Toig iegedoty, Mg GpLhodot, tepl Oeoloyiag mootelvmv éomThuota / “Thus
you do well when you place certain questions about the teaching of the nature of the divine
before priests as friends for evaluation.”

%8 Plato, Respublica I 379 a: The myth, understood as (hi)story of the gods, may not
be narrated freely, but “guidelines for the teaching on the gods” must be set up, oi TOmOL
megl Oeoloyiag (379 a 5-6). What proper Ogohoyto should be is said immediately there-
after: otog TvyyGver 6 0e0g v, del dfmov dmodotéov (a 7-8); “as god is, so must one
always represent him.”

47 Thusin a sensitive interpretation of the passage Jaeger 1964, 12-13, Ebeling 1962,
754, objects without sufficient grounds, followed by Bader 1996, 17 n. 34. Kattenbusch
1930, 4-5 n. 2, is uncertain; compare also Kattenbusch 1908, esp. 901-4. Compare also
Goldschmidt 1950, 29-30. For a critical view of the interpretation in Jaeger, see Zuntz
2005, 49.
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from late antiquity, who can perhaps be identified with Marcellus of Ancyra,
writes of the dialogue Timaeus: £v ¢ xai Osoloyelv émyeipel (sc. Plato).*

Until the end of late antiquity, a corresponding use of terminology was
widespread in the philosophical literature. In his tractate on first princi-
ples, the last great pagan Neoplatonist, Damascius, once called Orpheus 0
Beoldyoc® without further explanation. He sees his own specific form of
the Neoplatonic theory of principles attested in virtually all philosophers
and in a large number of theologians.® With the plural “theologies,” he
designates above all the theologies of the Chaldean oracles and Orphic
hymns but then also those of the Egyptians and Phoenicians.®

Plato not only discovered the word that came to designate Christian
“theology” from the high middle ages; his philosophy also in a sense first
made possible the elaborate Christian “theology” of the imperia period
and thereby basically paved the way for the close association between
Platonic philosophy and Christian “theology” that characterized Christian
antiquity (admittedly with varying degrees of intensity). Even if the word
Beohoyio was initially not used in this way in antiquity itself, the relatively
quick development of “theology” in ancient Christianity presupposes a
good bit of that bold metaphysical certainty with which Plato, in precisely
that passage in which the word Ogolovyta first appears, also asserted the
possibility of “theology” as an “appropriate representation” of God. No
Christian “theology” could have been developed in antiquity on the basis

48 pseudo-Justin, Cohortatio ad Graecos 22.1 (Marcovich 1990, 53.6). In the writing
thereis, of course, as we saw above, a reference of the word to Homer and Hesiod: 8§ 3,1
(Marcovich 1990, 27.10-11).

4 Damascius, Dubitationes et Solutiones de primis principiis 67 (Ruelle 1966, I:
146 = Westerink/Cobes 1986-1991, II: 92.11) AéyeL yoOv 0 Oeordyog: (followed by the
Orphic fragment nr. 129 Kern 1963); compare Dubitationes et Solutiones de primis prin-
Cipiis 53 (I: 107 =1I: 34.9) 06 Beohdyog dvuuvel . . . (followed by nr. 85 Kern 1963).

50 Damascius, Dubitationes et Solutiones de primis principiis 50 (Ruelle 1966, 1: 100
= Westerink/Cobes 1986-1991, I1: 24.2-3); compare also Dubitationes et Solutiones de
primis principiis 50 (I: 100 = II: 24.11), Dubitationes et Solutiones de primis principiis
85 (I: 196 = II: 174.5), the commentary of the French edition (Westerink/Cobés 1986—
1991, 11: 228), and the reference to Dubitationes et Solutiones de primis principiis 122-25
(Ruelle 19686, |: 316-24 = Westerink/Cobés 19861991 I11: 158-67).

51 Damascius, Dubitationes et Solutiones de primis principiis 89 (Ruelle 1966, |: 219
=Westerink/Cobes 1986-1991, 11: 212.14-16); compare a so Proclus, In Platonis Timaeum
commentaria 25 B (Diehl 1903/1904/1906, |: 185.3 = Kern 1963, fr. 175, p. 210); Proclus,
In Platonis Timaeum commentaria 39 B-D (Diehl 1903/1904/1906 I11: 88.18 = Kern 1963,
fr. 99, p. 165); Proclus, In Platonis rem publicam commentarii (Kroll 1899/1901, I1: 338.10
= Kern 1963, fr. 224); Proclus, Theologia Platonica IV 16 (Saffrey/Westerink 1968-1997,
1V: 48.21-22 = Kern 1963, fragment 159, p. 358), and Hermias of Alexandria, In Platonis
Phaedrum Scholia 247 D (Couvreur 1971, 154.14).



1: Theology and Institution 13

of askeptical approach,> like the viewpoint favored by the Platonic Acad-
emy for many years after the metaphysical certainty of Plato wasbrokenin
skepticism beginning in the second century BCE.>® Rather, the simplifying
standardization as well as the popularizing “theologization” of the various
antiskeptical philosophical directions in the early Roman Empire, which
followed as areaction to skepticism, were an important presupposition for
the emergence of Christian “theology.”**

The new use of the terminology in philosophical contexts from the
late third century presumably constituted the presupposition for the fact
that Christian “theologians’ could now aso use for their own activity a
word field that was closely bound up with pagan religiosity, even if the
exact terminological history can no longer be illuminated reliably. The
evangelist John—probably especially because of the hymn that introduces
his gospel —was designated as 0 6eohdy0g,> though prior to the fourth
century, we have no clear examples for this use of terminology.>® Thetitle
is first used as a matter of course in the early Byzantine period, as is doc-
umented by a somewhat enigmatic inscription that may have been meant
to settle a struggle for rank between Ephesus and Smyrna and probably
comes from the Justinian period: there it states that John (received) from
the Lord “those (unspeakable) words with which he (showed) to us his
divinely inspired and indescribable nature and on account of which he

52 This can be seen, on the one hand, in the strong polemic against Epicureanism
(Markschies 2000b), and on the other hand, in the fact that in the relevant “philosophical
biographies’ of Christians in antiquity, skepticism is only a way station (cf. only Augus-
tine, Confessiones VV 14.25 [Skutella/Jirgens/Schaub 1981, 97.21-27, with the commen-
tary of O’ Donnell 1992a, 327-28]).

53 Compare the excellent introduction of Erler 1997, 547-62.

5 Jaeger 1961, 42-46; 1963, 31-33.

%5 In the Byzantine Majority Text, the inscriptio of the last book of the Bible reads
amordlig Twdvvou tod Beoldyov (cf. Bousset 1966, 180-81); for the linguistic usage
of late antiquity, compare, for example, a pseudo-Chrysostom homily on John the theolo-
gian (CPG II: 4645 = BHG 927), which speaks about tov Oeoldyov xol Oeoxfjoura (PG
61: 720), Diadochus of Photiki, De perfectione spirituali capita centum 80 (Des Places
1998, 138.10-11: TtoUtov oLy ToloTM 6 BeohdyOg £xofjoaTo ONUaTL. . .), or the acts
of the apostle (student) Timothy (CANT 295 = BHG 1847; Usener 1877, 7-13): GALG »al
T00 €vO0EOU OgoldyoL Twdvvou . . . altdmTng Te al ovThroog yeyévitow (Usener
1877, 9.22-24).

%6 Origen, Commentarii in evangelium Joannis Fragment 1 (Preuschen 1903b, 483.14)
is admittedly often mentioned as a first example, but the concern is with a catena fragment
that is handed down anonymously in the majority of its witnesses. (Heine 1986 is critical
of itsvalue.) Likewise, the attestation of Eusebius, Quaestiones evangelicae ad Marinum 2
(from the Corderius-Catena; PG 22: 1009 A = Merkel 1978, 88.5 . .. 1oV Oeohoyirdtatov
Twdvvnv . . .) comes from catena material, though here authenticity is probable. By con-
trast, the suggestion of Schwartz 1963, 53-54, that Papias already applied to title to John
isagain problematic.
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wasrightly called ‘theo(logian)’ and ‘ son of thunder.’”5” Hippolytus places
the “divinely inspired prophets and theologians’ together and evidently
means by this the prophets and psalmists of the old covenant.® Eusebius
refersto Mosesas an awe-inspiring “theologian and lawgiver” who through
his own writings (i.e., the Pentateuch) established “for the people of the
Jews a molteta in correspondence with proper evoéfewa.”* In fragments
from his Psalms commentary (CPG I1: 2551), Didymus the Blind emphat-
ically calls Paul 6 Oeoloyoc® twice, and Isaiah is subsequently called
0 péyag Beohdyoc® once. However, traces of the meaning of Bgoloyia
related to hymns about the gods are also found in early manuscript tradi-
tions of Eucharistic prayers where the expression originally referred to the
Sanctus but was subsequently replaced by the word doEoAoyia.®

At the same time, starting in the third century, Beoloyia was usually
understood to mean “Trinitarian theology” in the specific sense, after the
word had been used in thisway by Clement of Alexandria occasionally and
by Origen quite frequently.®® In a disputed fragment of a treatise against

57 Edition and translation in Wankel 1979, nr. 45, pp. 28184 (citation A, lines 4-7;
p- 282) ... »al dvexduyntov 0eo[AOYOs Te ®]al PEOVTNS ViOg eirdTWG EXANON (Sup-
plements by J. Keil). For the inscription, compare the detailed essay of J. Keil 1924, esp.
37071 (text and commentary).

58 Hippolytus, De universo (cited from Holl 1899, 143, 31: dAAc toig OeomvetoTolg
o TaLg ®ol BeordYOLS EENYNTALS EYYELONOUVTES TAGS Axods Oed moTeboNTE . . .).

59 Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica VIl 9,1 (Mras/Des Places 1982, 378.15-17).

8 Didymus, Commentarii in Psalmos 71.1 (PG 39, 1465 B): meol o yéyoadev O
0eolbYog (a citation from 1 Ephesians 2.14 follows) and 135.4 (PG 39, 1593 A): megl g 6
0e0MdYOg dnoi- (a citation from Corinthians 1.24 follows). Compare aso Didymus, Com-
mentarii in Zachariam 4.7 | 312 (Doutreleau 1962, |: 358.27; a citation from Ephesians 2.8
follows). Once he mentions . . . TOV Bgohdyov I1éTov, TOV drtdotohov Xolotob (Did-
ymus, Commentarii in Zachariam 3.3-521 214 [Doutreleau 1962, I: 304.8]) and writes (g
Eyoapev O Beordyog TaxwpPog (Commentarii in Zechariam 14.4°-52 VV 54 [Doutreleau
1962, 111: 998.16-17]), additiond attestations for the psalmist in the index of Doutreleau
1962, I11, s. v. (1154); compare also M Uhlenberg 1977, 97.9 and 319.6.

61 Anonymous, Tropea divinae . . . dialogis IV (Tijc Oglog %ol dvinfrov Beod
éxxdnolog nol dAnOelag memoarypéva Toodmana xatd Tovdainv év Aaudor, Paris,
Bibliothéque Nationale, Codex Coidlinianus 299, fol. 140" b = Bardy 1973, 228.2).

52 Hiinggi/Pahl 1998, 10 (Liturgy of Mark) coryfjtolc Ogohoyiong Tov Emviniov xai
Tolodylov vuvov ddovta; 208 (Jerusalem Liturgy according to Cyril of Jerusalem), 232
(Liturgy of Basil), and 246 (Liturgy of James); compare Bader 1996, 21 n. 45.

83 Origen admittedly uses also the traditional pagan terminology: Goxaiot 0gohdyot
‘EMivov (Contra Celsum1 25 [Koetschau 1899b, 76.2]); . . . dfhov &1L nai Zoxpdtoug
nol ITAérwvog xol ITuBaydov #al Deextidov xol v o foayéog Buvnoe Beordyol
Oeodréotepd €0t TadtTa T Lda (Contra Celsum 1V 97 [Koetschau 1899b, 369.25—
370.1]) and (Pseudo-[?]) Origen, Commentarii in Psalmos 64.2 oi ¢Ew tiig éxuhnoiog
Ogohoyetv 1) zai vuvetv (Pitra 1883, 73) or Commentarii in Psalmos 117.27 doEohoydv
nai Oeohdydv oe (Pitra 1883, 245). But of John it is said (Contra Celsum |1 71 [K oetschau
1899b, 193.16-17]), 'Exgivog Ogohoydv dmiyyethe td mtepl Beod toig yvnololg adtod
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Artemon, which may have been written by Hippolytus (CPG I, 1915;
perhaps to be identified with the “Little Labyrinth”), Oeoloyelv is distin-
guished from Upvelv and refers to the explication of the divinity of Jesus
Christ: the author refers to Justin, Miltiades, Tatian, Clement of Alexan-
dria, and many other writings “in all of which Christ is taught as God” (¢v
oig dmaow Ogohoyeitar O XoLotdg), but he also adds Ppalpot . . . nai
®dal that are written by “believing brothers” (thus Christians) and “sing
to Christ, the Word of God and praise his divinity” (. . . TOv Adyov tod
Be0d tov XoLotov uvodowv Beoroyovteg).* Didymus the Blind, in
his commentary on the prophet Zechariah (CPG 11: 2549), used the word
Oeoloyelv to designate biblical revelations about the nature of the Father.%
From that point of view, the actual BeoloyoUpevog is God himself.®
Beoloyia is used for the divine nature and in this respect is set over against
the MOyog mepl évavOpwmnoewc.t” The Cappadocian theologian Gregory
of Nazianzus’ Trinitarian theological discourses are first called “theological
discourses” in the Byzantine period, but their author is already called 6
0eolOY0g at the council of Chalcedon (451 CE).®® Whether the designa-
tion of Trinitarian theology as Ogoloyio caused the fourth evangelist to
be given the title BeoAOY0g or whether, conversely, this title for the fourth
evangelist prepared the ground for this designation for Trinitarian theology
can no longer be clearly discerned today dueto alack of sources.

poOntais. Compare also Origen, Commentarii in evangelium Joannis |1 34.205 (Preus-
chen 1903b, 92.15-17), d&ALA TOAYV Be0hoYioV OYEOLY TE TATEOG TEOG VIOV %Ol VIO
7OC maTéQa £0TL LOOELY 00X EALATTOV GItd THV TEOPNTAOV, 81’ MV droryyEMAOVsL TO.
mtepl avtod; Homilaein Jeremiam XV111 6in 18.1-16 (Klostermann/Nautin 1983, 158.9—
11), o000V Otov pev ai yoadpol 0oloy®doL Tov 0edv x00’ aDTOV Rl W) ETTAERWMOLY
abTod TV oixovoplo Toig AvOQWmIVOLS TEAYUAOL, AEYOUoLY aDTOV Elval ovy, MG
avBowmmog; as well as Commentarium in evangelium Matthael X11 38 (Klostermann/Benz
1935, 155.3), v meol Inood Beoroyiov, and XI 2 [36.4-5], xai dmodeEduevog v
€d0vavTo € uéQoug amaryyethol altd el Tob TaTEoOg Heoloylav.

64 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VV 28.4 or 5 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 500.22, 26).

8 Thus Didymus, Commentarii in Zachariam 8.16-17 11 15 (Doutreleau 1962, I1:
622.16-17); compare Didymus, Commentarii in Zachariam 7.12>14 11 199 (Doutreleau
1962,11: 518.16—-17): . . . 6 mpopnTng Oeoroymv paoxel- (a quotation of Isa 31.2 follows).

% Thus Didymus, Commentarii in Zachariam 2.12-13 | 145 (Doutreleau 1962, I:
270.15); compare 2.14-16 1 154 (I: 274.17) and 6.12-15 |1 60 (I1: 456.6).

7 Thus Didymus, Commentarii in Zachariam 1.8 | 22 (Doutreleau 1962, |: 202.24);
compare3.5°-7 | 224 (I: 308.11-12), 8.4-5 11 276 (11: 558.5), and 10.1-3 |11 251 (11: 740.16).

88 Loofs, 1899, 139; compare from the documents of the council: dyophysite florile-
gium nr. 3 (ACO 11/1/3: 114.14), from the writing of Emperor Julian against Origen (ACO
111: 193.2, 26 and 205.37), and on the title of Gregory Nazianzus Orationes 27-31, see
the remarks of the editor P. Gallay in his preliminary edition of the work (Gallay/Jourjon
1978, 8). A fine example of the fact that Beoloyia was connected with Gregory due to this
epithet isfound in a short medieval excerpt collection from the Bible and church fathersin
cod. Monac. 276, fol. 11r (edited in Boll 1908, 100.12: 6 wohvg €v Oeoroyig I'onydoLog).
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Alongside the specific meaning, the word Oeoloyio was also of course
used in the technical sense to refer to the giving of a rational account of
God by Christians: the learned bishop Eusebius of Caesarea/Palestine,
a grandstudent of Origen, was the first Christian author to distinguish
between Beoloyia (as ecclesial speech about God) and oixovopio (as
speech about the incarnation, life, and salvific death of Jesus), between
divine being in eternity and divine activity in time.*® With this develop-
ment, Christian theology joined itself to a linguistic convention, popu-
larized by the Stoics, of designating a subdiscipline of philosophy as
Beoloyia.™ Two ancient authors who were frequently read in the Middle
Ages were especially responsible for further developments into the High
Middle Ages and for the scholastic expansion of the meaning of the term.
In the Latin sphere, Augustine was influential in this direction from the
start because he took up™ the distinction—which probably originally
came from the Stoa—between three theol ogiae (the mythical theology of
the poets, Beoloyio puBuny); the physical theology of the philosophers,
Beohoyior puowxi); and the political theology of the lawgiver, Oeoloyia
moMtxi))”? and made it at home in Christian theology, when it had pre-
viously only been mentioned by Tertullian and Eusebius.” Additionally,

59 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastical 1.7 Kai éioEetai v pot 0 Mdyog, O¢ €y, amod
i 2aTd TOV XQLOTOV EMYVOOUUEVIS VYNAOTEQAS ROL RQE(TTOVOG 1] ®OTdL AvOQWITOV
oixovouiog te »ai Oeoloyiag (Schwartz 1999, 1I/1: 8.25-27). The bishop Athenodoros
of Amasea/Pontus, brother of Gregory Thaumaturgus and fellow student of Origen (Euse-
bius, Historia ecclesiastica VIl 14 [Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 668.4-5]), states in his (authen-
tic?) writing ITegl éfoaropod (cited from Holl 1899, nr. 411, p. 161.1-5): A pev toig
eunenoaguévols movtehdg TV dudvolay auoter Beoloyia, 1 pdhoto alnobfg,
G Og Toig TOALOIG, 1] SUVOEVT TNV dLdvoLay avTMV el VoEPeLay EnnaleloBol xol
dunawomoarylay v T 1og AAAHLoUg xovavia, drarldttovoa Tod Onoiddovg Plov.

"0 Aristotle distinguishes, in Metaphysica VI 1 1026 a 18—19, toeic . . . pthocodia
OewonTal, padnuotirt], puowrt|, Oeokoynt); Cleanthes (T 250 BCE) is said to have
divided philosophy into six subareas of dialectic, rhetoric, ethics, politics, physics, and
theology (Diogenes Laertius VII 41 in SVT I, nr. 482, p. 108.10-13: 6 8¢ KhedvOng
€€ uéom dmot [scil. Tod ratd prhocopiay Aoyov] diarexntindv, ONTOEWOVY, NOWOY,
oMoV, puordy, Beohoydv; cf. also Kattenbusch 1930, 8-9); as a subdiscipline of
physics, theology established the connection to popular piety, to eboéfewa. However, the
stoics titled the corresponding works not ;tegl Oeohoyiag or the like but, for example, De
natura deorum.

™ Augustine not only received it, but through the momentous translation of the term
¢duowrn) Beohoyio with theologia naturalis, he introduced the key term “natural theol-
ogy,” which is still used today: compare De civitate dei VI 5 (Dombart/Kalb 1928/1929,
I: 252.17-25).

2 This distinction arose probably in the second century, without it being possible to
assign it to acertain school (so Dihle 1996, 184-87; Lieberg 1973; 1982).

3 Tertullian, Ad nationes II 10 (Borleffs 1954, 41.16-20), Triplici enim genere deo-
rumcensumdistinxit: unumesse physi<cum>, quod philosophi retractant, aliud mythicum,
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the Greek theology of an unknown Syrian monk from the fifth century
who composed the so-called Corpus Dionysiacum, in which the word
Beoloyla was used seventy times and understood to mean “‘God’s word’
itself,” also had an influence, via translations, in the West.”

1.1.2 Christian “ Theology” in the Second and Third Centuries

It is, of course, astonishing that in ancient Christianity, the word “theol-
ogy,” which originally belonged in the context of pagan religiosity, gained
such significance —after all, the word field Beohoyia, Beoloyelv, and
BeohOyog were not used at all in the New Testament—but it is also sur-
prising that the giving of arational account of the faith became so import-
ant that in the High Middle Ages this word and this subject matter could
eventually be exclusively associated with each other terminologically.
For in the first century, most Christians made it through life—to put it
anachronistically—with a relatively small “theology” that consisted of a
few concise formulas (e.g., ®0gL0g Tnoodg or Inoodg NyéeOn). It is true
that the attempt was made to draw systematic lines between the word,
work, and fate of Jesus of Nazareth and the Greek (Jewish) Bible and that
contemporary methods of scriptural interpretation were used (or appropri-
ated) for this purpose.” However, the systematic problems that emerged
here were not yet even comparable with those posed by the philosophical
interpretation of myths. Early Christian judgments against philosophy—
that is, against the discipline that deals with the giving of a rational
account of the connections between God and the world—are formul ated
in a correspondingly critical manner.” The first two generations of the

quod inter po<etas> uolutatur, tertium gentile, quod populi sibi quique adoptaue<runt>,
and Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica IV 1.2—4 (Mras/Des Places 1982, 161.9-162.16),
&medn) ya To ;v Thg Beohoyiog avTdV £ld0g £ig Tola YevidTEQOV Sagodowy, &ig
T€ TO LUOWOVY VIO TOV TONTMOV TETQAYPONUEVOV 1Al ElG TO GUOLROV TO O1) TEOG TMV
dLhocdGwV EPeveNUEVOY €l5 TE TO TEOG TMV VOV dLexdLROVUEVOV £V EXAOTY TOAEL
%ol (O TEGUAAYHEVOV, TOUTMOV O¢ néQn V0 11O TEOTEQOV dLA TOV TEO TOVTOU
OUYYQAUUATOV ULV EENTAmTOL, TO TE 10TOQLRAV, & 01 HLUOWOV dmoxaloDaoLy . . .
(161.9-14).

" A. M. Ritter 1994, 62; “In other words, ‘theology’ normally means the Holy Scrip-
turesin the sense of the ‘tidings’ that goes back to God himself” (A. M. Ritter 1994, 63).

" The significance of the biblical theologies and especially the Greek Bible was cor-
respondingly great; compare the introductory remarksin Rosel 1998, 49-53.

® Compare Colossians 2.8 PAémete i Tig VUGS E0Ton O GLAAYOYOY St Tig

Prhocodiag nal %evilg ATATNG ®OTA THV TOQAO00V TOV AvOQOTWV, ®OTA TO
otoLy et ToD »OOUOV ®al 0V xotd XQLotov- (“Beware that no one capture you through
philosophy and empty deceit, founded on the teaching of human beings and on the powers
of theworld and not on Christ”).
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Christian community mostly wanted only to hand down a ma@ddoo1g that
had already been handed down to them (cf. 1 Corinthians 15.1-3). With
regard to terminology, there was scarcely an awareness of the fact that this
ma.ddooLg was occasionally already reflected on in the process.

A sign of the changing attitude toward reflection on the Christian faith
within the Christian communities in the second century is the designation
of Christianity as the “true philosophy.” This is first attested thematically
in the urban Roman apologist Justin Martyr in the middle of the second
century and terminologically in Clement of Alexandria at the end of the
second century.”” Justin is probably also the first Christian “theologian”
with whom the verb Oeoloyelv occurs.” A generation later, Clement of
Alexandria then distinguished between the mere pvBoloyio (of Diony-
sus) among the Greeks and the true Beoloyia of the Logos.” However,
he still understood the word in afully traditional manner when he located
the Old Testament prophets who taught Beohoyto within a sequence
that included Orpheus, Homer, and Hesiod.® The Palestinian bishop and
scholar Eusebius of Caesarea especially paved the way for the reception
of the philosophical meaning of the word Bgoloyia (teaching about God)
within Christian “theology” from the fifth century onward. In the fourth
century, Eusebius wrote el ti)g éxxlnolaotinils Oeoloyioc® against
his fellow bishop Marcellus of Ancyra and spoke of the xevopwvio of
this Eévog Beohdyoc.® Thus from the fourth century on, the key word

™ Justin, Dialogus cum Tryphone 8.1 dtohoyltopevoc te mdC £VTOV TOVG
MOYOUG aUToD TAUTNV pOVNY €VLoROV GpLhocodiov Aopalri] te ral oUUGOQOV
(Marcovich 1997, 84.4-6); Apologia i 26.6 XQLotiovol ®ohoDVTL, TEOTOV %Ol Ol OV
HOLVMVODVTES TOV AVTAV SOYUATOV TOIG PLAOGODOLS TO EMTLRATNYOQOTUUEVOV dVOuaL
s Pprhocodiag xowvov €xovowy (Marcovich 1994, 71.26-29); Clement of Alexandria,
Sromatal90.1 v ain07 prrocodiav o1’ viod magadidopuévny (Stahlin/Friichtel/Treu
1985, 58.2); compare also Bardy 1949; Bartelink 1960; Goérgemanns 1989, 616-23 (lit);
J. Leclercq 1952; Malingrey 1961, 119-20, 137-38, 14849, and 212 (on the term “true
philosophy”).

78 Justin, Dialogus cum Tryphone 113.2 (Marcovich 1997, 263.7-8) ¢Ahd S1é T &v
dhdpa TedTe TEooETEON T APgadp dvopatt Beoloyels; since the biblical figures are
also OeolOYyoL, in this passage Oeoloyelv can mean interpreting an Old Testament story
allegorically (cf. also Kattenbusch 1930, 38-39 = 198-99).

9 Clement of Alexandria, Sromata I 57.6 ottwg ovv 1 te Béopaoog 1 Ernvixi
drhocodia TV aidrov aifnBelav omaQaypdv twva, ol Tig Atovicou puboroyiog,
Tig 8¢ tod Adyov TtoD Svtog del Beohoyiag memointar (Stihlin/Friichtel/Treu 1985,
36.29-31).

8 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata V 24.1 (Stahlin/Friichtel/Treu 1985, 340.25-28).

81 CPG I1: 3478; for the title compare Eusebius, De ecclesiastica theologia Il (Klos-
termann/Hansen 1972, 98.13-14).

82 Eusebius, Contra Marcellum| 1.6 (Klostermann/Hansen 1972, 2.25).
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Beohoyio has possessed an antiheretical character and has been used for
theology that has been normed by synods or councils (thus for “ dogmas”).

Why did a “theology” arise in the second century? Gerhard Ebeling
maintained that “the (sc. Christian) faith pressed forth from itself towards
understanding.”® But this viewpoint does not yet grasp the problem in
all its sharpness. For in the first place, it must be made clear that it was
by no means a given for areligion in antiquity to develop a “theology.”
Adolf von Harnack suggested in 1926 that the giving of such a theologi-
cal account was a specific feature of the Christian religion in the Roman
Empire. He claims that “theology,” in the sense of the giving of arespon-
sible account of the faith, was lacking in other ancient “religions’ such
as the Mithras cult, the Magna Mater religion, and the religion of the sun
and that the Neoplatonic synthesis of religion and “theology” did not last
long. According to Harnack, these cults lacked the ability to develop a
theology and dogmas.® But the decisive reason for these findings, which
would haveto be differentiated once more,® was presumably less alack of
ability and more the absence of opportunity. A text like 1 Peter 3.15 shows
that the emergence of “theology” in Christianity was connected with
the mission situation (£TolpoL Al TEOG dmohoylav ovTL T aitodvtt

8 Ebeling 1962, 760.

84 In his Bonn lectures, Harnack 1927 states, “There was probably never a theology
of the Mithras religion, the Magna Mater religion, the sun religion etc., as there was a
theology of the Christian religion, and the same applies for dogma, concept fantasies, and
cult wisdom, there was also a spirituaistic but no rational dogmas. All these religions,
including the Egyptian religion, concerning which one can more appropriately speak of the
study of religion, were simple cults and remained so until the time of Neoplatonism” (3).
“It was only in the Christian religion that it came to a scholarly theology and a system of
dogmathat have asserted themselves up to the present” (4).

8 Thus Harnack 1927, 3, held that “also the Jewish religion . . . possessed no theol-
ogy and no dogmain the sense of a scholarly dogmatic.” One wonders whether Judaismis
treated correctly in this opposition; Harnack must downplay the theological conceptions of
Hellenistic Judaism and especially Philo, a contemporary of Paul (with the only firm date
the embassy to Caligulain 39/40 CE when he was perhaps sixty), to atype of failed episode
(“But not only did the Jewish religion experience through the Alexanderism a transforma-
tion that reached to the foundation of its nature, but the whole undertaking aready fully
collapsed in the second century CE” [4]). Alone if one thinks of the Babylonian scholar
and philosopher of religion Maimonides (1135-204), who developed a Jewish philosophy
of religion on the basis of the Talmud or of the rise of Islam, which naturally knows a
theology (Harnack evidently no longer assigned these events to antiquity), then one must
consequently suspect that the thesis that atheology only existed in Christianity isfalseasa
phenomenological thesis and probably must be understood instead as “theol ogical”—that
is, as athesis formulated from a certain Christian viewpoint. Naturally, Harnack’s thesis
would also have to be scrutinized again with regard to the pagan cult (cf. e.g., the theology
of the Orphics) and also with regard to the ancient philosophical systems whose religious
background is now seen more clearly (P. Hadot 1991, 15-37 [= P. Hadot 1987]).
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VUAG AOYOV TeQL TS €V VULV EATTiO0G; “be prepared at all times to give a
defense before everyone who requires an account from you concerning the
hope that is in you™), and from this perspective, we might ask whether
the absence of “theology” in the pagan cults cannot be explained by the
fact that mission was not pursued there. The emergence of a “theology”
would then be the direct consequence of the Christian claim to abso-
luteness, which through the universalizing of Jewish monotheism was
advocated in the communities at the latest after the death of Jesus. This
distinguished the new religion from the remaining cults in the environ-
ment, which did not present these sorts of requirementsfor exclusivity and
therefore did not have to give reasons for such requirements either.

Thus one must say in summary that the concept of a“history of Chris-
tian theology,” which is normally used as a matter of course, already sug-
gests a connection between various phenomena ex post (after the fact),
whereas in truth, Christians worked out different issuesin very disparate
ways. Nevertheless, for systematic reasons, Christianity already tended
from the beginning toward that form of rational account-giving that was
later called “theology.” We have now analyzed the systematic reasons
intheclassical theological terminology for thisand have madereferenceto
the claim to absoluteness and the missionary situation. In asecond section,
these reasons will be analyzed against the background of social-scientific
model constructions. For this purpose, | turn now to the second principal
term of this monograph—namely, the term “institution.”

1.2 “Institution”

Only at first glance is the idea of developing the history of ancient Chris-
tian “theology” with aview to itsinstitutions anew notion. For thisreason,
it is worth considering the relevant history of research before we reflect on
the understanding of the term “institution.”

1.2.1 Observations on the History of Research

The historians at the turn of the century who have remained prominent
up to the present, whether secular historians such as Theodor Mommsen
or church historians such as Adolf von Harnack, were largely in agree-
ment that as historians we must study the institutions, for these alone were
regarded as “ certainly recognizable,” being viewed as “the skeleton of his-
tory” (so Harnack®). Mommsen once wrote to his son-in-law Wilamowitz,

8 Thus Harnack in the fifth thesis of his Oslo lecture “Wie soll man Geschichte
studieren, insbesondere Religionsgeschichte?” (How should one study history, especially
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“We can grasp the institutions to a certain extent; antiquity already did not
know the process of becoming and we will not guessit.”®” One would actu-
aly like to assume that this suggestion of the friends Harnack and Mom-
msen was eagerly taken up by all who subsequently occupied themselves
with the history of ancient Christianity—after all, there is so much that
remains dark, hypothetical, and unexplainable in the “process of becom-
ing” of the history of the church and the theology of the second and third
centuries. Precisely because so many important sources from thistime have
been lost and so much remains in the darkness, the need for certain fixed
points in the sea of ignorance is so great: 85 percent of the texts from the
second century whose existence we know about has been lost—and this
quantity presumably forms only a rather small percentage of the sources
that once existed in their entirety.

But has the history of the church or of Christianity in antiquity really
taken the institutions increasingly into consideration since the beginning
of this century, as one would like to expect? If one reviews the standard
comprehensive accounts of our day in relation to this point, then this may
be questioned with complete justification. Such works naturally deal with
institutions: thus we find, for example, “constitution and worship ser-
vice,” “penance and forgiveness,” and “canon, rule of faith, and office”
in the widely circulated Protestant presentation of Carl Andresen and
Adolf Martin Ritter;® similarly, we find “the constitution of the church”
and institutions of the “Christian life” such as baptism, worship service,
penance, and holy days and times in the recent Catholic textbook of Karl
Suso Frank.® Even Ernst Dassmann, whose students Georg Schéllgen and
Clemens Scholten have made important contributions on institutions in
pre-Constantine Christianity,*® mentions only the familiar and long-known
ingtitutions in his textbook, perhaps with somewhat greater emphasis
than his colleagues on the institutions of “love of neighbor and caritas.”

These few examples are sufficient for our purpose. One does not at
all receive the impression that dedicated actions have followed the call

history of religion?), cited from the edition of Markschies 1995b, 154; compare also
Jantsch 1990, 44-45.

87 T. Mommsen in a letter to U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff, cited in Ehrenberg
1960, 95; Wilamowitz answered on October 11, 1984: “You raise the question, whether
you would not do better to let the matter rest and make the public law, and motivate this
with the fact that history can portray the institutions but not the becoming” (Mommsen/
Wilamowitz-Moellendrorff 1935, Nr. 179, 192; cf. also Calder 2004).

8 Andresen/Ritter 1993, 12-13, 26-31.

8 Frank/Griinbeck 1996, 100-131.

9 Schéllgen 1982 (= 1990a); 1990b; Scholten 1995.

91 Dassmann 1991, 239-50.
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from the beginning of the twentieth century to carry out a history of insti-
tutions. For the sphere of ancient Christianity, there are not even counter-
parts to Theodor Mommsen's great and unsurpassed works on the history
of institutions—namely, his works on Roman criminal law and public
law%—and almost all the monumental presentations on the classic institu-
tions of the history of Christianity (worship service or office, rule of faith,
and canon) come from the beginning of the century,® if one wishes to
overlook for amoment characteristic exceptions such as the presentations
of Freiherr Hans von Campenhausen® and Josef Andreas Jungmann.® But
even for al these valuable investigations, it remains true that they con-
stantly deal with only asmall segment of the institutions that would actu-
aly be relevant for a history of ancient Christianity. Time and again, we
see the foursome “worship service, office, rule of faith, and canon,” which
is occasionally somewhat tiring already. In view of this finding, it would
be urgently necessary here (aswell as el sewhere®) to open up further seg-
ments of a history of ancient Christian institutions.

1.2.2 Observations on the Under standing of the Term

But in order to open up further segments of a history of ancient Chris-
tian ingtitutions, it is advisable that one establish a more open concept of
institutions as a basis for such investigations than Harnack and Mommsen
did in their day. While they tied the concept of ingtitutions to the legal
norming of societal forms of order,”” I wish to take the definition—which
stands in the tradition of Arnold Gehlen—of the Collaborative Research
Center Institutionalitat und Geschichtlichkeit (Institutionality and Histo-
ricity) in Dresden as a basis for the following chapters of this monograph:
ingtitutions are defined there as “social arrangements that outwardly
and inwardly effectively suggest and bring into force stability and dura-
tion” and in which especially “the action-guiding and communication-
directing foundations of an order are also aways symbolically brought to

92 Mommsen 1955; 1963.

% What follows is a selection: Harnack 1990c; Kattenbusch 1962a; Leipoldt
1907/1908; Zahn 1975.

9 Campenhausen 1953; 2003; 1972.

9 Jungmann 1958. In away, one would also already have to mention Lietzmann 1926.

9% |n my inaugural Jenalecture on November 1, 1995, | therefore spoke also of anec-
essary “broadening” of the basis of investigation for the question of the upheavals in the
fourth century: Markschies 1997d, 184-87.

97 Compare Lipp 1987; Hoffmann 1987; Schillein 1987; Gimmler 1996, 7—23. For our
connection, it is not necessary to present the differentiation between “individualistic” and
“collectivistic” approachesin the theory of institution and to justify our choice; the selected
concept of institution has merely heuristic functions.
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expression.” % |n my view, such a concept of institutions is shown, despite
all its problems, to be considerably more practicable for the portrayal of an
emerging religion than the legally colored definition from the beginning
of the twentieth century. The most important problem that is bound up
with a more open concept is certainly the colloquia speech convention,
which immediately associates “institution” with alegally normed form of
order. When, for example, we repeatedly speak of Christian “educational
institutions” hereafter, one may not, of course, imagine the organizational
stability and legal norming of a modern school or university.

A more open concept of institutions such as this one has already been
implicitly in use for sometime: thus, in the history of ancient Christianity,
one speaks of the papacy, a monastery, or the imperial councils as “insti-
tutions’” and does not mean by this legal contexts so much as organized
social structures that show the same enduring characteristics as governing
bodies—namely, explicit norm structures, regular membership, transper-
sonal goals of action, and corporate power. Admittedly, the range of com-
binations of these formal criteria is not fixed®*® and naturally also varies
with regard to the Christian institutions. We understand “institution” in this
sense as an anthropological basic category and as an inevitable ordering
and reference pattern of every social action. By contrast, we understand
“institutionalization” as the emergence of an organizational framework
(and not merely the consolidation of formally regulated interactions into
the form, for example, of a decision-making body that exists over time).
Although in-depth, systematic analyses of “institutions’ as instances for
regulating social interaction have, in the meantime, become available
in anthropological, legal, and sociological discussions,'® thus far in the
investigation of ancient Christianity, it has scarcely been considered that
a careful reception of the results of such investigations on “institutions”
also opens up new perspectives of inquiry for the development of theol ogy
and church in the second and early third centuries. This also appliesin a
similar way to other fields of contemporary social sciences.

Thus one can learn from the discipline of sociology that new ideas
require the social basis of an ingtitution in order to establish themselves,
and therefore people who want to establish a new idea in a society must
create such a social basis.'® In ancient Christianity, the new idea—or more

% Melville/Moos 1998, V; for such an empirical—action-oriented understanding of
institution, compare also Siedschlag 2000, 28-30.

9 According to Melville 1992a, 2. Douglas 1987, 69, aptly says, “Institutions create
shadowed places in which nothing can be seen and no questions asked.”

10 Ejsenstadt 1968; Dubiel 1976; Hoffmann/Hubig/Lipp 1987; Schelsky 1970; and
the contributionsin Melville 1992b, esp. Acham 1992.

101 \Weingart 1974, 26.
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precisely, the ensemble of new ideas grouped around the central guiding
idea of the special significance of the word, work, and person of Jesus of
Nazareth—was aways bound up with certain normative patterns of behav-
ior that sometimes differed considerably and did not even have to be new
at al (but rather integrated various ethical traditions into an “inclusive
ethos’ 12 as, for example, in the communities determined theologically by
Paul). From this perspective, one must awaysinvestigate the ancient Chris-
tian ingtitutions to determine whether they are not only the social basis for
the spread of this ensemble of new ideas but also a social objectification of
special normative structures of behavior. An institution can aso develop
“on the basis of a common set of normative structures of behavior” and
then have above al the task of “preserving this set of behaviors or mak-
ing precise and ensuring its continual implementation in the life praxis.” 1%
In the case of ancient Christian ingtitutions, the ensemble of new ideas
and the privileged pattern of behavior are more closely connected insofar
as they were aready theoretically related to each other in the New Testa-
ment and have also been repeatedly related to one ancther in subsequent
“theological” reflection. The ensemble of new ideas was implemented time
and again in “central ideas” of common action that led to the pragmatics
of normative patterns of behavior.®® Part of the evidently great attractive-
ness of Christianity in antiquity probably consisted in the fact that with the
notions of meaning bound up with the new ideas, Christian institutions ful-
filled human “basic needs,”*® and these notions of meaning were realized
“through durable, regulated forms of social action.”1%

In the framework of this monograph we are interested first in the for-
mation of institutions and thusin the process of institutionalization, which
takes place, as we have said, in order to secure the social basis for the
spread of new ideas. For this purpose, the people involved usually leave
their original reference group, initially establish new contacts, and then
establish a new institution through the recruitment of comrades-in-arms.
The opposition that they experience is one of the reasons why a group
consciousness emerges and stabilizes (the so-called in group—out group
consciousness). In the framework of this process of institutionalization
and stabilization of group consciousness, the new ideas that were orig-
inally argued for only in a weak manner are grasped with ever greater
precision; to this extent, they are brought into asystem (whereas originally

102 On the relation of exclusive identity and inclusive ethos in the Pauline communi-
ties, compare above all Wolter 1997.

103 Melville 19923, 12.

104 Melville 19923, 11.

105 Malinowski 1944, 91-131.

106 Melville 1992a, 11.



1: Theology and Institution 25

they often burst open an existing system) and are thereby dogmatized.
Finally, the new group demarcates itself outwardly by sanctioning (i.e.,
penalizing) deviations.’®” Thus successful new ideas lead—to formulate
the matter pointedly—with a certain inevitability to new institutions and
new dogmas. Such an institutionalizing dynamic, which is more or less
automatically bound up with the aim of establishing a new idea, must be
distinguished again from the individual institutionalizing strategy of a cer-
tain group—namely, the specific nature and way in which it founds and
consolidatesasocial basisfor itsnew ideas. Asarule, one can seethis spe-
cific strategy in publications and other public expressions (including sym-
bolic ones). But argumentative promotion of a new idea is automatically
also ssimultaneously bound up with practical institutionalization, and this
connection is not only a characteristic of aspecific strategy.’® The guiding
opposition—which is employed again and again in the writing of church
history and also for most histories of Christianity—between hierarchically
organized mainstream church or institutional church, on the one hand, and
charismatically shaped minority groups that are critical of hierarchy, on
the other hand, ignores the dynamic of institutionalization that is common
to both forms, which is independent of their respective concrete strate-
gies. To put the matter differently, viewed from a sociological perspective,
mechanisms of norm-setting, canonization, dogmatization, and hierar-
chicalization are not so much spontaneous reactions to crisis phenomena
as they are developments that more or less automatically accompany the
establishment of a new idea. Thus the model of a crisis-initiated phase
of norm-setting—namely, the norming of the biblical canon, dogmatics,
and hierarchy that allegedly reacted against the so-called Gnostic crisis
of the second century’®—must aready be critically scrutinized for socio-
logical reasons to see whether it really describes the historical findings
adequately. However, the question of the identity of ancient Christianity
in the plurality of its different manifestations, which has been much dis-
cussed in the twentieth century, cannot be answered simply with reference
to sociological models: whether unity or difference or whether uniformity
or plurality stood at the beginning of ancient Christianity cannot be clar-
ified through an analysis of general laws of institutionalization but only
through a precise description of the Christian processes of institutional-
ization in the early and high imperial period. For while agroup that forms

197 For more detail on the steps of the process, see Weingart 1974 and T. N. Clark
1974.

108 \Weingart 1974, 33.

109 On the model of a “Gnostic crisis’ in the development of ancient Christianity,
compare section 3.15 and section 4.1.



26 Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

the social basis for the establishment of an idea usually does possess an
original, natural geographic center, it also tends to disperse and settle in
various centers with its success in establishing itself. It isjust as possible,
however, that on the basis of a new idea, multiple groups emerge inde-
pendently of one another locally and their common conceptual orientation
does not imply a common social organization but first presses toward one
and creates an artificial geographical center only secondarily.'°

Thus, when the term “institution” is used to consider not only the
hierarchically structured majority church but first and foremost all social
structures that establish stability and duration, then the focus on the “ great
men”—which characterizes the traditional writing of church history andis
so problematic from an epistemic methodological perspective—aobtains a
good sense aswell: institutionalization can only succeed when, in addition
to anew idea, there are also “talented individuals” who endeavor to obtain
asocia basis for its establishment.** Whether we know all these individ-
uals and whether they were only male is naturally a completely different
question that is also difficult to answer for the second and third centuries.
A further difficulty for our investigation emerges through the fact that—as
we have seen—institutions also always express the action-guiding and
communication-directing foundations of their order symbolically, whereas
for the early and high imperia period, we are dealing aimost exclusively
with some of the remains of written traditions. For the most part, archae-
ological remains do not exist. For this reason, the entire additional sphere
of symbolic communication of the foundations of ancient Christian insti-
tutions (e.g., through the “logic of gestures’ and other forms of behavior
or through clothing) can scarcely beilluminated: what are the “identifying
signs’” and what are the “meaning-bearing symbols’ of certain Christian
institutions in which theology was carried out during the high imperia
period? Here we are dependent on isolated reports (cf., above all, sec-
tions 2.1 and 2.2). Thisis especially regrettable since we know—from the
study of rhetoric, for example—how strongly oral speech was supported
by hand gestures*'? and how natural nonverbal communication was as a
support for verbal communication.

10 Weingart 1974, 28.

LT N. Clark 1974, 105-7.

12 An instructive series of drawings on the gestures with which numbers were
expressed is found in Quacquarelli 1974, 76-84; an interpretation of the central passage
Quintilian, Institutio oratoria X1 3.65-135 (Rahn 1972/1975, |1: 3.632-58 = Radermacher/
Buchheit 1972, 11: 339.22-354.24) is found in Maier-Eichhorn 1989; in general, see Hur-
schmann 1998.
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Naturally, no ancient Christian lived exclusively in the context of
Christian institutions (since “we are always aready in institutions’ ). In
the end, the juxtaposition of very different pagan and Christian institu-
tional forms was also impossible to remove in antiquity, and the ancient
institutions also existed in their cultural system with restricted authority.
However, the different institutional orders as suborders of a system were
not autonomous and were more or less stringently bound up with one
another. Thisoriginal stringency only broke up in the late imperial period
(independently of the growing significance of Christianity). It was replaced
by a much more modest complementarity of the suborders and by direct
competition in places. One can effectively make this clear with reference
to the increasing dissemination of the oriental religions in the empire.'4
Just as all institutions strove to perfect themselves and to form monopolies
under these conditions, individual Christian institutionsaswell asthe hier-
archically structured majority church also attempted, from the middle of
the second century at the latest, to adjust their factually limited authority
to thetheoretically claimed removal of limitations and the claim to totality.
Normally, one pays attention only to the fact that this process of monop-
olization was especially directed against pagan institutions of a political
and religious nature. But Christian institutions also competed, of course,
with one another in antiquity due to this kind of general developmental
dynamic of institutions. When one merely looks, as is usually done, at
the conflicts between an “orthodoxy” that was establishing itself and a
“heresy” that was demarcated from it (see in detail sections 4.1 and 4.2),
then one considers only a small portion of this conflict of institutions: for
naturally there were also conflicts between free teachers and established
schools and between sedentary apocalyptic groups and itinerant teachers.

Sociologically meaningful in every respect is the process of the grad-
ual diffusion of a new idea, which simultaneously implies the diffusion of
its social basis and thus of the institution that propagates it. Although, as
we have seen, astronger process of nhorming and sanctioning isintroduced
(or at least there is an attempt to introduce it), in parallel to the process of
diffusion, the group boundaries can initially open up in the interest of dif-
fusion. The pluralization of institutions that are devoted to the dissemina-
tion of the same new idea also opens up the originally narrow boundaries
of the talented individuals who participate in this dissemination and their
immediate environment. It is likewise difficult to say exactly how open-
ing up and demarcation in the ancient Christian institutions relate to each
other. Up to now, in works on the history of ancient Christianity, we lack a

13 K arl Acham (quoted in Melville 19923, 17).
14 Compare only Cumont 1989.
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precise categorization of the very general category of “membership” inthe
different institutional contexts.™> Only in Gnosis research has there been
repeated reflection and debate on the question of how far membership in
certain Gnostic circles (thus in institutions) overlapped or even stood
in tension with the membership of the relevant person in the hierarchically
structured mgjority church (thus in another institution). Perhaps one can
explain the problem of such “double memberships’ through the gradation
in the intensity of membership: alongside the active participation in the
dissemination of the new idea, a weaker form of membership is indeed
also possible; a general or at least partia “acceptance of the underlying
structures of behavior and aformal integration into asocial rolein relation
to the whole and in relation to other members” is required.*®

Alongside the initial process of the formation of institutions for the
dissemination of a new ideain ancient Christianity, we are also interested
within the framework of this monograph in the consolidation of such insti-
tutions in the late second and third centuries. We can learn from the social
sciences that within the framework of such developments, actions are for-
malized, structures of norms are further specified, and controllable (and
controlled) interactions such as sanctions are solidified. An institution that
is consolidated in thisway is distinguished by formality (a series of explic-
itly formulated goals, rules, and practices that regulate the behavior of the
members that is regarded as adequate), hierarchy (a pyramidal power and
authority structure with demarcated spheres of authority), duration (exis-
tence beyond the death of leader figures and members), and a material
substratum (specific physical possessions in order to make its own goals
concrete). If one brings to mind this developmental dynamic that is inher-
ent in ingtitutions, then one hasto ask, for example, whether one can under-
stand the clear changes that the prophetic movement of the Montanists
experienced after the death of their founding figure better as a process of
consolidation that was more or less inevitable and determined by the insti-
tutionalizing dynamic than as afalling away from the original ideals. How-
ever, one must, of course, be careful not to ssmplify the complex historical
reality to an overly smple developmenta dynamic: alongside stabilization,
the ancient Christian institutions naturally also experienced destabilization
and consolidated themsel ves once more through restabilizations.*’

Our preceding explication of the concept of “institutions’ also leads
to a definition of the expression “norm,” which we will use primarily in

15 L uhmann 1976, 39-53 (“membership as role”’) and 89-108 (“motivation of
members”).

18 Melville 19924, 13.

17 Compare Melville 1992a, 20-24.



1: Theology and Institution 29

chapters 3 and 4. Like the Dresden Collaborative Research Center, we use
this term to mean “the action-guiding and communi cation-directing foun-
dations of an order” or of an institution. Norms ground, justify, and legit-
imate individual and collective behavior. In light of this understanding of
“norm,” the question naturally immediately arises of whether norms are
not themselves “institutions’ and whether normative structures of behav-
ior should not even be interpreted as “institutions in the narrow sense”
(so Melville).®® Since we introduced the organized social structure as an
important characteristic of institutions, norms can admittedly guide insti-
tutions, but they are not themselves institutions in the actual sense. The
exact differentiation between norm and institution is probably best speci-
fied through a functional description: norms press, as new ideas do, toward
the social basis of institutionsin order to be disseminated; institutions con-
solidate their new ideas as norms. Even if norms (like institutions) are
means for overcoming crises,® however, the emergence of norms cannot
be explained by crises alone.

After these terminological clarifications, chapters 2 and 3 will explore
three different institutions in ancient Christianity (sections 2.1-2.3) and
the exact relation between institution and norm (sections 3.1 and 3.2).

118 Melville 1992a, 7-8.
119 K aufmann 1987.
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Three Institutional Contexts

In this first main part of our investigation, we will deal with three charac-
teristic examples of institutional contexts of explicit and implicit Chris-
tian theology in the second and third centuries—namely, first the free
teachers and Christian schools (section 2.1), then “Montanism” as a par-
adigm for an explicit theology that is not oriented toward the contempo-
rary form of philosophical instruction (section 2.2), and finally the early
history of the Eucharistic worship service and its prayers as an example
of aform of implicit theology that is oriented toward application (section
2.3). The modern concept of “theology” is naturally taken as a basis in
this categorization.

2.1 The Free Teachers and Christian Schools

If onewishesto study in greater detail the two ingtitutions that immediately
cometo mind when onethinksof Christian“theology” in antiquity—namely,
the free teachers in the style of the urban Roman theologian Justin and the
Christian school as it was organized through the Alexandrian theologian
Origen in Caesarea/Palestine—then one must first deal in somewhat greater
detail with the ancient system of education. It is only in comparison with
other, non-Christian free teachers and in comparison with schoolsin general
that the specific features of Christian institutions and the “theology”* carried
out within them can be precisely taken into account. In addition, the vari-
ous ancient educational institutions that one could designate with the triad
“teachers, students, schools’ are of absolutely central importance for the
development of ancient Chrigtianity, a Chrigtian theology, and a church.
There are, of course, dready studiesin this area—several monographs may
be mentioned here.? For this reason, it is not necessary to discuss al the
Christian teachers of the second and third centuriesin sequence and likewise

1 The quotation marks around “theology” aim to keep in view that the previous chap-
ter showed the application of this term to the rationally responsible account-giving of the
Christian faith in antiquity is first attested very late.

2 Neymeyr 1989 and A. E. Zimmermann 1988. Quacquarelli 1974 provides a pass
through the material. Hascall 1984 and the relevant sectionsin Snyder 2000, 189-214, are
not very fruitful. Greschat 2000, 222, is above all doxographically oriented, but compare
pp. 3844 “The school as the historical locus of Appelian theology.”
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superfluous to present all the institutions of Christian education in succes-
sion. Instead, we can focus on examples in the following section.®

Naturally, New Testament scholarship has occupied itself time and
again particularly with the Johannine and Pauline schools, especially with
the relationship between the theology of the respective teachers and that
of their students;* we will not, however, address these connections here.
Alexander Bohlig aready stated in 1975 that the person who “wants to
rightly analyze the Gnostic literature” cannot do this “without drawing
on the influence of the Greek school from the elementary education to the
philosophical school” and presented an extensive list of topoi from the lit-
erature of Nag Hammadi that presuppose the school education of authors
and intended readers.®

Despite these publications, however, the phenomenon “teachers, stu-
dents, schools’ has thus far been vallued at most in a rudimentary form,
and it has not yet been described with sufficient differentiation, either.
Naturally, we cannot fill both gaps here. In the framework of our interest
in the ingtitutional contexts of Christian theology in the second and third
centuries, we can deal with only three dimensions of the topic that ssimul-
taneoudly provide the headings for the three main sections of this chapter.
First we will examine the question of whether the elementary instruction
aready presented a religious provocation for Christian teachers and stu-
dents because of its markedly pagan character (and then, of course, the
pagan character of the subsequent educational stages aswell) and how this
provocation was dealt with (section 2.1.1). Second, we will present the
significance of the ancient pagan educational canon for Christians (sec-
tion 2.1.2). Third, we will then explicate the consequences of the adoption
of such and other conventions and institutions of pagan education for the
development of a Christian theology (section 2.1.3).

But before we dea with the Christians and their relation to the
ancient educational establishments, we should recall, at least in the form
of a short excursus, an important dimension (which is not always given
sufficient attention) of the topic “teachers, students, schools” that will

3 For afoundational presentation of all teachers in the period, especially Clement of
Alexandria, compare Neymeyr 1989 (on Clement, see pp. 45-95). For the history of the
Christian catechetical teaching, compare Kretschmar 2000, 1-5 (with literature).

4 However, I do not know of much literature that is devoted specifically to the phe-
nomenon “school”; but compare P. Miller 1988, 325: “ The[Paul] school is precisely not an
organized, localizable school institution but atradition phenomenon and actualization phe-
nomenon in the succession of Paul.” The contributions in Scholtissek 2000a now address
in greater detail the key phrase “Paul school” that was introduced by Heinrich Julius Holtz-
mann and Otto Pfleiderer. Scholtissek 2000b is especially relevant for our connections.

5 Bohlig 1975, 15.



2: Three Ingtitutional Contexts 33

repeatedly become significant for our theme—namely, the differentiation
of various educational institutions and their different educational levels.
One can already see from such a generally circulated presentation such
as that of Henri Irénée Marrou on the “history of education in classica
antiquity”® that three stages of instruction are to be distinguished for the
imperia period (admittedly not as mechanically and strictly as Marrou
still thought?): the elementary instruction for the urban upper stratum; the
higher instruction; and the education via orators, philosophers, and lawyers
called “collegiate instruction” by Marrou, perhaps not so appropriately.t
In any case, | wish, following the investigation of Johannes Hahn,® to add
to these the free instruction that philosophers gave at very different levels.

We generally concentrate on the last two levels of instruction: we ask
whether, in addition to higher education, Christian theol ogians also enjoyed
rhetorical or philosophical specialized training, and we ask about the level of
their education. But we scarcely inquire about the first two levels of educa-
tion and their ingtitutions. At most, we still know the memorable statements
of Augustine concerning this section of his individua and singularly well-
documented educational history:%° “Thus | was brought to school so that |
might learn to read and write, concerning which I, poor man, did not see
what usethat should be—and received my strikes, however, if | wasdovenly
inlearning.”*! But such statements about school days that, from today’s per-
spective, took a disagreeable course only make clear what we aready knew
from other sources: one of the most frequently handed down verses from
the ancient school reads, “Work diligently, my dear child, lest your skin be
taken off,”*2 and that naturally casts arevealing light on the teaching style of
the elementary education. But with such anecdotes concerning a supposed
pedagogy by the stick, scarcely anything is yet obtained for the history of

6 Marrou 1977 (= Marrou 1976); compare also Marquardt 1975, 92—114; Rauschen
1901; Cole 1909; Haarhoff 1920; A. Mller 1910, 292—-317; Jullien 1885; Gwynn 1926.
Recent more detailed studies include Clarke 1971; S. F. Bonner 1977; Cribiore 1996.

" See above all Kaster 1983a, 323-46, and now also Véssing 1997, 2-22.

8 Marrou 1977, 490-533; a contemporary attestation is Apuleius, Florida 20.1-2
(Helm 1977, 208.28-210.1).

° Hahn 1987.

10 Compare the commentaries in O’ Donnell 1992, 60-63, and Marrou 1981, 9-23 (=
Marrou 1958).

u Augustine, Confessiones | 9.14: Inde in scholam datus sum, ut discerem litteras, in
quibus quid utilitatis esset ingnorabam miser: Et tamen, s segnisin discendo essem, vap-
ulabam (Skutella/Jirgens/Schaub 1981, 11.13-16); compare now V éssing 1992, 881-900.

2 divomdvet, 6 mad, i dapfc; this precept of the teacher was repeated four times
by students on a Berlin wood tablet (AM 13234; Ziebarth 1913, 12 nr. 12; cf. Ziebarth
1909, 109).
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ancient Christianity.”® Thus we will initially consider the first level of formal
education and ask how a second- or third-century Christian from the upper
class might have experienced it. In the next two sections, we will then deal
with the other educationa institutions and the necessary differentiation of the
educational levels. With this, however, only asmall percentage of the Chris-
tians of that time comes into view. If one follows more recent investigations,
which estimate the total of the literati population in the cities of Itay and
in the hellenized regions at 15-20 percent at the highest (and in the western
provinces at 5-10 percent), then one will certainly not be permitted to postu-
late a significantly higher number of people who successfully completed the
elementary instruction for the Christians:** Most people were, as Origen once
said, “rustic and unable to read or write.”

2.1.1 The Pagan-Religious Character of the Various Educational
Institutions and the Christian Reaction to It

Under this heading, we will deal first with the pagan-religious character
of the instruction of elementary schools (section 2.1.1.1), then with the
attempts of Christians to modify this very instruction in a Christian man-
ner (section 2.1.1.2), and finally with the question of how Christians could
work as elementary teachers under these circumstances (section 2.1.1.3).

2.1.1.1 The Pagan-Religious Character of Elementary and Grammar Instruction

Even if one only superficially examines the remains of ostraca and papyri
that remain preserved from this first level of instruction,® one is struck
by the provocation that the instruction must actually have already posed
for Christians through its references to pagan piety and mythology, which
took place as a matter of course: the simple word lists that one had to

13 Gaiser 1979, 1-96.

14 Harris 1989, 129-41 (on the situation in Hellenism), 231-48 (on the times of the
Emperors), 259-67 (on Pompeii); compare also the discussion in section 2.1.1.4 with n.
106. The statistical assumptions of Harris and their cultural historical consequences have
been critically discussed recently; compare W. A. Lohr 2005, 20911, and with stimulating
examples, Seeliger 2003, 297-312.

15 Origen, Contra Celsum I 27 (Koetschau 1899b, 79.5-6): molhomhaoiovg of
OLOTOL KAl AYQOLRMDTEQOL TMV €V AOYOLS YEYUUVOAOUEVOV.

16 In our context, it is sufficient to name a selection of relevant publications: Wes-
sely 1965, XLII-LVIII; Jouguet/Perdrizet 1906, 148-61; Clarysse/Wouters 1970,
201-35; Harrauer/Sijpesteijn 1985 (which admittedly contains above al texts from the
post-Constantinian and early Byzantine periods); Minnen 1992, 209-11; Cribiore 1997,
53-60. Sedley 1998 discusses an interesting declination exercise of the (not quite correct)
expression 0 ITvOaydoag pthoécodog in P. British Library Add. Ms. 37516/1.
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complete at the dictation of the yoappatiotic, the primus magister or
magister ludi'’ (that is, after one had learned to write the letters and syl-
lable combinations), aready contained as a given the names of gods and
heroes: ‘Ood(g)0g stands there alongside Z£pEnc.*® The letters them-
selves were aready bound up with religious and cosmic contexts (e.g.,
the seven vowels were coordinated with the seven angels that presided
over the seven planets'®), and all the remaining levels of education were
teeming with pagan gods, as is aso shown by the preserved school note-
books. The British Museum preserves a small schoolbook composed of
eight wooden tablets® that contains texts from the grammar instruction on
the parts of speech, and as an example of an epithet (ToQOVUHOV dvoua)
one can read in this book, 6¢wv ¢pthwv Eppoaiog ‘HooxAeidne, Hermes
and Heracles bear the epithet “friend of the gods” (lines 304-5).

In the subsequent part of the education, the teaching of the alphabet
and the elementary grammar instruction, it is well known that above all
Homer or Virgil were read. In order for students to adequately understand
the Greek text that was aready complicated by the range of vocabulary,
there were evidently preparations—as there are today—that explained the
unknown vocabulary and difficult grammatical passages.? In view of these
and other effortsto make or keep present atext that was only partially com-
prehensible to contemporaries, it becomes clear once again what impor-
tance the author Homer had in the ancient school. One would like to know
what a Christian would have thought when someone dictated to him on his
wax tablet what we still find today on a wax tablet of the Bodleian collec-
tion: ®@e0g 00O’ dvBpwmog ‘Ouneog, “Homer was not a human being but

w Compare the documentation in Marrou 1977, 491 n. 9-11; on the topic, see Kaster
1983a; 1988; 1983b. On the terms, see Cribiore 1996, 13-14 with appendix 1 (List of
Teachers) and Cribiore 2005, 50-59.

18 Ostracon in British Museum G. 20, cited by Milne 1908, 122-32 (. 2) = Ziebarth
1913, 61r. 8.

19 Bohlig 1975, 15-16; Marrou 1977, 222; Pseudo-Sabas, Mysteria litterarum (Heb-
belynk 1900/1901. The concern iswith atext that probably comes from Palestinian circles
of monks of the fifth/sixth century; cf. Hebbelynk 1900, 8-9; cf. now also Bandt 2007).

20 British Library Add. Ms. 37533; edited by Kenyon 1909, 32-38, or Ziebarth 1913,
24-28, nr. 47; discussed by Brinkmann 1910. On the bibliography of the various collec-
tions of school texts, see now aso Cribiore 1996, 27-33. Cribiore 1996, 31, distinguishes
(1) letters of the aphabet; (2) aphabets; (3) syllabaries; (4) lists of words; (5) writing
exercises; (6) short passages (maxims, sayings, and limited amount of verses); (7) longer
passages (copies or dictations); (8) Scholia Minora; (9) compositions, paraphrases, sum-
maries; (10) grammatical exercises; and (11) notebooks.

21 poethke 1967. Poethke edits and comments on P. Berol. 11634 (second century
CE): “The preparation explains epic, antiquated words and forms from Iliad ® 361 to I 64
in simple juxtaposition” (Poethke 1967, 106, with references to paralels).
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agod.”2 The classical educational canon of ancient literature® for the ele-
mentary instruction alongside Homer was arich provocation for Christians
as well: it contained the whole mythology of the gods together with their
stories of murder and adultery.

How strongly the entire instruction was shaped by pagan mythology at all
levels of ancient education and how strongly the identification of the teacher
with the contents of the instruction was demanded is made clear not least by
Emperor Julian in a letter that he wrote in connection with his school law
from June 17, 362. The emperor points out the discrepancy between what a
pedagogue thinks and says: if thisinvolved little things, then the discrepancy
would be just barely tolerable; “but if someone teaches in the most essential
guestions the opposite of what he thinks, then is this not the manner in which
hucksters act?'# The emperor formulates very clearly: “For Homer and Hes-
iod and Demosthenes and Herodotus and Thucydides and I socratesand Lysias
the gods were guides to every education. . . . It is therefore absurd in my
opinion that the interpreters of their works refuse honor to the gods honored
by them.”? And his friend Libanius explained more than twenty years later:
oixeia Y3Q, olual, X0l cuyyevi] TadTa GupOTEQQ, ieQd %ol AOyoL?

Not only the instructional material but also the entire institution of
elementary education were deeply shaped by pagan religiosity: on certain
religious festival days, it was common to give gifts to one's teachers, as
Tertullian® and Jerome?® attest. At the festival of Flora (from April 28 to

22 \Wax tabletsfrom the Bodleian Library, Oxford gr. inscr. 4; cited by Hesseling 1893,
296; Ziebarth 1913, 12 nr. 26.

% Treu 1986.

2 Julian, Epistulae 61 ¢/55 (Bidez/Cumont 1922, 422 B = B. K. Weis 1973, 176): Kai
€l HEV €Ml OuxQOIG €l TO SLAPOQOV TG YVO NG TQOS TV YADTTOV, RAROV UEV, OLOTOV
0¢ Quwoyénmg yivetar el 8¢ v toig peyiotolg dhha pev gpoovoin tg, éx’ évavtiov
8¢ v ppovel diddonol, The ol ToDTO Exelvo xamhhwv Eotiv, 0DTL YONOTAOV, AANL
TOUTOVIEMWV Plog AvOQOITM™YV.

% Julian, Epistulae 61¢/55 (Bidez/Cumont 1922, 423 A = B. K. Weis 1973, 178):
Opfow pévror xai Howdde xai Anuoodéver xai Hoodotm »ol ©@ovxudidn xai
‘Tooxpdtel %ol Avoigq 0gol mhong fyodvron moudelag: (. . .) ATOmoV UEV olpct Tovg
£ENyovuéVoUg T TOUTOV ATIACELY TOVS VT’ avTOV TLun0évtag Oeolc.

% Libanius, Orationes 72.8 (Foerster/Richsteig 1903-1927, 1V: 350.14); compare
Dorrie 1974a

2" Tertullian, De idololatria 10.2 Quis ludimagister sine tabula VII idolorum Quin-
quatria tamen frequentabit? Ipsam primam noui discipuli stipem Minervae et honori et
nomini consecrat, ut, etsi non profanatus alicui idol o verbotenus de idol othyto esse dicatur,
pro idololatra vitetur. Quid? Minus est inquinamenti? Eoque praestat quaestus et nomini-
bus et honoribusidolo nuncupatus? (Reifferscheid/Wissowa 1954, 1109.28-32 = Waszink/
Winden 1987, 38.6—10, with the commentary on pp. 185-90); for an in-depth commentary
with references to the epigraphic material aswell, see Véssing 1997, 331 n. 1125.

2 Jerome, Commentarii in epistulam Pauli ad Ephesios |1l 6 (on Ephesians 6.4) et
quod in corbanam pro peccato virgo vel vidua vel totam substantiam suam effundens quilibet
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May 3), the students wore crowns.® In addition, “there was no school on
the days of the first ceremonious offering of the flaminicae, the priestesses
of the cult of the living empress and the divae, and on the days of the
Aediles of the city, aswell as at the temple dedication of the Roman Min-
erva, i.e. the Quinquartus, in Carthage.”*

In light of the deeply religious character of the instructional material
and institution, one naturally asks immediately and automatically whether
the ancient Christians did not make energetic attempts to reshape the ele-
mentary instruction or, if this was not possible, to withdraw from it.

2.1.1.2 Christian Alternatives

In view of these characteristics of the elementary education, one can under-
stand why some Christians evidently refused this instruction and—as
attested by Augustine—learned their Latin on the basis of the Bible®!
We have some examples, even if they are late, of elementary education
being carried out on the basis of biblical texts among such earnest Chris-
tians. The late and legendary Martyrium of Babylas of Nicomedia (BHG
2053), of which we will speak again, reports that instead of T&. "EAAnviza
mowdevpata, the dtdGorarog taught his students Christian hymns and
psalms,* a not insignificant divergence from the curriculum, for which he
paid with his desth (at least according to the legend). The Papyrus collec-
tion of theAustrian National Library in Vienna preserves a school notebook
from thefourth century that was discovered in Faiyum in which someverses
from the thirty-third Psalm are noted in “what is clearly the handwriting of

pauper obtulerant, hoc kalendariam strenam et Saturnaliciam sportulam et Minervale munus
grammaticus et orator, aut in sumptus domesticos, aut in templi stipes, aut in sordida scorta
convertit (PL 26: 574 A); compare the commentary in Marquardt 1975, 94-95 n. 6.

2 Tertullian, De idololatria 10.3 (Waszink/Winden 1987, 38.10-15); compare the
reference to an epigram of the Anthologia Latina 96 (Riese et al. 1869-1926, 103) / 85
(Shackleton Bailey 1982, 81) in Vossing 1997, 313 n. 1133, as well as text, translation,
and commentary on pp. 368-69, esp. lines 2 and 5: Sed cum discipulos nullo terrore
coercet / . . . proiectis pueri tabulis Floralia ludunt / “But since he (sc. the uneducated
elementary teacher) does not frighten the students, the boys throw their tablets away and
celebrate the Floralia Festival with play.”

30vBssing 1997, 313-14.

81 Chadwick 1998, 41; Harnack 1912, 85-90; compare Augustine, De doctrina chris-
tiana Il 9.14 (Martin/Daur 1962, 41.3-4; Green 1963, 42.2-3: etsi nondum ad intellectum,
legendo tamen vel mandare memoriae), and Marrou 1958, 356-57.

32 passio § 1 (Halkin 1963, 331.25-29): x0i T00T0 8¢ TOLEL O QOGS EXELVOS 1Ol
200N ONG YEQWV AVTL TOV EAANVIRDY TaLdeV ATV, Olg 0l TOV Toudimv Stddoxatol
unéyonvran, phbovg tvag exdiddonwv Tovg matdag: ovome LOoVg MAAS dylog nal
PYarpovg ol VIt avtod mhavduevol Aéyovoty; compare Delehaye 1900; Halkin 1963,
329-30; Kaster 1988, 387 (nr. 192).
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astudent” and in which there are also attempts by another hand to practice
the Greek alphabet (P. Gr. Vind. 29274).3 Another Egyptian school note-
book from the fourth century begins every page with acarefully drawn sign
of the cross and the first page with the additional invocation “praise be to
God,” in order to then place Zeus, the father of the gods and human beings,
via the collocation of the Greek terms o€, fodg, Y0, doig, £bc, Zedg,
in the unflattering company of goat, cattle, vulture, and tree. His wife Hera,
Hephaestus, and Helios fare no differently on the following pages. In a
writing exercise on awooden tablet that can be found today in Wrzburg,
the saying of Menander CijJon Blov xpdt[iotov | éa]v Bupod xa[thg
is concluded with a Chi-Rho symbol.®® Finally, a recent list with papyri
that could be interpreted as writing exercises of biblical texts contains five
examples for the third and fourth centuries,* including an interesting frag-
ment, preserved today in Heidelberg, of an Onomasticon Sacrum on which
theophoric Hebrew words such as I2BAB, for example, were translated in
Greek transliteration (in this case with Ty matf)).%” In the Syriac Didasca-
lia, a church order that may come from the third century, there was even a
warning against reading any pagan literature. We will deal with therelevant
passage again in the next section.

But in spite of such refusals of the classical educational heritage,
it is conspicuous that members of Christian communities seem to have
hardly complained about the massive pagan-religious character of the
elementary education®—nor apparently did they make any more of an

33 Thus the description of the papyrusin Sanz 1946, nr. 24 (pp. 42-47); compare also
Haelst 1976, nr. 136; Harrauer/Sijpesteijn 1985, 25-26. See now Henner 1999, 52 nr. 42.

34 papyrus Bouriant 1, fol. 1, p. 1, col. 1, or p. 2, col. 2 "Hoa, fol. 3 col. 2 "Hawotog,
“HMog (in Ziebarth 1913, nr. 46, pp. 21-22). Compare Jouguet/Perdrizet 1906, 148-49;
Ziebarth 1909. Compare also the aphabet with symbols of the cross on the Stal3bourg
ostracon inv. Gr. 958 (sixth/seventh century) in Cribiore 1996, nr. 64, and the image on
plate V.

% Wiirzburg K 1020 in Brashear 1986, 8-9, with table 6; Menander, Sententiae 269
(Jaekel 1964) is quoted. In Brashear 1986, there is another example of awriting exercise
that isrecognizable as atext from a Christian text solely by the Chi-Rho symbol: Wiirzburg
K 1027 (pp. 14-16); compare also Wirzburg K 1025 (p. 12).

36 Horsley 1982, 138: Paris Vouvre in. MND 552 E, F (= Haelst 1976, nr. 205) with
Psalm 92 (cf. Boyaval 1975); ind. MND 552 H,—L (Haelst 1976, nr. 239; Boyaval 1975,
225) with Psalm 146; possibly also POxy 11, 209 (= K. Aland 1994, p*? = Haelst 1976, nr.
490) with Romans 1.1-7 and PAmh. I, 3b (= K. Aland 1994, p'2 = Haelst 1976 nr. 536) with
Hebrews 1.1; for the Heidelberg Onomastikon, compare the following note.

57 P Heid. I, 5 (= Haelst 1976, nr. 1136); quotation in line 6; the text is conveniently
accessible in Wessely 1946, 202-5 nr. 27; compare also Deissmann 1905, 86-93.

% Thus, for example, also Ellspermann 1949; but compare Rubenson 2000. Henner
1999, 51-52 n. 31, points out that only 4 percent of the preserved school texts use Christian
literature for the instruction.
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attempt to implement a distinct form of elementary education that was
Christian in character. On the contrary, in his Divinae I nstitutiones, which
was composed between 304 and 317, Lactantius required that one must
pay attention to the elementary teacher so that one learns the right way to
speak, and for this end, many years are said to be necessary.* Christians
behaved in a corresponding manner, as a scene from the fourth century that
the Apollinarian bishop Timothy of Berytus reports in his church history
attests: sometime in the thirties of this century, the well-known Sophist
Epiphanius® presented a hymn of Dionysus, probably in Syrian Laodicea,
within the framework of his teaching and exhorted, as was customary, the
uninitiated and unholy pagans to leave the room. But none of the Chris-
tians present, neither clerics nor lay people, left the room.*

Here the question naturally arises of whether the reported findings
must not be interpreted to the effect that we have markedly overestimated
the religious dimension of the instruction and the instructional materials
in our reflections thus far. Had the religious connotation of the elementary
instruction, which we presented as “ markedly religiousin character,” faded
away long ago? Or was it no longer clear to all or never present at all due
to the specific character of ancient pagan religiosity? The well-known key
phrase of a purely “cultic religion” apparently intends to convey that peo-
ple scarcely had individual piety at that time. If this were the case, then it
would naturally hardly be surprising either if religious themes outside of a
cultic context were not identified as religious themes or if the portions of
the ancient elementary instruction that appear remarkably religious to us
today werenot at all perceived assuch. But in my view, it isnot particularly
sensible to underestimate the factor of individual piety in the reconstruc-
tion of religion in the early imperial period and play it off against concepts
such as cult or ritual. One could even ask whether it does not represent
an implicit Christian prejudice when one denies the element of piety to a
religion that is replaced by Christianity and thus unconsciously constructs
atowering superiority of one's own religion. In any case, such a constric-
tion of religiosity in the imperia period has been increasingly avoided in
recent years; | need only refer to arecent essay by John Scheid.*

39 |actantius, Divinae Institutiones 111 25.10 grammaticis quogue non parum operae
dandum est, ut rectam loquendi rationem scias; id multos annos auferat necesse est
(Brandt/Laubmann 1890, 258.8-10).

40 pProbably the sophist Epipanius of Petra mentioned in Eunapius, Vitae sophistarum
pp. 493-94 (Giangrande 1956, 79-80), who later taught in Athens; compare W. Schmid
1907, 195-96.

4l Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica VI 25.10 (Bidez/Hansen 1960, 271.21-24); on
Timothy, see Cavalcanti 1983.

42 Scheid 1998; compare also Champeaux 1989.



40 Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

For this reason, I wish to interpret these findings differently —namely,
as indications of the limited intensity of the Christianization of members
of the Christian communities (noting that we are usually inclined to over-
estimate this intensity). As we have seen, one may not take the scattered
references and reports of an alternative Christian elementary instruction
as an occasion to postulate an energetic resistance of Christians against
the markedly pagan-religious character of the elementary instruction as the
normal case. Such a stance probably represented more the exception than
the rule, and it was probably possible only for very specific social strata
anyway: areorganization of theinstructional material could be more easily
established in the country or in the framework of the private instruction of
upper strata stamped by Christianity than in the educationa institutions
of the city that were accessible to al.* Otherwise, a predominantly pagan
elementary education in the public framework and the private Christian
upbringing of children probably stood largely unconnected alongside each
other.* In my view, this suggests, alongside various other observations, that
the Christianization of the members and sympathizers of Christian commu-
nities was not as far-reaching as we usually assume.

Thus most Christians attended the pagan elementary instruction,
probably without great hesitation. For this reason, as we have seen, there
are scarcely any passages in ancient Christian literature in which these
connections are addressed, let alone caled into question. It is another
guestion, of course, whether it was similarly accepted as a given in the
pre-Constantine period for Christians to be active asteachersin these edu-
cational institutions.

2.1.1.3 Christians as Elementary Teachers

At the beginning of the third century, the Carthaginian church father Ter-
tullian appearsto speak for adifferentiation in thispoint (i.e., for adistinc-
tion between the possibility of attending elementary instruction and the
impossibility of giving it): in a characteristically sharp manner, he polem-
icizes against elementary teachers® as idolaters and against the religious
connotations of the educational institution* but then allows Christians to
attend the instruction. According to Tertullian, as an excuse, the student

43 Compare for this Pack 1989 and Klein 1990.

A J. Clark 1968; Gartner 1985.

4 On the question of whether only elementary teachers are in view here or also other
teachers of the higher instruction, compare Bayer 1983 and Vdssing 1997, 307-8. On the
elementary teacher (YoopupotioTig or Yoo pupatodddorarog), compare Wolf 1952.

4 Tertullian, De idololatria 10.1 Quaerendum autem est etiam de ludimagistris, sed
et ceteris professoribus litterarum. Immo non dubitandum affines illos esse multimodae
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could point to the necessity of not being able to learn something in any
other way.*” This excuse cannot, of course, be applied to the teacher. On
the contrary, it is especially the material that he has to teach that callsinto
guestion the entire occupation for a serious Christian. Tertullian regards
the text of the instruction in which pagan gods are praised to be espe-
cially problematic—here, through the presentation in the framework of
the instruction, the teacher bears witness to these very gods.”® As a good
Christian, one may indeed participate in the elementary instruction, but
one may hot give it. The teaching occupation is—irrespective of the level
of ancient education—irreconcilable with the Christian confession.*

Can one thus observe, at least in the prohibition against Christians
working as elementary school teachers expressed here, the stance of
resistance that we missed in the attitude toward attending the elementary
instruction? Probably not! For one can show that Tertullian represents
here—as elsewhere®®—an ethical maximum position that corresponds
neither to reality® nor to the theological consensus of the Christian
community in his time but is probably instead a characteristic feature
of the North African form of Montanism that this theologian turned to
in the course of hislife.>

The provisional impression that Tertullian represented a clear minority
position in ancient Christianity with his attack on elementary teachersis
confirmed by additional sources —namely, church orders on the one hand
and inscriptions on the other hand. While a church order that is presently
known by the reconstructed title Traditio Apostolica, often attributed to
Hippolytus though it is probably an anonymous third-century church
order,® does introduce the elementary teacher in the less than flattering
company of brothel owners, idol makers, actors, cart drivers, gladiators,
and pagan priests, who must first give up their occupation before they

idololatriae (Reifferscheid/Wissowa 1954, 1109.22—24 = Waszink/Winden 1987, 38.1-3);
Schdllgen 1985 and Ellspermann 1949, 34-37.

47 Tertullian, De idololatria 10.7 Huic necessitas ad excusationem deputatur, quia
aliter discere non potest (Reifferscheid/Wissowa 1954, 1110.3—4 = Waszink/Winden 1987,
40.33).

“8 Tertullian, Deidololatria 10.5 Si fidelis litteras doceat, insertas idolorum praedica-
tiones sine dubio, dum docet, commendat, dum tradit, affirmat, dum commemorat, testimo-
niumdicit (Reifferscheid/Wissowa 1954, 1110.19-22 = Waszink/Winden 1987, 40.24—26).

4 Thus the interpretation of Véssing 1997, 309-10, which is on target in my view.

%0 Brennecke 1997, 82-84.

51 Becker 1954, 350: “This means that the . . . picture that is sketched of Christian
perfection does not correspond to the redlity”; similarly Véssing 1997, 309-10.

52 Thus | follow the dating of De idololatria to ca. 211/212 (cf. R. Braun 1977, 574—
75) and not the early dating to before 197 (so, for example, Becker 1954, 349-50).

53 Compare Markschies 1999b.



42 Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

may attend the baptismal instruction, it is then surprisingly conciliatory
when it specifies concerning the teachers, “if he teaches the small children,
then it is better if he ceases to do so, but if he does not have any other
work, then it is forgiven him.”** The Constitutiones Apostolicae from the
fourth century, which is dependent on the Traditio Apostolica, then lists
amost all the other occupations from the quoted list and a few from the
magical sphere, but it no longer lists the occupation of the teacher.>® And
the so-called Canon of Hippolytus from the later fourth century,® which
is preserved only in Arabic, finally specifies that Christian grammarians
should confess before their students that “the gods of the Gentiles are only
demons’ but has otherwise evidently come to an arrangement with the
instruction of Christians: “It is good to teach the poets; when, however,
he (sc. the teacher, yoappatindg) can mediate the treasure of faith to his
students his accomplishment is so much the greater.”>’

The conclusion that one obtains from the church orders corresponds
to the inscriptional findings. A series of tomb inscriptions attests that there
must already have been all sorts of Christians among the elementary teach-
ersinthe pre-Constantinian period (or, put differently, all sortsof Christians
worked as elementary school teachers despite the pagan-religious character
of theinstruction).%® For example, in the Roman catacombs of S. Callisto, an
elementary teacher named Gorgon(i)us is remembered on a loculus plate,
and the portrayal of a scroll aludes to his occupation without any trace
of reservation.® Ernst Diehl’s collection of Latin Christian inscriptions

> Traditio Apostolica § 16 (= Canones Ecclesiastici § 41): E0)XE E(TCABO NHNROY!
NANOYC MEN ETPEUAO SQWNE MENTAC TEXNH MMAY €1E MAPOYRWM Na( EBOA
(Till/Leipoldt 1954, 10). Compare Scholgen/Geerlings 1991, 247; similarly in the Ethiopian
version (Duensing 1946) and in the Syriac Testamentum Domini Nostri Jesu Christi from
the fifth century (Il 2 [Rahmani 1968, 114]), »asa S AT NER T vém > waes ~am=a\
L0 A® wel nr oo o s\hm cewa 2\ ~o .ahahwa RETIYY

55 Constitutiones Apostolicae V111 32.8-10 (M. Metzger 1987, 236.24-238.32); com-
pare aso the epitome V111 [3] 22[32].8-10 (F. X. Funk 1905, 11: 86.3-10).

% Markschies 1999b, 63-69.

57 Canones Hippolyti 12 (PO 31/2, 366 = Coquin 1966, 98); compare the (unsatisfac-
tory) trandations of Achelis/Flemming 1891, 80-81; Riedel 1968, 206; Marrou 1977, 591:
“A grammar teacher should teach the small children if he otherwise has no livelihood. He
may teach education if he always purifies his students and confesses that those who the
Gentiles call gods [cf. Psalm 95.5 LXX] are Satans [literally: ‘demons,” C.M.]. Every day
he should say of them that there is no God other than the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit. If heisableto teach all his students many poets, good; but if heis even more able to
teach them the true faith, then he thereby obtains areward.”

%8 Bigelmair 1902, 308, 312; Bardy 1932, 1-28, esp. 6-11, 19-25; Bardy 1934-1935;
Berardino 1972; Quacquarelli 1974.

59 ILCV nr. 720 (Diehl 1970, I: 135) = ICUR.NS nr. 9894 (Silvagni/Ferrura 1964, 82):
lanuara coiugi bene / merenti Gorgono / magistro primo; compare also Wischmeyer 1982,
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alone names six additional elementary teachers® and two grammarians.
In Phrygia, an epitaph of the late third century refersto an Aurelius Trophi-
mus as coding dddorarog.®? In North Africa, a tomb attests a Domitus
Rufinus for the fourth century,®® and in Panopolis’Akhmim, a Theodosius
yoouuatixos.# According to legend, Saint Vitus fled as a seven-year-old,
with his nurse Crescentia and her husband, the pedagogue Modestus, from
his not-yet-converted family to Sicily.® Beyond this, a whole series of
names has been handed down to us of pedagogues who were or became
Christians, of known or unknown names. These include the North African
grammarian Flavius (or Fabius) at the turn of thethird to the fourth century,
whom Jerome probably® designated as a Christian, as our Flauium,®” but
also, of course, Marius Victorinus; the Athenian orator Prohaeresius;% and
Nebridius, whom Augustine portraysin the context of hisMilan conversion

nr. 17, p. 45. According to Kaster 1988, 410 (nr. 224), the word primo has been added by a
later hand, which must not, of course, speak against the historical correctness of thisinforma:
tion; one recognizesthis aready on theimage in Ross 1966, 257, 310, and Table XLV n. 43.

801LCV nrr. 717-23 (Diehl 1970, 135-36).

L |LCV nrr. 725/726 (Diehl 1970, 136).

62 SEG VI nr. 137.4-5, compare 28-29 (from Altintas/K urtkdy in Phrygia); compare
Buckler/Calder/Cox 1927, 53-56; Kaster 1988, 371 (nr. 158).

83 |LS nr. 7762 (Dessau 1974, 823): Domitio Rufino, magistro liberalium litterarum,
homini bono, v(ixit) a(nnis) LXXV. The inscription comes from lomnium/Tigzirt and is
introduced with the Chi-Rho symbol; compare the commentary in Kaster 1988, 367 (nr.
153) and PLRE I: s. v. Rufinus 16, p. 777.

64 Crum 190243, nr. 8361, p. 84 = Lefebvre 1907, 325 (cf. XXVII); Kaster 1988, 367
(nr. 153) and PLRE I: s. v. Theodosius 2, p. 902.

85 Compare Passio Viti, Modesti et Crescentiae (BHL 8711) in Acta sanctorum, Jun.
11 (1021-1026) 1021.

66 Kaster 1988, 285-86 (nr. 61) is more cautious. Admittedly, Flavius (or accord-
ing to other manuscripts Flabus/Flavus/Fabus/Fabius) in the author index: Firmianus, qui
et Lactantius, Arnobii discipulus, Diocletiano principe accitus cum Flavio grammatico,
cuius “ De medicinalibus’ versu compositi extant libri, Nicomediae rhetoricam docuit ac
penuria discipulorum ob Graecam vindelicet civitatem ad scribendum se contulit (Jerome,
Devirisillustribus 80.1 [Ceresa-Gastaldo 1988, 186]).

67 Jerome, Adversus lovinianum Il 6 (PL 23: 306 B): legat qui uult Aristotelem et
Theophrastum prosa, Marcellum Sdetem, et nostrum Flauium hexametris uer sibus disser-
entes: Plinium quoque secundum, et Dioscoridem, et caeteros tam physicos quam medicos,
qui nullam herbam, nullum lapidem, nullum animal tam reptile, quam uolatile, et natatile,
non ad suae artis utilitatem referunt. Kaster 1988, 286, considers whether the noster does
not perhaps refer to Greek authors and points out that Jerome consciously sets off Flavius
as alLatin author from Greek authors. In my view, the uncommented mention in the author
index speaks against this view.

8 Eunapius, \itae sophistarum (Boissonade 1849, 493 = Wright 1989, 512):
Tovhavod 8¢ Bacthetiovtog, Tomov Tod moudebewv EEelyduevog (E86neL Yo elvon
XQLoTLavog) ouvoe®dYV . . . ; compare Bidez 1947, 63—64 (= Bidez 1930) and Ennslin 1957.
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as an assistant teacher and with whom he exchanged letters,® as well as
another Christian assistant teacher in Milan whom Augustine mentions
once.” When asked about his occupation, the Christian grammarian Victor
from North African Cirta, who was interrogated on December 13, 320, in
connection with the Donatist schism by the consularis Numidiae, Zenoph-
ilus, answered, professor sum Romanarum litterarum, grammaticus Lati-
nus.”? Finally, a whole series of former elementary or grammar teachers,
orators, and professors became prominent theologians.” Anatolius, who
held a chair for Aristotelian philosophy in Alexandria, held office as bishop
between 270 and 280 in Syrian Laodicea.” Malchion was active at about
the same time as a Christian clergyman and leader of an Antioch school
of rhetoric.” And one can mention further Amphilochius of Iconium,”
Apolinarius of Laodicea,”” Arnobius,” Asterius the Sophist,” Cyprian of

89 Augustine, Confessiones VIl 6.13 (Skutella/Jirgens/Skaub 1981, 164.3; sub-
doceret with the commentary in O’ Donnell 1992b, 37); for Nebridius, compare also Kaster
1988, 314-15 (nr. 104), and Ensslin 1940; PLRE I: s.v. Nebridius 4, p. 640, and Mandouze
1982, s.v., pp. 744-76.

0 Compare Augustine, Sermones 178.7-8 (PL 38: 964: plane Christianus; Kaster
1988, 315, objects with cogent arguments against an identification of this anonymous ped-
agogue with Nebridius).

™ J-L. Maier 1987, 211-14.

72 Gesta apud Zenophilum § 1 (J.-L. Maier 1987, 215.15-16); compare Ensslin 1958,
2058; PLRE I: s. v. 1, p. 957; Kaster 1988, 372.

3 Compare also Arnobius, Adversus nationes Il 5 (. . .) quod tam magnis ingeniis
praediti oratores grammatici rhetores consulti iuris ac medici, philosophiae etiam
secreta rimantes magisteria exeptunt spretis quibus paulo ante fidebant (Marchesi 1953,
69.23-70.1).

™ Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V11 32.6 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 718.13-21) and
Jerome, De viris illustribus 73.1-2 (Ceresa-Gastaldo 1988, 180); compare the fragments
in CPG |: 199-200, nr. 1620-24; Harnack 1957c, 75-79; Strobel 1977, 134-37. His ten
volumes dotBuntixai eiocaywyai mentioned in Eusebius were perhaps an introductory
book for philosophy students.

S Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VII 29.2 Mahyiov, dvijo té te dhha LoyLog
%xal 00pLotod TOV &’ Avtioyetog EAAvindv mawdevtnoinv duatolfiic mooeothg
(Schwartz 1999, I1/2: 704.11-13) or Jerome, Jerome, De viris illustribus 71.1 (Cera
sa-Gastaldo 1988, 178).

" Holl 1969, 7-9, 17.

7 Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica IT 46.2 on father and son Apolinarius: ¢dpoTeQOL
8¢ oav EAMvirdv Aoymv S10E0%aloL, %ol YOOUUOTIADY UEV O TaTH, ONTOQLRAY
0¢ 0 viog (Hansen 1995a, 185.5-6); Kaster 1988, 24243 (nr. 14).

8 Jerome, De viris illustribus 79 Arnobius sub Diocletiano principe Siccae apud
Africam florentissime rhetoricam docuit (Ceresa-Gastaldo 1988, 186); compare WIosok
1989, 366.

" Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica | 36.2 (Hansen 1995a, 86.4-5); it is uncertain
whether Asterius gave up his occupation after his conversion (one could understand Socra-
tesin thisway) or continued to practice it (one could interpret Athanasius, De synodis 20.1
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Carthage,® Gregory of Nyssa® Optimus of Agdamia/Phrygia,® and of
course, Augustine.®® For later times, one can point, for example, to Auso-
nius and John Philoponus.®* The young goldsmith Aetius taught and lived
with a Christian elementary teacher in Anazarbus.®® Last of al, asindirect
evidence for Christian teachers, one must, of course, aso refer to the afore-
mentioned school law of Emperor Julian from 362 (Codex Theodosianus
X111 3.5%), the vehement counterreaction against these measures by Chris-
tian authors such as Gregory of Nazianzus,® and finally the Tertullian pas-
sages referenced above. The latter were only sensible and not spoken into
thewind if there werein fact Christian teachersin Carthage and el sewhere.
We are basically dealing with anatural consequence of the rapid spread of
Christianity “among the noble and rich, educated and officials.”® In addi-
tion, one must not forget that the various forms of pedagogical occupations
in the imperial period were privileged in terms of taxation, sometimes sub-
stantially, and for this reason, it is already improbable that al freshly con-
verted Christians immediately |eft corresponding occupations.®

At the end of this section on Christian elementary teachers, we must
now ask whether Augustine himself should not present a good example
for the immense difficulties of Christians with the occupation of a teacher

[Opitz 19353, 247.3-4] inthisway). Kinzig 1988, 31 with n. 12—-15, and Vinzent 1993, 21 n.
6, gather the more recent literature on the question, but both leave the question open.

8 Cyprian was an educated (Vita Cypriani 2.1 [Hartel 1971, XCI.19-20]) teacher
of rhetoric (Jerome, De viris illustribus 67.1 [Ceresa-Gastaldo 1988, 170-72]); compare
Bévenot 1993, 246; Kaster 1988, 73.

81 Compare Dérrie 1983, 866.

8 PLRE I: s.v., p. 650; Libanius, Epistulae 1544 (Foerster/Richsteig 1903-1927, XI:
561.19-562.20) and Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica VI 36.20 (Hansen 19953, 386.6—7);
compare Sievers 1969 [1868], 291.

8 Compare the information in the prosopographic catalogue in Kaster 1988, 246-47
(nr. 20) and naturally Marrou 1981, esp. 49-73. In his history of mission, Harnack 1981
mentions in addition the “ author of the song Laudes Domini,” thus the author of the oldest
datable Christian-Latin poem (CPL 1386; cf. Herzog 1989), and suggests that he was pre-
sumably arhetorician.

84 Compare the discussion in Kaster 1988, 334-38 (nr. 118).

8 philostorgius, Historia ecclesiastica I11 15 (Bidez/Winkelmann 1972, 45.15-17):
Toappativod 8¢ Tvog TV GUoWY a0ToD Ayapévou %ol petadodvar Thg Téyvng
dounuévov, 6 Aétiog maQ’ avTOv elooriobelg E0fTtevey, TaG oixeTinds AlTO
TeM®V AettovQyiag; compare also Kaster 1988, 5-6, and his prosopographic catalogue
376 (nr. 167).

8 Compare the discussion in section 2.1.1.1; Marrou 1981, 589-91; Hardy 1968;
1978; Schlange-Schonigen 1995, 140-45.

87 Compare, for example, Gregory of Nazianzus, Orationes 4.100-108 (Bernardi
1984, 248.1-262.19).

8 Harnack 1981, 559-68.

8 Detailsin Harris 1989, 235-36.
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and warn us against prematurely leveling out the oppositions (especially
when the exampl e does not concern the elementary instruction). Asiswell
known, after Augustine had experienced his conversion in August of 386,
he first gave up® his position of municipal professor of rhetoric in Milan
at the beginning of the vacation that followed three weeks later, and he
feared criticisminrelation to thisdelay: “Perhapsmany . . . of my brothers
will say | acted in a sinful way in that |, having already attached myself
to your service from the heart, allowed myself to sit for even one hour
on the chair of lies and deception.”! But this fear concerns, as the tense
of the Latin text makes clear, the readers of the confessions, who take
note of how Bishop Augustine once behaved more than ten years after
the described events. During the Milan days, the municipal rhetorician
appears to have been more afraid, as he himself reported shortly before,
that one could think such an immediate notice “so shortly before the
beginning of the vacation” took place only “in order to make me appear
important.”? The Christian ethic did not require immediate resignation
from Augustine but rather patience. In addition, one can ask whether
he gave up his office because of the conversion alone or whether he instead
gave it up because of the ascetic form of Christianity to which he was
converted. Moreover, Augustine corresponded shortly after his conversion
with the aforementioned assistant teacher Nebridius—as was fitting for a
teacher of grammar—not only about theological problems but also over
a grammatical problem of detail.®® One could naturally also point to the
fact that father and son Apolinarius were disciplined (but probably not
excommunicated) prior to 335 by their local bishop Theodotus or his suc-
cessor George before the assembled community because they had heard,
in the framework of their instruction by the Sophist Epiphanius® there,
his aforementioned recitation of a Dionysus hymn.*® But Hans Lietzmann

9 Augustine, Confessiones IX 2.3 (Skutella/Jirgens/Schaub 1981, 181.21-182.3); for
the chronology, compareA. Schindler 1993a, 650: his conversion “took place ca. August 1,
386 (three weeks before the Fall vacation according to 1X 2.4; its duration was from August
23 to October 15 according to Codex Theodosianus 11 8.19).”

91 Augustine, Confessiones IX 2.4 pecasse me in hoc quisquam servorum tuorum,
fratrum meorum, dixerit, quod iam pleno corde militia tua passus me fuerim vel una hora
sedere in cathedra mendacii (182.21-25).

92 Augustine, Confessiones IX 2.3 (. . .) quam vicinum vindemialium diem praevenire
voluerim, multa dicerent, quod quasi appetissem magnus videri (181.28-182.1).

% Augustine, Epistulae 3.5 (Goldbacher 1895, 9.7): “You may decide whether it reads
cupi or cupiri here.”

9 Compare section 2.1.1.2 with n. 40.

% Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica |1 46.2-6 (Hansen 19954, 185.5-15; Socrates men-
tions criticism by Theodotus and his excommunication by George: dupw dxorvwvnoio
¢lnuiwoev [p. 185.15]), and Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica V1 25.10-12 (Bidez/Hansen
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already succinctly located the true reason for this disciplinary action not
in the problem of the specific pagan instructional material: “[t]his disci-
plinary action, however, scarcely arose solely from the episcopal concern
for the salvation of the community that was endangered by Epiphanius,
but it was basically directed against the church-political position of the
condemned.” %

Let me conclude this first section on the relationship of the Christians
to the instructional material and institutions of the elementary education
with a concise summary.

2.1.1.4 Christians and Elementary Education in Antiquity

Thus an abundance of reports from various different genres shows us
that many Christians regarded neither the attendance of the elementary
instruction and the levels of instruction that were built upon it nor the
activity of their fellow Christians in corresponding pedagogical occupa-
tions as problematic. When Henri Irénée Marrou writes, “ Christianity tol-
erated the classical school,”® thisis formulated at least a bit more strictly
than the ancient Christians saw things. It admittedly remains striking that
amissionary religion such as Christianity, according to all that we know,
did not at all use the ingtitutional possibilities of the elementary educa-
tion for the passing down of a new idea (although there were certainly
examplesin Judaism for such aform of elementary education on the basis
of the Holy Scriptures) and apparently accepted with relative cam the

1960, 271.20-272.7; Sozomen portrays the presentation of the hymn by Epiphanius, the
reaction of the hearers, the excommunication by Theodotus, the readmittance after public
church penance, and the renewed excommunication by George, admittedly for other rea-
sons); on the interpretation, compare M tihlenberg 1993, 362; Lietzmann 1970, 1-2; Speck
1997, 362-69. According to Lietzmann 1970, 1-2, both Socrates and Sozomen go back in
these points to the life description that the Apolinarius student Timothy of Berytus devoted
to histeacher.

9% |_jetzmann 1970, 2. One could, of course, ask whether Lietzmann does not some-
what downplay the historical value of the narrative at this point; after all, it would not have
been possible to detect the connections hypothesized by Lietzmann from the narrative of
Timothy itself with itsfriendly stance toward Apolinarius; in fact, Sozomen hands down as
well that the reason for the alleged excommunication by George wasApolonarius' relations
to Athanasius: 1) 100g ABavdolov cuvouoia (Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica VI 25.12
[Bidez/Hansen 1960, 272.4]).

97 Marrou 1977, 585. For a more adequate statement, compare Fontaine 1982, 17: “It
cannot be stressed enough that there was only one school from the early to the late imperial
period. The short break caused by Julian was only a passing exception that provesthe rule.
A Christian school first crops up in the sixth century and then it was indeed Christian as an
institution but less so in the teaching program.”
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pagan-religious characteristics of the instruction, which stood in strict
opposition to a propagation of the Christian message.

But how are these findings, which we have made clear with refer-
ence to an abundance of examples, to be explained? At first, one could
naturally ask again whether the pagan-religious character of the ele-
mentary education was actually perceived as intensively by Christians
and non-Christians as we have tacitly presupposed here or whether the
instructional material and texts, irrespective of all religious connota-
tions, were not experienced instead as faded mythical narratives.® In
such a case, it would not, of course, be surprising that Christians not
only experienced it as their pagan environment did but also did not
stumble over the religious contents of the instruction, let alone feel a
need to replace them. To be sure, this possibility cannot be completely
excluded, since almost all sourcesfor such statements about the “mental
housekeeping” of teachers and students in antiquity are lacking. In my
view, however, this explanatory attempt falls short of the mark. First,
as we have seen, it follows, at least implicitly, an older concept that
emphasi zes the ritual and formal characteristics of religion in the impe-
rial period at the expense of lived piety.*® Second, it ignores the fact that
the names of gods that often turn up in the instruction were also fre-
quently used by pagan students and teachers outside of the instruction
to designate wielders of religious power. For me, at least, it seems very
difficult to imagine that in school contexts, these people completely
abstracted from the experiences of religious power that were otherwise
connected with the corresponding names. But in this case, it must be
explained why Christians put up so little resistance against the defining
pagan-religious character of the elementary education.

But presumably the expectation, which we presuppose time and again,
that Christians would have had to meet the pagan character of the elemen-
tary instruction with proper resistance presupposes too high of a degree of
Christianization among the adherents of the new religion. If one brings to
mind, for example, the extremely conspicuous observation of how Chris-
tians in pre-Constantinian times bore the names of pagan gods and how
seldom they were called by the names of biblical figures or famous Chris-
tian martyrs but instead were given names such as Apollonius, Dionysus,
Hippolytus, Serapion, or Origen,'® then irrespective of al the problems of

% |t was above all this question that was asked when this text was discussed in
Bochum and Erfurt in early summer or late autumn 1998; | use here formulations of Ange-
lika Geyer, my colleague from Jena.

% Kaufmann-Biihler 1966, 987-99, 1003-4.

100 Markschies 2001b, 69-70 (cf. 1999a, 55-56).
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such an observation,®* it quickly becomes clear that one should proba-
bly harbor no illusions about the individual degree of Christianization of
Christians even in pre-Constantinian times. Under these circumstances,
one will have to imagine only the smallest number of elementary students
as passionate religious fanatics, and one must not only say with Harnack
that “the martyrs died because they refused to offer sacrifice to the gods
whose names they bore” %2 but also say that they died because they refused
to offer sacrifice to the gods whose names they had written hundreds of
times on their tablets in the school. We only very rarely hear of a reli-
giously motivated conflict in a school. Thus it is reported for the first time
by Prudentius at the beginning of the fifth century that the students of
the Christian magister litterarum Cassianus from Forum Cornelii / Imola
killed him with their styluses, presumably in connection with the Diocle-
tian persecution of Christians'® (and when one attempts to imagine this
death, one doubts the historicity of the report). Aswe have already said,**
the report that an elementary teacher named Babylas was also killed in
Nicomedia at about the same time a ong with eighty-four of hisninety-two
students comes from alate legend (BHG 2053) whose historical core can
scarcely dtill be reconstructed beyond doubt.

Alongside the reference to the degree of Christianization of “normal”
Christians in pre-Constantinian times, which was certainly rather slight
in part, one can perhaps also draw on a general consideration about lan-
guage and language formation to explain the findings about the stance of
these very Christians toward elementary education described above: as
is well known, the ancient elementary education especialy consisted of
language instruction. Since, however, alanguage cannot be exchanged in
a moment, one may assume that Christians unconsciously used a whole

101 |In view of today’s praxis in which non-Christians choose Christian names and,
conversely, Christians choose non-Christian names, one can, for example, ask whether the
choice of certain pagan names actually allows more far-reaching conclusions about the
degree of Christianization of an ancient person.

102 Harnack 1981, 437.

103 Compare Prudentius, Peristephanon liber 9.13-16 (= BHL 1625) |nnumeri circum
pueri (miserabile uisu) / confossa paruis membra figebant stilis / unde pugillares soliti
percurrere ceras/ scholare murmur adnotantes scripserant and 9.21-24 Praefuerat studiis
puerilibus et grege multo / saeptus magister litterarum sederat, / uerba notis breuibus
comprendere cuncta peritus/ raptimque punctis dicta praepetibus sequi (Lavarenne 1951,
112-13); compare the commentary in Lavarenne 1951, 109-11; Kaster 1988, 252-53 (nr.
26); Palmer 1989, 242-43. In the Legenda Aurea, the same fate is assigned to a Felix in
pincis (Benz 1969, 119-21; Kaster 1988, 406 [nr. 216]). Palmer 1989, 242, refers to a pos-
sible pagan model in Livy, Ab urbe condita V 27, which is exemplary at least stylistically
(cf. a'so Lanzoni 1925).

104 Compare section 2.1.1.2 with n. 32.
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series of figures of speech stamped in a pagan-religious manner and did
not react in an especially sensitive manner to their use by others, either.
Perhapsit was already for this reason that they did not take greater offence
from the corresponding figures of speech of the elementary instruction.
As a final point, we have spoken of the naturalness with which Christians
gave and visited the elementary instruction even in the pre-Constantinian
period. Here, of course, one aso must not overstress anything and stylizethe
Christian church asakind of ancient Volkshochschulbewegung (adult educa-
tion movement) whose members all had or believed they had a higher level
of education. Thisdid not apply even to the upper echelons of the hierarchy:
the apostolic church orders and the aforementioned Syriac Didascalia apos-
tolorum still reckon in the third century'® with the fact that bishops could
beilliterate, which isalso perhaps not acompletely surprising assumptionin
view of anilliteracy rate of about 60 to 80 percent of the population of the
empire.® Time and again, we find examples that suggest that the hypothesis
that even many bishops had not attended an elementary school was accurate
far into the post-Constantinian period: the bishop of Gadarain East Jordan,
a city with such prominent sons as the second-century Cynic Oenomaust®”
and where one could certainly receive every form of elementary instruc-
tion, visited the great councils in the middle of the fifth century and could
not even write his name in the list of signatures.® And Gregory of Nyssa
reported in aletter that once fullers, stable boys, and goat herders were cho-
sen to be bishops and leaders of communities.’® Education was a question

105 Thys at least Marrou 1977, 600, and Schubert 1923, 95-99.

106 Brown 1993, 26-27; 1992, 37 (= 1995, 53); Duncan-Jones 1977; Seeliger 2003;
and the literature mentioned in n. 14.

107 Hammerstaedt 1988, 11-19.

198 The archdeacon Aitherius signed the acts of the council of Ephesus (431 CE)
for the bishop Theodoros (ACO I 1.7, p. 117 n. 184): ©@eddmwpog énioromog I'addowv
vméyoapa xeol Aibegiov aydtaxdvou yoauudtov dvrtog; similarly, ACO I 2, p. 74
n. 181, in Latin Theodorus episcopus Gadaron subscripsi manu Aetherii archidiaconi. But
in the entire subscription list ACO | 1.7, this formula only crops up additionally in one (1)
signature: p. 114 n. 94; but compare also ACO I 1.2, p. 63 n. 190: @ed6dmwQog &mionomog
T'addowv Uméyoapa xol cuvamepnvauny Ti dyion ouvodmt. AiBEQLog doytdLdnovog
VIEyQapoL EmToaTelg o’ ovTod (for the other attestations in the prosopographic index,
see ACO IV 2, sv., p. 458). One could sharpen the observation further: also twenty years
later, in Chalcedon, the bishop had still not learned to sign for himself: Theodorus episco-
pus Gadarensis per alterius manum, id est Etherii archidiaconi subscripsi (Actio I, ACO
Il 3.1, p. 234 n. 184). In light of the famous examples of the educational level of the city
(attestations in Hengel/Markschies 1989, 20 with n. 101-9 on pp. 75-76—though often
of persons who never saw Gadara and were only born there!), we are dealing with a quite
notable constant in a turbulent time. For an in-depth presentation of the educational level of
the city and additional attestations, see Markschies 2001b, 182 with n. 466 (cf. 19993, 159).

199 Gregory of Nyssa, Epistulae 17.11-16 (Pasquali 1959, 54.1-55.10).
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not only of individual prestige but also of position and power; it was open
only to aminority of the empire's population. Therefore, one may not sim-
ply regard this educated minority in the empire as identical with the higher
Christian hierarchy.™™ In his Aachen dissertation on the Roman school edu-
cation in North Africa, the ancient historian Konrad V ¢ssing could show for
the second century that while every puer honestus was obligated to attend
apublic school in North Africa, one hears “nothing of private instruction or
of teachers on the uillae suburbanae.” ™* Gymnasia existed only in cities;!2
the reception into the status of ephebeswas properly celebrated, of course.™'®
Accordingly, most of the preserved reports and witnesses concern urban and
not rural education. Against this background, one will probably have to
interpret the famous instructional scene on the so-called Schulreliefpfeiler
(school relief pillar) of Neumagen (in the Bernkastel-Wittlich district; sec-
ond century CE at the latest), which is kept in the Rheinland Museum in
Trier,4 asasnapshot from acity. It shows agrammar teacher,™® who can be
recognized asa Greek by hiswell-shaped beard, sitting between two Roman
disciples, who look at their teacher in a not very enthusiastic manner.

Thus, as we have especialy seen in the example of the elementary
instruction, many Christians, though far from al, not only attended ancient
educational institutions but also worked in them. But what “educational
canon” did they encounter in these ingtitutions, and how did they deal with
it? We will devote section 2.1.2 to this question.

2.1.2 The Significance of the Pagan Educational Canon for Christians
and Their Educational Institutions

We will now expand the perspective and ask about the “higher” educa-
tional institutionsthat followed the elementary education. But not least for
reasons of space, we will change the point of view and now ask less about
individual institutions and the participation of Christiansin their programs
of education and focus more on the programs of education themselves

10 For other important differences between city and land with Palestine serving asan
example, see Markschies 1997.

M véssing 1997, 104.

12 K riiger 1990, 158-61; Bagnall 1993, 100-102; Ort 1983.

U3 Compare, for example, P.Oxy. 926 (VI, 291-92; text on p. 292): xalel o€
‘Houbéwvl dewtvijoar eig v énilvgrowy attod &v T oilnig abvt[o]d aboiov gl
¢oTiv € amo Ho(ag) [0.]/ “Heratheon invites you to dine on the occasion of the celebration
of his examination in his house, tomorrow, the fifth, from the ninth hour.”

14| nventory number 9921 (NM 180): R. Schindler 1970, 49 with image 141; Binsfeld
in Clppers 1983, 264—-65. Additional archaeological discoveriesin Véssing 1997, 49-55.

15 Christes 1979.
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(section 2.1.2.1) and the creative interaction of the Christians with the
ancient educational canon (section 2.1.2.2).

2.1.2.1 The Pagan Educational Canon

Today it does not create much difficulty to indicate what the educational
canon of an educational institution consists of and what texts and learn-
ing goals it contains—as a rule, something like thisis laid down precisely
and normed in teaching plans. As is well known, however, this is much
more difficult for imperial antiquity. Whether and how school education,
artes liberales, and €yxinhog woudeion hang together has been contro-
versia ever since the investigations of |lsetraut Hadot.*® Hadot showed
that the “encyclical education,” &yrxUxMog moudeio,™” did not represent
the basis or the content of the general instruction of young people but rather
acanon, formed in certain philosophical schools, of scholarly studies based
on rational reflection and methods. It is certain that the Jewish-Hellenistic
intellectual Philo of Alexandria in the first century CE already considered
the canon of such acomprehensive encyclical education to include “ gram-
mar, geometry, astronomy, rhetoric, music, and all the remaining branches
of rational knowledge,” whose symbol is Hagar, the maidservant of Sarah,
in the framework of his allegorical interpretation of Genesis.*'® But encyc-
lical education leads to Agetf).*® Philo’s view can be compared with that
of his contemporary Seneca and represents a position in a contemporary
debate about the educational canon of a society.’® In what follows, Philo
resolves the problem of the pagan character of this same education in a
rather elegant manner by interpreting the stories of the gods—even though
in a cautious manner—as deterring examples. “The grammar explains
the presentations of the poets and prose writers, sharpens insight and rich

16 | Hadot 1984, esp. 263-93; 1989. The position is summarized more concisely in
|. Hadot 1997.

17 But compare Seneca, Epistulae 88.23 artes, quas éyrnurhiove Graeci, nostri
autem liberales vocant (Préchac/Rosenbach 1969-1989, |V: 310); see Fuchs 1962, 365;
Marrou 1981, 183-97 (with tables of the diverse lists of artes liberales on pp. 188-89);
Flaig 2002, 126-28.

18 philo, De congressu eruditionis gratia 11: ixdtwg ovv 0¥ Poayéot yonoeTat
TQOOLUIOLG, AAACL YOOLUUOTLXT), YEMUETQICL, LOTQOVOLLA, ONTOQLXT), HOVOLXT), TH) GAAY
Loy Oewolg o, v ott ohpBorov 1) Zhoag Begamouvic Aya, Og EmdelEopev
(Cohn/Wendland 1962 I11: 74.11-14); compare Fuchs 1962, 389-90.

119 philo, De congressu eruditionis gratia 10: (. . .) o0Twg ol GETRAS TEdAELTAL T
gynnlar tadta Yo 000¢ oty &’ éxelvny Gpéoovoa (Cohn/Wendland 1962 I11: 74.6-8).

120 Seneca, Epistulae 88.32 (Préchac/Rosenbach 1969-1989, 1V: 316) and Véssing
1997, 39 n. 100. For Seneca, the encyclical education is admittedly a possible preliminary
stage for philosophy, and only philosophy leads to virtue.
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knowledge, and on the basis of the evil deeds that are reported concerning
the heroes and demigods sung about there, teaches contempt for everything
that deludes the noble thoughts.” 2 The statements of Philo show that the
Christian stance toward pagan education naturally has a Jewish prehistory
(or a Jewish counterpart), but we cannot present that here.'??

Alongside the comprehensive encyclical education stood, according to
Hadot, the much smaller educational program of the instruction—namely,
grammar and rhetoric and, for a minority of those who enjoyed such an
education, the study of philosophy as well.’ Admittedly, Konrad V 6ss-
ing, in his aforementioned investigation on the Roman school education
in North Africa, already showed anumber of years ago that the notion of a
radical separation between a simple school education program and a com-
plete canon of encyclical education is suggested somewhat too rigidly in
Hadot: “The idea of a coherent and, so to speak, self-sufficient education
program that could be fixed in various disciplines developed —immediately
after its emergence and despite its origin from asingle philosophical school
of thought—a great, general power of attraction, even in the definition of
a school program that was obligatory for al.”*?* Vissing shows that in
the imperial period, school instruction and education became increasingly
identical in more than terminology alone, and thus a portion of the distinc-
tive impact of education in relation to socia climbersfell away.'®

Naturally, one can immediately ask in our context whether the popu-
larization of the philosophical educational canon over the school educa-
tional canon did not lead to the fact that Christians—a group that was not
originally oriented toward the standards of contemporary philosophy—
offered hardly any resistance to this educational canon but, rather, as we
have seen, taught and learned the philosophical educational canon rela-
tively as a matter of course because most of them had long since accepted
the school educational canon as a given.

121 philo, De congressu eruditionis gratia 15: yoapuuatind pév yéo iotopiay Ty
TTOQA TTONTALG %Ok OVYYQUDEDOLY AvadddEaoa vonowy ral molvpddelay éoydoeta
1O %OTAPEOVNTIRMDG Exery AvadlddEel Tdv doa ai xeval dOEm TVHOTAAOTOVOL, OL0
104G nonomearylag, aig Tovg Gdopévoug map’ abTolg flowdg te nal Hubéovg Moyog
gxyeL yonoaoOou (Cohn/Wendland 1962 III: 75.4-8).

122 Compare Bousset 1975, esp. 72—73, 83-93, and 98-110; Droge 1989; Siegert 1992,
64-75.

123 Compare the references in Malherbe 1979, 194221 (for the New Testament
authors); Veyne 1989, 31-32 (= Veyne 1985); Vdssing 1997, 574-85; Vogt 1973; 1983,
17-27; the characterization of the teaching as “upper-strata phenomenon” is not meant
to call into question the occasional witnesses for the visiting of elementary education by
slaves or members of the lower strata.

124 v ssing 1997, 32. Compare now also Cribiore 1996.

125\ 6ssing 1997, 40-42; for attestations from church fathers' texts, seep. 42 n. 107/108.
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It is generally known and need be mentioned only briefly in our context
that Homer constituted the center of the pagan school educational canon and
thus the center of instruction,’® athough with this—at least in the opinion
of Pliny the Younger—“the most difficult” stood “at the beginning.”**” Inthe
Latin sphere, the Latin Odyssey of LiviusAndronicus, Terence, Horace, and
afew other authors were also read; in the Greek sphere, Menander was read
alongside Homer.'2 At this point, one could present in detail the effects of
this school educational canon on Christians and especially Christian authors.
It is not, of course, directly in our interest to present new insights on the
old topic of “the attitude of the early Christian authors toward pagan liter-
ature.”1* Moreover, a renewed survey under the heading “the early Chris-
tians and the Greek education”*® is likewise unnecessary for our line of
guestioning. Finally, we do not need to recompile statements that critically
engage with the value of the pagan education here, either.3! In our context,
it is much more interesting that—regardless of al critical statements—this
school educational canon connected the educated Christians rather closely
with their non-Christian fellow citizens: while they did not attend the same
cult, they had gone to the same school .**2 Naturally, the Christian confession
separated Christians from their pagan environment in the pre-Constantine
period, but one must make clear at the same time that the woudeio and the
school educational canon bound up with it simultaneoudly distanced Chris-
tians and pagans from their uneducated contemporaries and equalized them
within a certain leading stratum.*

126 Marquardt 1975, 105.

127 Pliny the Younger, Epistulae 11 14.2 (Kasten 1982, 102): in foro pueros a centum-
viralibus causis auspicari, ut ab Homero in scholis, nam hic quoque ut illic primum coepit
esse, quod maximum est.

128 Attestations in Marquardt 1975, 106 n. 3—7; compare also VVéssing 1997, 36775
with n. 1268-77 on pp. 368-71; Freund 2000, 14-19 (cf. esp. the reference to a small
board, found in the military base Vindolanda/Scotland, with Virgil, Aeneid IX 473 as a
writing exercise on p. 16 n. 3); Marrou 1981, 15 n. 67 and 96 n. 27.

129 Ellspermann 1949; Fuchs 1954, 353-59; Krause 1958; Chadwick 1990; Marrou
1981, 93-109.

130 Jaeger 1963; 1961; Ruhbach 1974; Wifstrand 1967. For older literature, see Fuchs
1954, 359-62.

31 Marrou 1977, 583-85; 1981, 330-33; Stockmeier 1967, 447; Fuchs 1962, 391.

132 Siegert 1993, 170, says somewhat exaggeratedly that “the most polemical stance
of early Christian authors to Hellenistic culture” hides the fact “that there was a century-
long ecumenism of religious dialogue and exchange; one of the most important ‘ Stze im
Leben’ (settingsin life) was the completely super-confessional literature instruction.” Con-
versely, in his foundational article “Homer,” Bartelink 1994, 145, speaks too nonspecifi-
cally of a“neutral ancient educational stock.”

133 Brown 1992, 3840 (= 1995, 54-56); Kaster 1988, 23-30.
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For this reason, individual Christian apologists also made use of this
store of commonalities between Christians and non-Christiansin their argu-
mentsfor Christianity. Some time ago, BarbaraAland convincingly showed
that in the citations and allusionsin his Octavius, Minucius Felix “ restricted
himself to certain authors, athough others could aso have been suggested
with aview to the subject matter”—namely, to the school authors.*** Thus
one may designate hiswork as an attempt to interpret the school educational
canon that was common to pagans and Christians in a very specific way that
was not initially able to gain a consensus but that he attempted to portray as
capable of doing so. It seemsto me that one could also make these observa-
tionsin relation to awhole series of other apologists.

Heretoo the question arises of whether the Christians, in the sasmeway
as they used and cocarried the pagan elementary education as a matter of
course, actually took over the pagan educational canon as well, both in
the form of the abbreviated school educational canon and in the simplified
philosophical educational canon.

2.1.2.2 The Christian Educational Canon

There were attempts by Christians to establish their own educational
canon and to have it appear as a supplement or as competition to the pagan
educational canon.’® Such attempts at establishing an education canon
of their own took place on very different levels: the Syriac Didascalia,
a church order that perhaps comes from the third century, warns against
the reading of any pagan literature and establishes, in this connection, its
own Christian educational canon with tight lines: “If you want to read
accounts of history, then you have the book of Kings, but if wise men and
philosophers, then you have the Prophets. . . . If you desire hymns, then
you have the Psalms of David, and if something about the emergence of
the world, then you have the great Moses' Genesis, and if laws and regu-
lations, then you have the outstanding law** of the Lord.”**” Thus it was

134 B. Aland 1983, 18 n. 45; compare a so Ellspermann 1949, 14-22.

135 These attempts must be distinguished once again from what Albert Wifstrand dis-
cussed in his five Uppsala lectures from 1951 under the heading of “Christian Influence on
Pagan Education” (Wifstrand 1967, 88—-105).

136 Thus the Latin fragment, aut si leges et praecepta, habes gloriosam domini legem
(Connoally 1929, 13.11-12); the Syriac text is different: “Thus you have the law, the book
of the fexodus of God the Lord” (Achelis/Flemming 1904, 5).

137 Didascalia 2, translation according to the Syriac text (cf. Achelis/Flemming 1904,
5.25-33). In the Latin text of the VVeronese fragments, it reads, S uis storias flegere, dis-
curre, et thabes Regnorum; si autem sofistica et poetica, habes Profetas (. . .). S uero can-
ticorum desideras, habes Psalmos; si autem initium Generationis mundi, habes Genesim;
aut si leges et praecepta, habes gloriosam domini legem (Connolly 1929, 13.5-12).
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regarded as inappropriate in these circles not only for a Christian to teach
pagan literature but also for him to read it. In Western church orders, there
are corresponding prohibitions, at least for the bishops.®*® To this extent,
it appears consistent and long anticipated—and not only a consequence of
the school law of Emperor Julian, which | have already mentioned sev-
eral times now—that Apolinarius of Laodicea, an evidently well-educated
grammarian in the fourth century, made available (or at least tried to make
available) the relevant texts for such a new Christian educational canon:
the history of Israel up to Saul retold in twenty-four books according to
the Homeric model; comedies written in the style of Menander; trage-
dies according to the model of Euripides; and lyric poetry in the style of
Pindar, the contents of which were completely taken from the Bible.**
It was certainly not a matter here of a “bizarre and tasteless experiment”
(so Clarke*); rather, Apolinarius followed a tendency to make Christian
education autonomous, which was more widespread and ancient among
Christian educators than the vehemently contested legal action of the
apostate emperor. Such aviewpoint is supported by the fact that hisfather,
Apolinarius the Elder, who initially worked as a grammarian in Berytus
and then in Syrian Laodicea as well, is said to have composed a “Chris-
tian grammar”—and there is no reason not to assume with H. Lietzmann
that here the examples were exclusively taken from Christian authors.'#

138 gatuta ecclesiae antiqua 5 (= 16; Munier 1963, 167.12—13: Vit episcopus gen-
tilium libros non legat, haereticorum autem pro necessitate et tempore); Marrou 1977,
584-85; Kaster 1988, 73.

139 Thus at least Sozomen, Historia ecclesiastica V 18.3-4 (Bidez/Hansen 1960,
222.10-17); diverging in detail s Socrates, Historia ecclesiastica |11 16.1-5 (Hansen 19953,
210.5-19); compare Lietzmann 1970, 150-51; Speck 1997, 365; 1986. Speck points out
that it isreported only in Socrates that the younger Apolinarius brought the New Testament
into dialogue form as well (16.5 [210.16-19]), whereas in Sozomen, who writes slightly
later, this information is lacking, and the reworkings of the Old Testament material that
Socrates ascribes to the father is ascribed here to the son. Since the father of Socrates is
designated as yoaupatizdg but the son as coprotiic (16.2 [210.8-9]; Speck 1997, 365),
in essence aready a program of education is said to be represented by this small family.
Whether one should then conclude from such and other observations that the information
about the works of the Apolinarii are legends as well (at least the information about the
work of the son) is another discussion in and of itself. Speck concludes, “ That these works
ever existed is more doubtful than ever” (369). | would, however, not go so far in my judg-
ment; rather, it scarcely appears surprising to methat no writings of the “ heretic” Apolinar-
ius and his father were accessible to the two authors Socrates and Sozomen in the forties
of the fifth century, and therefore, when they took over information about their works from
source writings, they proceeded in anot very precise and contradictory manner in relation
to each other. The passage has been recently discussed by Nesselrath 1999, 84-88.

140« T us this may seem a bizarre and tasteless experiment” (M. L Clarke 1971).

141 socrates, Historia ecclesiastica I 16.3: yoaupotxiv XoLoTloving TOm
ovvétatte (Hansen 1995a, 210.11); compare Lietzmann 1970, 150.
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In principle, one must also mention the Christian reworkings of profane
Greek texts, which admittedly first took place from the fourth century
onward. Consider, for example, two reworkings of the "Eyyeiotdiov of the
teachings of Epictetus from monastic circles: In the handbook of Pseudo-
Nilus (CPG III: 6075 = PG 79: 1285-1312), which is difficult to date, the
gods are “traced back to the singular; Socrates is soon left out, and soon
replaced by ‘the philosophers’ or St. Paul.”** The "Eyyewidtov is “Chris-
tianized” much more resolutely by a work that is often designated as a
“Christian paraphrase.” This happens, for example, through the insertion
of textsfrom the Bible and by replacing the philosopher with an anchorite.
“The entire monastic life ssimmers through this reshaping.”*** And in the
Ars Grammatica of Flavius Sosipater Charisius, which can be dated to
themiddleof thefourth century,there suddenly appears, inthemidst of all
sorts of pagan examplesfor which termsdraw certain casusto themselves,
the lemmata Adam and Abraham, which are said to be monoptoton—that
is, nouns that only have one case form. Adam is additionally identified
with the Greek word 6 mowtomAaotog.** According to the index, these
are the only names of Jewish-Christian tradition in the whole work.
Another attempt to establish an independent Christian educational
canon was undertaken in the thirties of the third century by Origen, who
was educated in Alexandria, through the establishment of a “school” in
Palestinian Caesarea Maritima.’*® At alater point, we will deal more fully
with the institutional form and history of the first Christian “private uni-
versity” (see section 2.1.32). The teaching program of this institution is
described by two roughly contemporaneous authors—namely, on the one
hand, Gregory Thaumaturgus, a personal student of Origen in his Address
of Thanksgiving to Origen (Oratio panegyrica), and, on the other hand,
the learned Palestinian bishop Eusebius of Caesareain the sixth book of
his Ecclesiastical History (Historia ecclesiastica), which is dedicated to
Origen. We do not need to deal here with the controversial questions of
whether Eusebiusis completely dependent on Gregory and whether Greg-
ory is actualy the author of the tractate that is usually ascribed to him.*#

142 Spanneut 1962, 664.

143 Compare Enchiridion 22 with the paraphrase § 29.1 (Schweighéuser 1977, 44): Ei
drhoocodiag embupels . . . or Ei tig évapétou motelag émbupels . . . and Spanneut
1962, 666.

144 Goetz 1899 or Gatti 1997.

145 ArsGrammatical 17 (Barwick/K tihnert 1964, 151.15-17): Adam o6 mowtdmhaotog
monoptoton est, proin Latinae ut et Graece. Abraham adaeque monoptoton esse censeto.

146 Crouzel 1979; Knauber 1968; Thilmmel 1984.

147 Nautin 1979, 81-86, argues against this view, and Crouzel 1983, 782-85, has, in
turn, attempted to refute the position of Nautin. Richard Klein has supported Crouzel’s
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Instead, we are interested in the program of education that is described by
both authors, which most likely describes the content of the instruction
of Origen at the Christian private university in the provincial capital of
Caesarea/Palestina.**® According to Gregory, this program of education
(7.93-15.183) encompassed dialectic (7.93-7.108), arithmetic, geometry,
astronomy (8.109-8.114), ethics (9.115-12.149), and theology (13.150—
15.183); according to Eusebius, Origen introduced people whom he
regarded as gifted “into the philosophical subjects by giving them instruc-
tion in geometry, arithmetic, and the other foundational scholarships, and
by making them familiar with the various systems of the philosophers,
whose writings he explained, commented on and criticized in specifics.”**
It was already demonstrated some time ago that this program of educa-
tion follows the Stoic division of philosophy into logic, ethics, and phys-
ics, to which Philo is aready indebted.™ In his letter to Gregory, Origen
boldly designates these objects of knowledge as “general knowledge’ or
as “preparatory instruction for Christian teaching” and thereby already
documents the Christian usurpation of the pagan educational canon in his
terminology: from the &yxixiog maudeia, the general knowledge, arises
the &yninhia podnpoto 1) Teomonde ot eig XLoToviopov. !

At this point, what was already intimated now becomes entirely
clear: the attempt by educated Christians such as Origen and Apolinarius
to develop a Christian educational canon of their own also leads back,
at the core, to the adoption of the pagan educational canon that can also
be observed among the remaining Christians who are less well known.
With all his grammatical education and rhetorical art, Apolinarius writes

argumentation in his in-depth introduction to the edition of the Oratio panegyrica in the
“Fontes Christiani” (Guyot/Klein 1996), which also summarizes the discussion between
Nautin and Crouzel and responds to the attempt to support Nautin's view argumentatively
by Simonettis 1988. See also Trigg 2001.

148 | this point, | follow Nautin 1979, 51-53; Eusebius assigns his report to the pre-
ceding activity of Origen in Alexandria.

149 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 18.3: giofyév Te Yo 6601g eDPuDE EYovTog
Emoa, ®ol &m T Gpthooopa (a number of manuscripts have: GpLhdorloya) podnuata,
YEWUETQIOV %ol AQLOUNTKNV %ol TAM TROToLdeHaTa TOQAAO0VS €lg Te TG
ailpéoelg T maed Tolg PthoodPOLS TEOYWV %Al TA TAQA TOUTOLS GUYYQULUOTO
dmyouevog vrropvnuoTiopevog te nal Oewedv eig €xaota (Schwartz 1999, 11/2:
556.17-20). According to Nautin 1979, 51, this passage is based on Origen, Epistula ad
Gregorium Thaumaturgum 1 (cited in n. 151 below), but he can refer only to parallel
vocabulary that are suggested in any case in these connections.

130 Brinkmann 1901; Habets 1983, 58-66 and 102-8; Klein 1996, 85-87.

151 Origen, Epistula ad Gregorium Thaumaturgum 1 (= Origen, Philocalia 13):
omTtndg ¢ dud TodT’ Gv NUEGUNV apalafely oe xal prhocopiag EAMvav ta
oiovel gig XoLoTloviopov duvéipeva yevéobou éynixhia podnuota i) moomandebuato
(Crouzel 1969, 186.10-188.13 = Guyot/Klein 1996, 214.10-12).
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abiblical history in the style of Homer, and Origen makes philosophy a
“handmaiden of theology” in exactly the same way as the Greek philos-
ophy of the Classical epoch usurped an already existing school canon of
the artes liberales for its own model of an encyclical education and thus
transformed the artes liberales into a “handmaiden of philosophy.” %
With this, however, the intellectual and institutional Christianization of
the mwoudeio in the post-Constantinian period and its use as a matter
of course by the great bishops of the fourth century?* was already pre-
pared for intellectually and practically. Both the participation of Christians
in pagan education as a matter of course and their attempt to replace the
pagan educational canon with their own conception of binding educational
values belong to the direct presuppositions of the new imperia church
stance toward swowdeta: from the late fourth century onward, this was cor-
respondingly also regarded “as a necessary preliminary stage in the life of
a Chrigtian dignitary.” With this, it was transformed into a “preparatory
school of Christian character.” >

In a final section, it remains for us to provide at least a sketch, on
the basis of several characteristic examples, of the consequences for the
development of Christian “theology” of the adoption of the pagan educa-
tional canon and the taken-for-granted attendance of pagan educational
institutions by Christians.

2.1.3 The Consequences of the Adoption of Pagan Educational
Institutions for the Development of Christian “ Theol ogy”

Itis, of course, common knowledge that the emergence of Christianity and
especialy the emergence of Christian theology are connected in a special
way with the subject area “teachers, students, schools”: Jesus of Nazareth
could, and still can, be perceived as a teacher, as 01ddorahog,™ and his
disciples as the students of this teacher, as the paOnrol Tod ®viov.*®

152 Thus Origen himself in his letter: (. . .) (v’, 6me0 Ppaot PLAoGOPWY TEdEC
TEQL YEMUETQIOG AL LOVOLRTG YQUUUOTIXTG TE ROl ONTOQIXNS %Al GLOTQOVOULAG,
g ovveBwv drhocodia, ToDO’ Nuelg eimmuev »al el avtis Pprhoocodiag mTEOg
Xowotwoviopudv (Crouzel 1969, 188.15-18 = Guyot/Klein 1996, 214.14—18); compare also
Dihle 1986, and for a comparable adoption and reinterpretation of pagan image motifs, see
Markschies 2005b.

153 Brown 1992, 118-26 (= 1995, 153-63); Markschies 1998c.

154 Brown 1992, 123 (= 1995, 159). But one will not be able to say (with Brown) that
it previously was generally valid “as the all-embracing and supreme ideal of agentleman’s
life” but must point to the fact that this represented a minority position and it was viewed
by the most varied “professions’ as an indispensable preparation for higher goals.

155 Riesner 1984; Normann 1966.

156 Compare now Kany 1999, 286-99.



60 Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

For thisreason, it is already not surprising when the discipleship of Christ
also realized itself especialy in the teaching, and the ones who followed
the XQ10t0g d1OGoraohog became active as teachers. It also causes lit-
tle surprise that since the second century at the latest, the teacher-student
relationship between Jesus and his disciples was imagined to be anao-
gous to other ancient teacher-student relationships and the charismatic
personality of a Jew in lower Galilee no longer remained in view. Thisis
already shown by aglance at the relevant portrayals of Christian craftwork
or the sarcophagi®®” or by the debate about whether the famous scene from
the Via Latina catacomb is a portraya of a doctor explaining something
on acorpse, Empedoclesraising along-dead young woman, or Christ rais-
ing a dead person:'*® the Xo10t0g duddorarog had been assimilated to
the contemporary philosophical teacher, at least iconographically.
Comprehensive monographs and detailed articles have been written
about primitive and early Christian teachers and the differences between
the two groups.’® We are only interested here in the question of what
consequences the adoption of pagan educational institutions had for
the formation of a certain form of Christian theology, a form that lay
claim to Wissenschaftlichkeit (scientific status or scholarliness), accord-
ing to ancient standards.*® The comparison does not, of course, consider

157 Admittedly, direct teaching scenes on pagan sarcophagi appear to be not so fre-
quent: “Men who are characterized as ‘wise’ by a scroll or other attributes are found
frequently on muse sarcophagi, namely from the middle Antonian period to the Tetrarchic
period on the sides, and from about 220 CE standing or sitting also on the fronts was
well. . . . In addition to this extremely varied material there are only very few chests on
which the wise are more strongly emphasized” (G. Koch 1993, 84; cf. Koch/Sichtermann
1982, 203-6; Wegner 1966). This impression appears to be confirmed in Lange 1996, 68,
which lists only one attestation for a “teaching scene” (Repertorium Nr. 527 = Wilpert
1929-1936, nr. 225/2), but it is a given that one must also add the traditio-legis portrayals
and similar material, so that we are dealing with an iconographic focal point (cf. also Din-
kler 1980, 22—23, and above all extensively Zanker 1995, 272-80). For a concise overview
with literature, see Kany 1999, 343-45.

158 Chamber | in arcosolium f-g-h; compare the overview of the previous attempts at
interpretation in Kotzsche-Breitenbruch 1976, 45 n. 267 (Judas before Christ and apostles,
creation of the human being, Aristotle, Socrates, raising of Lazarus, or Hippocrates) and
the proposed interpretation of Gaiser 1980, 18-20 (a portrayal of the Platonic Academy).

159 Neymeyr 1989; A. E. Zimmermann 1988; Harnack 1981, 365-77; Rengstorf 1935,
160-62; Bardy 1932b; 1937; 1942; Campenhausen 1953, 210-33; Gryson 1982; Coyle
1984 (criticized in Neymeyr 1989, 5-7). In lectures before the Collége de France, Guy G.
Stroumsa has drawn attention to the shifting of the “sagesse paienne a spiritualité chré-
tienne,” which is shown as well in a transformed ideal of the philosopher (cf. Stroumsa
2005b; 2005a).

160 | am very aware of the problems of introducing a modern term (cf. Siitterlin 1960;
1984) but think that it can scarcely be contested that there were already general standards
for rational (i.e., scholarly) argumentation and research and that in some circumstances
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primarily the lower levels of education such as elementary instruction but
rather the higher and highest levels (i.e., the aforementioned philosoph-
ical instruction).’®! Here, of course, we must first pay exact attention, as
mentioned at the outset, to differences between different institutions and
levels (section 2.1.3.1) in order to then make these differentiations fruit-
ful for an analysis of ancient Christian theology (section 2.1.3.2).

2.1.3.1 The Ancient Philosophical Instruction

Too little attention has been given in the relevant research to the fact
that with the key phrase “philosophical instruction,” one should not
imagine a monolithic block of identical institutions at a single level. In
his aforementioned Heidelberg dissertation on the Berufsbild (occupa-
tional profile) of philosophers in antiquity,®? the Munster ancient his-
torian Johannes Hahn not only documented the abundance of relevant
instructional offerings (e.g., for Rome, the émtou) Thg oixovpuévng,'®®
he counts fifty philosophical teachers from Greece in the second century
alone)'®* but also suggested an insightful differentiation of institutions
and educational levels. Leaving aside, for the moment, the occasional
“guest lecture” of philosophers from elsewhere,*® Hahn distinguishes
between “ house philosophers,” who belong to an urban familia, “salon
philosophers” or “ popul ar philosophers,” and“ professional philosophers’

one can designate this connection with aword that has been used only since the eighteenth
century. (Trandator’s note: | have usually translated the words W ssenschaft and wissen-
schaftlich with “scholarship” and “scholarly” in this monograph. For further discussion of
this difficult point of translation, see my blog German for Neutestamentler.)

161 Arnim 1898 (cf. esp. the introductory chapter “Sophistik, Rhetorik und Philos-
ophie in ihrem Kampfe um die Jugendbildung” [Sophistic, Rhetoric, and Philosophy in
Their Battle for the Education of the Youth]); André 1987; Friedlénder/Wissowa 1920,
243-97; Fowden 1977; Goulet 1981; Markschies 1997c, 403—11.

162 See section 2.1 with n. 9.

163 Athenaeus Naucratites, Deipnosophistae | 36.3; Galen, De humero iis modis pro-
lapso quos Hippocrates non vidit (Kihn 1965, XVI111/1: 347.16).

164 Hahn 1987, 150; compare also the documentation on p. 149 n. 7—12. If one brings
to mind that (according to Scriptores Historiae Augustae Antoninus Pius 11.3 [Hohl 1971,
I: 44.26-27 = Dérrie/Baltes 1993, p. 2 nr. C. 73.2]) Antoninus Pius honored rhetoricians
and philosophers“in al provinces’ with “honors and annual salaries’ (cf. also the in-depth
commentary on this passage in Dérrie/Baltes 1993, 130-35), then this high number isless
surprising.

165 The term “salon philosopher” is found in Hahn 1987, 97; the remaining terms are
mine; compare Millar 1992, 494-98, 501-3.

166 structurally these basically a'so include the philosophersin thecircle of the Roman
emperor; compare Rawson 1997.
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in the strict sense.'®” The observation that in Rome an abundance of phil-
osophical instructional offerings at very different levels was available
has scarcely been made useful for the comparison with the Christian
teachers of the second and third centuries, though it is extraordinarily
important. Hahn's observations on the philosophical instruction must
also be extended further.

One can naturally show that regardless of all differences, the various
forms of philosophical instruction at different levels had a whole series of
characteristic features in common. Thus an overview of the terminology
of the conceptual fields “schools” and “students”%®® would show that the
phenomenon of a “school education,” for example, can be observed not
only for professional philosophers who followed the model of the older
academy of Plato but also for the two other groups—namely, the house
philosophers and the salon philosophers or popular philosophers. The dif-
ferent forms and levels of philosophical instruction scarcely differ in the
structure of the daily school activity, asthe schoolsin Rome, for example,
show: the relatively similar life in the popular philosophical circles that
gathered around stoics such as Musonius Rufus'®® or Epictetus and the
activities in the schools of professional philosophers such as the Platonist
Calvenus Taurus'™ can be quite clearly traced from lecture notes or reports
from students. For the philosophical instruction, there was a kind of fixed
basic pattern of school activity, which also applied, mutatis mutandis, to
the philosophical diatQipi): the teacher first gave set (but also occasion-
aly improvised) regular instructional lectures; the students took notes,
gave speeches, learned together the most important passages of central
texts by heart, discussed their form and content with guidance,*™* and also
took time for questions that were not directly related to the material.'> An

167 Also at least one woman philosopher: CIL VI 33898 = ILS 11/2, 7783 (Dessau
1974, 827): Euphrosyne pia, docta novem musis, philosopha v(ixit) a(nnos) XX.

168 Markschies 1997c, 404-5; see now also Kany 1999, 26776, on “ philosopher stu-
dents” (noOntai and synonyms).

169 Hense 1990, XIV—XXV; Geytenbeek 1973; Laurenti 1989; Kany 1999, 273.

10 Dorrie 1973; 1976; Neymeyr 1989, 218-20 (pp. 224—26 on Calvenus Taurus)
and 310-23. According to an honorary decree (Dittenberger 1960, nr. 868 = Dorrie/Baltes
1993, C. 275 a, p. 14), Calvenus Taurus, who originally came from Berytus, held in Delphi
“citizenship, office and dignity of a proxenos, the right to preferential treatment in court,
the right to obtain land and house and all other honorary rights’ (cf. the commentary of
Dorrie/Baltes 1993, 144-47).

71 Cancik 1984, 177, and (with documentation) Markschies 1997c, 4067 n. 21/22.
On the written character of the dtahéEelg, compare the controversy of the authors H. Hobein
and W. Kroll in Hobein/Kroll 1930, 2559. In the third writing of the Moraliawith thetitle De
recta ratione audiendi, Plutarch gave afew rules of behavior for the attendance of lectures.

172 Aulus Gellius, Noctes Atticae XVII 20,1-9 (Marshall 1991, 528.28-53.8).
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artistic implementation of such teaching activity may be present in the
“philosophers mosaic of Naples’; thisisthe case at any rate if one follows
the late TUbingen classicist Konrad Gaiser and interprets this piece of art
from the first century CE, which was discovered in 1897 during the exca-
vation of arural housein Torre Annunziata near Pompeii, as a depiction of
the Platonic Academy.t™

Problems of general life conduct played a not insignificant role in the
instruction. One can recognize therein that most of the popular and profes-
siona philosophical circles bore the character of a“study community” and
“life community” (thus, above all, Pierre Hadot'"#). For a comparison with
Christian teachers, a second observation of Pierre Hadot a so seemsto meto
be of specia interest—namely, his constant referenceto the religious dimen-
sion of the instruction, which could certainly shape its institutional charac-
ter aswell: in his Life of Apollonius of Tyana (Mta Apollonii), Philostratus
reports that the otherwise unknown popular philosopher Euthydemus gave
his instruction in the Asclepius sanctuary of Aegae/Cilicia and that Apollo-
nius visited him when he was about forty, together with “ adherents of Plato,
Chrysippus (the Stoic), and peripatetics.” 1"

Thus the difference between the two types of philosophical teaching
probably consisted above all in the professional level and in the limited
stresson aformal logical education among the popular philosophers. Nat-
urally, there were also corresponding differences in the makeup of the
circles of hearers: some philosophers, so states Musonius' student Dio
Chrysostom, “do not mix with the common folk for any price . . . but
others strain their voices in so-called lecture halls, whereby they have
hearers before them who are bound to them and accustomed to them.” 7
Exact statements about details are admittedly difficult here: thus gener-
alizing observations on the instructional content among house philoso-
phers, whose life is caricatured with the usual sharpness by Lucian in
De mercede conductis and about whom we have some inscriptional and
literary evidence from Rome,'”” are already prohibited because their

173 Gaiser 1980, 30-106.

174 P Hadot 1991 (= 1987); compare also |. Hadot 2003. A similar thesisis advocated
by Stroumsa 2005a; 2005b, 195-99.

175 philostratus, Vita Apollonii | 7 (Mumprecht 1983, 22.12—21); text, translation, and
commentary can aso be found in Dorrie/Baltes 1993, C. 73.5, pp. 6-9 and 139-40.

176 Dig Chrysostom, Orationes 32.8: oi pgév ydo avtdv dhag eic mhijBog ovx
{aowv 000¢ Béhovaot drovduvedeLy, ameyvoxrdTes omg 1O Pektiovg dv moloo
TOVG TOMOTG- 01 &’ €V TOlg ®OMOVUEVOLS ArQOATNEIOS GOVAORODOLY, EVOTOVOOUS
Mfovteg anpoatag xal xelonoels éavtolg (Dindorf/Budé 1916-1919, 342.22-343.1).

7 LLucia, De mercede conductis 1-42 (Macleod 1974, 212-36); Hahn 1987, 151-53;
in § 17, the designation d1ddorahog is introduced as a title.
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activity was naturally determined to a special degree by the interests of
the respective pater familias. By contrast, we are somewhat better ori-
ented in relation to the instructional material among popular philosophers
and salon philosophers, since alongside the fragments of Musonius and
the Diatribai of his student Epictetus, the speeches of Maximus of Tyre
give us 140 lectures of a salon philosopher who was probably active in
Rome in the second half of the second century (thus at the same time
as the Christian teachers Justin, Ptolemy, and Valentinus).”® The giving
of these lectures probably lasted just under a half hour in each case. The
texts are aimed at urban strata who possessed a certain measure of phil-
osophical and literary education and textual knowledge but were simul-
taneously also interested in an engaging presentation of the material 1™
Alongside the old great philosophical topics (What is philosophy? What
is God? Where does evil come from? How should one live?), all sorts of
“smaller” problems (e.g., on dealing with wrong suffered; Orationes 12),
questions of individua life conduct (e.g., on the freedom from worries;
Orationes 28), and even problems of the Platonic doxography were
addressed. A hundred years before Maximus, Persius, a student of the
Roman Stoic Annaeus Cornutus, already reflected these themes in sat-
ire: “Learn, poor people, and investigate the nature of things: What are
we? For what occupation were we born? In what order were we placed?
... What is the measure of our earnings and for what may one pray? For
what is money useful? . . . For what has a god called you? Where is your
place in the works of the world, the society of human beings?’ &
Between the different forms of philosophical instruction, of course,
there were clear differences not only with respect to the professional level
and the social and intellectual makeup of the respective circles of hearers
but also with regard to the institutional character. One can make this clear
relatively quickly for the “house philosophers,” who were integrated into
a familia and were thus sedentary and thereby distinguished from the
free teachers who traveled around or remained in a fixed location. By
contrast, the institutional character of ancient philosophical schools is
extremely difficult to determine precisely. Not all people who designated

178 Trapp 1994 has produced once more a critical edition of Maximus’ StoAéEeig; for
Maximus, compare also Hobein/Kroll 1930; Puigalli 1983; Szarmach 1985.

179 Hobein/Kroll 1930, 2558 or 2561—62; compare also Mutschmann 1917, 188-92,
and on the “philosophical program,” Hahn 1987, 54—60.

180 persius, Satirae 111 6672 (cf. Wilken 1979, 171): Discite, 0 miseri, et causas
cognoscite rerum:/ Quid sumus, et quidnam victuri gignimur; ordo/ Quis datus, aut metae
quam mollis flexus et unde;/ Quis modus argento, quid fas optare, quid asper/ Utile num-
mus habet; patriae carisque propinquis/ Quantum elargiri deceat, quem te deus esse/ lus-
sit, et humana qua parte locatesesinre.
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themselves ovpfrwtal lived together in a long-term and stable building;
rather they could certainly also meet in free, changeable associations at
public locations such as market places or bath grounds and spend a part
of the day with one another in philosophical conversation. Moreover, the
Greek word aipeolg, which is often used for philosophical schools, does
not at all designate a legally normed type of institutional association but
aschool of thought.8!

Philosophical schoolsthat offered their instruction at a professional phil-
osophica level inan established form existed in theimperia period primarily
intwo legal contexts: either they ranked among theingtitutionsthat are desig-
nated in German as \ereine—that is, “societies’ (in English they are usualy
designated with the more open term “voluntary associations’#?)—or they
were organized as Siftungen (foundations). We will now occupy ourselves
in somewhat greater detail with these two legal forms—namely, societies (or
voluntary associations) and foundations.

First we will consider “societies’ (collegia): The relatively imprecise
terminological classification of the legal context of philosophical schools
as “societies’” or “voluntary associations’ aready shows what an uncer-
tain area one moves in when one attempts to paint a precise picture. Such
uncertainties become more extensive, for example, if oneinquiresinto the
exact difference between pure “cult societies’ and philosophical schools
constituted as societies. The older work of Franz Poland on the Geschichte
des griechischen Vereinswesens (history of Greek societies)’® already
broke with a schematic ordering of the material according to “the pur-
poses of societies,” inter alia because the detachment of a specific group of
“cult societies’ did not proveto be feasible. All “societies’ are “cult soci-
eties’ in a certain sense (nonreligious collegia were not even permitted),
and one can merely ask whether the cultic purpose formed the only focal
point of the work of the society; whether familial, economic, and occu-
pational purposes were added;®* or whether the purpose of philosophical
conversation and instruction dominated the “life of the society.” Thuseven

181 Compare Brox 1986, 257-58, and Desjardins 1991. Naturally a “school of
thought” is also an institution, admittedly often deinstitutionalized in an institutionalized
manner (thus Siedschlag 2000, 45). Here we cannot carry out the interesting comparison
with the social support system of Palestinian rabbisin the high imperial period (see Levine
1989, 55-59).

182 Compare Kloppenburg/Wilson 1996 and Schmeller 1995, 24-53. A concise sum-
mary of the state of scholarship can also be found in Kany 1999, 27071, and at greater
length in Sirks 2006, 21-40.

183 £ Poland 1909.

184 F Poland 1909, 5; compare also Waltzing 1968; Sohm/Mitteis/Weger 1923, 203—
9; San Nicolo 1972 (with the review of Hands 1974); Ausbiittel 1982; Brashear 1993.



66 Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

societies whose life was characterized by educational activities must be
dealt with as “cult societies’: this applies both to gymnasium societies, in
which men united and took part in the exercises in an urban gymnasium,#
and to the Alexandrian Museion, a sort of college of arts and sciences that
bore the title 60v0d0¢.*® In Pergamum, the ocuvoyolaotal were appar-
ently organized in such an institution,*®” and in Ephesus, this was the case
for eleven paBnrai®®—and these examples show again that a strict dis-
tinction between philosophy and “cult” is scarcely possible in the second
and third centuries.’®

| note only in passing that the old question of whether the Christians
also organized themselves in an analogy to societies should be dealt with
onceagain. Certainly the adherentsof anillegal superstitio could scarcely—
especially in light of the religious character of all societies—register as a
society. On the other hand, a pagan passerby who read the famous (today
unfortunately lost) inscription cuvaywyr Moagxiwviot®v in the Syrian
backcountry, for example, must naturally have thought of analogous society
designations such as the cuvaywyn TOV vwTOTWAGDV, Which is attested in
the region of Perinthos.®* And the care for the burial of Christianswill also
have called to mind the burial societies of many of their contemporaries.®**

Now weturnour attention to“foundations”: philosophical schoolscould
also have the ingtitutional framework of afoundation.'*? Unfortunately, we
do not possessany Stiftungsurkunden (foundation charters) or other relevant
regulationsfor philosophical schools. Inorder to be ableto portray thisinsti-
tutional framework with somewhat greater precision in spite of thisfact, we
will first consider briefly the foundation of an extremely well-to-do Roman
administrative official from Ephesus by the name of C. Vibius Salutaris.'®
It dates from the year 104 CE and is documented by an inscription on white
marbleat the north end of the south wall of the south analemmaof thetheater
of Ephesus. The main portion of the fragments was discovered in the

185 Documentation in F. Poland 1909, 103-5.

186 Thus F. Poland 1909, 161, with an appeal to Strabo, Geographica X VII 1.8 £ott
0¢ T oVUVOdW TAVTN %Ol (OTILOTO ROLVA 1Ol iEQEVG O £l T Movoeln TeTayuévog.

187 Frankel 1890, nr. 463, line 13; compare F. Poland 1909, 105.

188 Newton 1890, nr. 548 (Hicks), line 2; compare F. Poland 1909, 105.

189 Thus S. G. Wilson 1996, 67, also with reference to Nock 1933. The excursus, “the
legal position of the philosophical schools,” in Wilamowitz-Moellendorff 1965 is materi-
ally obsolete.

190 Compare dedication inscription nr. 59 in Sayar 1998, 239-40; the concern iswith an
altar for the “guild of the sellers of petty wares” (cuvoryw[Y]f) [0]omolmwhdv, lines 3—4);
F. Poland 1909, 155; compare also IG IX/2 25 . .. Tijg TV VEwV ovvarymyfig and Kolb 1995.

LA Miiller 1905.

192 \Weiler 2001; Eck 1997.

198 Compare Hanslik 1958, 1982-83.
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nineteenth century and is found today in the British Museum in London.
The multipart inscription quotes both the actual “foundation letter” (B) and
a municipal resolution about it (A) and the confirmation of the founda-
tion by the proconsul (C). Concerning the purpose of the foundation, one
learns from the resolution of the public assembly only that the interest of
the foundation capital isto be paid out each year on the birthday of the god-
dessArtemis by the founder and hisheirs (A, lines 62—73). The foundation
letter then specifies more exactly that on the “birthday of the great goddess
Artemis’ (B, line 224), members of various municipal bodies (such as the
council), who are personally present in the sanctuary and position hold-
ersin the cult of Artemis, are to pay certain sums, whereby in the case of
larger groups it is decided partly by lot who can be given the designated
sum (at most 2 denarii and 13.5 assesand asarule 1 denarius; B, line 237).
A portion of the money is naturally designated for specific religious pur-
poses as well. And aongside the aforementioned payment of money, the
foundation of C. Vibius Salutaris also comprised a great number of golden
and silver statues and statuettes of the goddess Artemis; of other members
of the pantheon; of personifications such as the “emperor-loyal demos of
the Ephesians’ (B: line 179); and of emperors, politicians, and other nota-
ble figures. Fluctuating interest earnings and equally unstable exchange
rates are explicitly taken into account. For our purposes, the inscription is
especially of interest due to the fact that a relatively precise fixation for the
extent of the interest earnings from the foundation capital is recorded in
the resolution of the council and the public assembly:**

(He himself promised. . . to invest the money) donated (by him to the council and
the gerousia of the Ephesians) and the citizens (and) ephebes (and the paides)
and to pay 9 percent interest, which was to be distributed (every) year according
to his endowment (on the birthday) of the goddess, the sixth of Thargelion; he
was thus in agreement that (either) he or (his) heirs would pay out the donated
money when it was needed, whereby the presider should receiveit for the respec-
tive legal person (for which it was intended).'*

1% Edition and translation in Wankel 1979, 167—222, nr. 27, which also provides
documentation of the complicated edition history; see more recently Rogers 1991, 136-51.

195 Inscription nr. 27, lines 62-73 (Wankel 1979, 174-75): TV 8¢ otV TV
raOe]owpévalv v avltfod "Edeoiov th Pouli) zal tf) yeoouowd] xal wol[eltong
nol €]oN[Polg xol ooty Vméoyeto avTog] €mi Tod of éxdavtioTtng yevéoOan] xai
[te]hety tOn[OV doayuaivov] docaglaiov [di]awped[n]oduevov »[ad’ Exaotov €]
viautov ra[td T[Ny dudtagiy avtod T[T} yevleo[iw th]g Oeod N[uéoq,] [fiTL]g €oTiv TOD
Oaoynhd[v]og unvog éx[tln lotapé[vou] [6]uoroynoag amodmoe[t]v Td xofuot[o
il €avtov ta [rabiepmuéva, dtov Bovin(0]f), i} Tovg nAngovd[uovg avTo]d T
mtOAeL, ®OUTOUEVOV TOV EXA[G]TOV TTQO[OMDITOV T]QOLOTUUEVMV.
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From the inscription, one can deduce not only that the city could expect a
yearly return of 9 percent from the foundation capital of 20,000 denarii for
the named tasks but also that this sum of interest earnings had to be pro-
vided evenif theinheritance of Salutaris, to which the foundation bel onged,
wereto be sold by the heirs. The buyer would also have to invest the capital
in such away that it produced 9 percent interest; that is to say, the resolu-
tion of the council and the public assembly assumed that the foundation
was to be “unchangeably, indissolubly, and incontrovertibly” valid for all
time (A, lines 105-6 in the reconstruction of Hermann Wankel). Thus one
can approximately work out how high the foundation capital would have
needed to be for afoundation that wanted to provide tolerable support for a
philosophical school that was relatively stable organizationally.

How little we know about the legal and institutional framework of
philosophical schools in the imperial period, beyond such general findings
about the nature of Greco-Roman societies and foundations, is shown with
particular clarity through a consideration of the most famous example of
a philosophical school—namely, the Academy of Plato. Relevant infor-
mation about the legal and economic status of the Academy of Plato in
the foundational phase and Hellenistic period is found, in effect, only in
Philodemus’ book about the Academy, which Konrad Gaiser, following
others, has reconstructed from two Herculaneum papyri (P. Herc. 1021
and 164).1% From this source, we derive the limited information that fol-
lows: Plato followed the polemic of his teacher Socrates against the paid
philosophica instruction of the Sophists, “freed the students from dues
(school fees) and thus showed philanthropy to all.”**” The public philo-
sophical teaching took place in the Academy gymnasium. By contrast, in
Plato’s garden, where there was a sanctuary to the Muses, research was
undertaken and discussed in esoteric seclusion. We only know of this spa-
tial and institutional separation because Plato’s successor in the leader-
ship of the Academy had to restrict himself to the teaching in the inner
circle for health reasons.**® Plato was able to acquire the garden near the
Academy because of a gift of money from a student named Dion, and

196 Gaiser 1988; for his Academica, which probably represents a part of his “ Syntaxis
of the Philosophers’ (Gaiser 1988, 24-25), Philodemus excerpted older sources from the
second and third generation of the Academy. Due to the famous eruption of Vesuviusin 79
CE, the work copy of the philosopher, who died between 40 and 35 BCE, was evidently
buried and remained preserved in an extremely fragmented form.

197 P Herc. 1021, col. 2 (Naples), 1-3 [0 82] dt[éheway émoler Pph]ovO[o]wmioy
[raior 8]ovg (Gaiser 1988, 157, an account of papyrological details of the edition will not be
included; cf. also the commentary on pp. 364-65, which includes additional documentation).

1% P Herc. 1021, col. T (Oxford), 12—14 (Gaiser 1988, 188), and col. 6 (Oxford),
29/29a (Gaiser 1988, 190), in the interpretation of Gaiser 1988, 458.
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one may assume that the rest of the teaching operation was also financed
by donations from rich benefactors and students.®® This sponsoring
could also occasionally be carried out from the political side. Philodemus
characterizes the philosophical schools in Asia Minor that briefly blos-
somed through the influx of a number of Plato’s students after his death in
349/348 BCE and declined due to the departure of Aristotle and Theoph-
rastus to Mytilene on Lesbos™™ as philosophical schoolsin which students
had joined together “into one fellowship institution” ;%! it was apparently
supported by the ruler of the city who had studied with Plato.°? The lead-
ership of the Athens Academy lay in the hands of a scholarch, who—as
we know from Speusippus successor Xenocrates—was chosen by the
majority decision of the “young school members.” 2 But the Academy (as
probably the majority of the other philosophical schools as well) was not
organized as a cult society for the muses, as a Olacog, and possessed nei-
ther a specia legal status nor a special religious one, if one disregards for
a moment the one endowment.?* The sparse information about the insti-
tutional framework of the Academy in Hellenism and in the early impe-
rial period can fortunately be supplemented by a noteworthy witness from
late antiquity.?® The Neoplatonic philosopher Damascius, the last school
head of the Academy before its closing in 529 CE, wrote in his history
of philosophy: “The philosopher Plato was poor and possessed only the
garden in the Academy; this was the smallest part of the inherited posses-
sion. For the garden brought ayield of approximately three gold coins; the
entire earnings had increased in more recent times because pious people
inclined to philosophical research, who died in succession, by virtue of

199 Gaiser 1988, 364, 417, 421, and Diogenes Laertius, Vitae philosophorum 111 9
(Long 1964, I: 124.15-23); thus also Krémer 1983, 4-5. In his 1979 Heidelberg Acad-
emy lecture, Konrad Gaiser attempted to interpret the famous philosopher mosaic of Torre
Annunziata near Pompeii from the first century CE as a representation of the Platonic
Academy; Gaiser 1980.

20 Detailsin Gaiser 1988, 387-88.

21p Herc. 1021, col. 5 (Oxford), 9—11 éxelvol te dro[toiPolvies Eprhocdpouv eig
gva [mepi]matov ovviovieg (Gaiser 1988, 162).

202 Gaiser 1988, 385-86.

283 p, Herc. 1021, col. 6.41-44 oi §[2] veavionol ynp[o]poghoavteg 6Tig avTdv
nyhoetalt], Eevoxrodnv ethovro tov [Ka]kyndoviov (Gaiser 1988, 193). Gaiser wishes
to reconstruct from a marginal note col 7.12* even on top of that the number of votes
(Gaiser 1988, 466: 25 votes).

204 50 al'so Kramer 1983, 4 (with referencesto recent literature), and Lynch 1972, 102,
106-27 (corrections to Willamowitz-Moellendorff 1965, 263-91 [“The legal position of
the philosophical schools']).

205 At thistime, however, the original building of the Academy was already destroyed
and thus the library too was destroyed (cf. the commenting observations in Dérrie 1987,
544-49).
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the testament for those pursuing philosophy, left the material foundation
for the undisturbed leisure of their philosophical way of life.”2%

Even if Damascius falsely claims that the school founder Plato was
poor, one nevertheless discerns from his report important details about
the institutional and financial framework of the Academy in late antiquity.
Apparently, the garden plot that was once used for the esoteric functions
of the Academy had been leased, and only a moderate profit had been
made from this action. According to Damascius, the financial basis of the
Academy in late antiquity was represented by the assets that accrued to
the Academy as alegacy through testamentary donations.?*” The respective
head of the school as 0100y 0g of his predecessor in the office was prob-
ably entitled to dispose of the possessions of the Academy as the director
of the foundation and obligated to invest the corresponding assets of the
foundation in a financially profitable way. Irrespective of all modifications
of their philosophical leading assumptionsin the period after Plato’s death,
the Academy must have aready had avital interest in organizational conti-
nuity for this reason—namely, because only the unbroken dtadoyn of their
scholarchs guaranteed the financing of their instructional institution.

The curriculum of such institutionally organized philosophical schools
can be reconstructed only for the especially significant ones, as Ilse-
traut Hadot has recently shown once again: we can no longer determine
whether, for example, mathematical studieswere taught at smaller schools
as preparatory instruction for the actual philosophical disciplines.?®
It is certain only that in the instruction, students first read authoritative
literature together and the teacher commented afterward on the section
(ovvavayvmolg).?®

26 [Thdtwv 6 PLAOGOPOC TEVIC )Y %ol LOVOV TOV AROdNiQ EXEXTNTO %ATTOV,
B¢ péQog ENALOTOV Ny TOV SLadoyndv: O pgv Yo ®Hmog &yyic TL YoUOMV TOLMY
VOopATwv amedidou, 1 8¢ OAN 1RO0000G VOTEQOV YAV 1] ROl TAELOVWVY ONIYOV.
NVENON 8¢ ah TN RATA TOVG VEMTEQOUS YQOVOUGS AVOQOTTWY iEQMV TE ROl PLLOAOYWV
GMote GMwV dmofvnordviov xai dLadNrog Amolewtdovimy Tolg pLhocopodoty
apoounv TS £l T@ PLhocOP® Pilm oyorig xal yarivng (The Suda s.v. ITAGtwv =
Damascius, Vita Isidori E 158/F 265 [Zintzen 1967, 213.8-14]) or Historia philosophica
102 (Athanassiadi 1999, 246 = Ddrrie 1987, 266).

207 50 also Dérrie 1987, 551; compare also Photius, Bibliothecae codices 242 p. 346
a 32-37 (Henry 1971, 38) = Damascius, Mita Isidori (Zintzen 1967, 212.1-5) or Historia
philosophica 102 (Athanassiadi 1999, 246) = Dérrie 1987, 264: 1) tdv d10.0063wv ovoio
oy, OC oi wohot vopiovot IThétmvog 7v T dvénadev (in each case with small textual
divergences).

208 Hadot 2003, 60-61.

209 plexander Aphrodisiensis, In Aristotelistopicorum|libros octo commentariap. 101 a
26 (Wallies 1891, 27.12—16): v 8¢ otvn 0z 16 ToL0DTOV £L00C TOV MdYWV TOlg Gy aLioLg
(namely, the discussion of theses), ®ai Tag ovvouoiag tag mheioTag TodTOV £ToLoVVTO
1OV TeOIOV, 0% &l PPMwv Momeg vV (00 Yo v tw TtoTe TotdTa BUBALC), GAACL
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If one now brings back to mind these very different institutional fram-
ing conditions of philosophical instruction by house philosophers, popular
philosophers, and professional philosophers in open or organized school
contexts, then a new light falls once again on the aforementioned differ-
ences with regard to the professional level and the circle of hearers. A phi-
losopher traveling through the land such as Maximus of Tyre, who relied on
support from the greatest possible circle of hearers, had to speak differently
from and at a different level than those of his colleagues who were active
at an institution that was supported by a substantial foundation endowment
and was not dependent on the current reception of a paying crowd.

What consequences does it have for the portrayal of the history of
Christian theology in the high imperia period when we ask whether we
can also observe comparable institutional and sociol ogy-of-education dif-
ferentiations there?

2.1.3.2 Philosophical Instruction among Christians

It seemsto me, as | have aready frequently intimated, that such a differ-
entiation of the various institutions and educational levels of the higher
instruction also has great significance for the history of Christian theol-
ogy in the second and third centuries. This is the case because for these
two centuries, we know of both Christian teachers who taught more at
the level of a salon philosopher or a popular philosopher with only mod-
erate knowledge of the contemporary professional philosophy and highly
educated theologians whose philosophical educational level certainly
invites comparison with professional philosophers. As an example of a
philosophical instruction that probably corresponds more to that of the
salon or popular philosophers, | wish to name at this point the Roman
apologist Justin and, as an example of an educational level that corre-
sponds more to that of a professional philosopher, Origen. Finally, one
could, in addition, envisage Vaentinian Gnosis as a movement that oscil-
lates in a very peculiar way between these two levels. some of its repre-
sentatives, such as the Roman teacher Ptolemy, oriented themselves at a
professional philosophical level, whereas many followers are located only
at the level of a salon philosopher or even lower. However, | have devel-
oped this view of Valentinian Gnosis as a philosophical school in greater
detail elsewhere?® and can therefore leave it at that with this reference.

0¢oedg TIvog Tebelong eig TahTNV yuuvatovteg te xal dvaoxevdtovieg oL €vOOEwV
70 neluevov; on the interpretation of the passage, compare I. Hadot 2003, 62-63.
210 Markschies 1997¢, 425-38; 2000d.
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For our connections, the two other aforementioned theol ogians—namely,
Justin and Origen—are of greater interest.

According to the witness of the Acta Justini (BHG 972z), Justin taught
for atime in Rome “above the bath of Myrtinus’ and gathered his students
there.* As the horizon of his teaching activity, this text formulates Jus-
tin's wish “to get to know all the philosophical schools of thought.”?2 He
wore the pallium?: like Tertullian®* and the later Alexandrian bishop Her-
aclas?™ and wanted to mediate “knowledge of the mystery of salvation”;
he viewed himself as a philosopher and gnostic (Gnostiker) but not as
a “theologian.”?'® In his Dialogue with Trypho (Dialogus cum Tryphone),
the philosopher explains that bad men also “want to give an answer . . .
to every objection and every argument. In the same way, | too proceed
with al human beings, wherever they might be from, if they want to dis-
cuss it with me or question me about it.”?'7 It fits with this that even with
regard to pagan philosophical instruction, “it is often reported that outsiders
come to instruction or to the circle of students of the relevant philoso-
pher either as chance visitors and relatives or as those seeking counsel,”

211 Acta Justini 3 according to the short version of Paris. Graec. 1470 "Eyo émévo
péve tod puetivouv Palavelov maod mdvto Tov xed6vov (Knopf/Kriger/Ruhbach
1965,125.24 [= Franchi de' Cavalieri]) or in the longer version of Cantabr. Add. 4489
Eyo é&ndvo péveo *Tivog Magtivou* tod *Tipuwtivou* falaveiov maod tdvta tov
y00vov (Knopf/Kriiger/Ruhbach 1965, 16.12—13). For an introduction to both versions,
compare, for example, Neymeyr 1989, 21-22; the oldest and shortest version of Paris.
Graec. 1470 is presented by Knopf/Kriger/Ruhbach 1965 following Lazatti. For the place
information in the manuscripts, see Freudenberger 1968, 26; the information about the bath
of Timothy on the Viminal Mount is certainly a secondary reading since the location of the
Myrtinus bath was no longer known.

212 pcta Justini 2 wévtog Aoyoug émepddny padely (125.7 or 15.27); Neymeyr
connects this information with the well-known report about Justin’s philosophical educa-
tiona journey from the proomium of the dialogue (Justin, Dialogus cum Tryphone 2.3-6
[Marcovich 1997, 72.15-73.43]) and comes to a more optimistic judgment concerning its
historicity than Hyldahl 1966, 148-59.

213 Compare above all Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica IV 11.8 . . . Tovotivog, &v
PpLhooodpov oynuatt . . . (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 324.10-11).

21 Tertullian, De pallio, passim.

215 Origen, Epistula apud Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 19.14 . . . 8’ 8v
%ol TEOTEQOV oW €00fTL Xohuevog Amoduodiuevog nal GLhodcopov avorafmv
oyfua . . . (Schwartz 1999, 1I/2: 562.18-20); compare Vinzent 1996, 186.

216 Justin, Dialogus cum Tryphone 74.3: 16 6wT)oLov TodTo puotholov (Marcovich
1997, 197.16); compare also Vinzent 1996, 178.

217 Justin, Dialogus cum Tryphone 64.2 Awd x&v Dpeic movieeinobe, TQOoUEV®
100¢ 0TV mEoPakelole ol AvtiléEeTte ATORQLYOUEVOS: %Al TO AUTO ROL TTQOS
TAVTAG OTADS TOVGS €% TTaVTOG YEVOUGS AvOQ MWV, cuintely fj TuvOdvesHal pov mepl
ToUTOV Povlopévoug, modttw (Marcovich 1997, 180.11-14).
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indeed even as people who were passing through.?® Even if the question
of whether Justin gathered a school around himself in his residence above
the bath or whether he only sporadically taught individual guests there is
difficult to decide due to the lack of more detailed information and may
also only present an ahistorical alternative, it isclear that he did not teach
at an institution equipped with an extensive endowment that was compa
rable to the great philosophical schools in antiquity. But since one of his
hearers, according to the witness of the Acta, declared that he enjoyed hear-
ing lectures at Justin’'s residence, one also may not imagine his teaching
activity as sporadic living room lectures for occasional guests and good
friends.??° Justin’s level of education can be determined with relative preci-
sion: eleven of the thirty-six writings of Plato are cited, admittedly mainly
those passages that belong to a core stock that was cited time and again in
antiquity, and in addition, a series of fashionable or professional philosoph-
ical terms.??! Some time ago, the late Bonn classicist Wolfgang Schmid
compared this level of Justin’s knowledge of Plato with that of Maximus
of Tyre, an author whom we introduced as a paradigm example of a salon
or popular philosopher.?2 This seems to me to be materially more accurate
than the various attempts to stylize Justin as a highly educated school phi-
losopher or conversely as an uneducated copyist.??® Here we can, of course,
only indicate in thesis form the significance that the instructional activity
of Justin and other early Christian teachers held from a methodological and
institutional perspective for the formation of a theology that attempted to
satisfy the scholarly standards of that time and probably aso could do so

218 Thus Hahn 1987, 70; compare also Neymeyr 1989, 215-29.

219 Neymeyr 1989, 29-30, remains critical toward the notion of a“school of Justin.”
Contrast P. Lampe 1989, 238-40 (cf. 2003, 276—79): alist of seven hearers of Justin can
be found on p. 239 (cf. p. 278). In addition to the aforementioned fact that philosophical
schools stood open also for chance visitors, one could likewise point to the fact that
occasionally in other passages too the boundaries between a philosophical school in the
strict sense (namely, in a continuous institutionalized teaching context) and individual
people “who teach on their own authority in the city in which they settled” (Marrou
1977, 391) become blurred. As an example, Marrou mentions Epictetus, compare now
also Neymeyr 1989, 220-24.

220 Admittedly there are differences here between the various versions of the Acta
Justini A 4.7: Evéhmiotog eimev- Tovotivou puév 119éwe fixovov tov Adyov (Musurillo
2000, 44.24) or B t@yv Loywv (50.18). Compare Pouderon 1998, 240.

221 P | ampe 1989, 224-27 (cf. 2003, 262-65) with appendix |1 (* Justin—Educational
Elements”) on pp. 35361 (cf. 2003, 417-25). Compare recently Edwards 1991, who pro-
duces important arguments for the originality and philosophical seriousness of Justin.

222 \\. Schmid 1952, 178. Compare also Wartelle 1998; Harnack 1906; Déring 1979,
143-61; Fédou 1998, 51-66.

223 Compare among others Andresen 1952/53; 1981; Dérrie 1955; 1957; 1976, 263—
74; Waszink 1965; 1979, 371-75.
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to agood extent: Justin used the Socratic maieutic in order to demonstrate
the inaccessibility of Platonic philosophy; argued in response to questions
and against objections; and drew on authorities for the demonstration of his
arguments, on which he commented in detail.

Justin’s most prominent student was probably the Assyrian Tatian.?*
In his Ecclesiastical History, Eusebius reports that Tatian originally gave
instruction with no little success “in the pagan studies” (¢v Toig EAAvov
paOnuaot) of the canonical encyclical education and also published on
these topics. Unfortunately, no traces of such publications are preserved,
so that one remains dependent on hypotheses.?® Eusebius reports fur-
ther that Tatian gained students (paOntat) in Rome, from which one can
infer that he founded his own “school” there.?® But Eusebius also says
very explicitly that after Justin’s martyrdom (thus after 165 CE), Tatian
“established his own school puffed up from the self-darkness of ateacher”
({dov yapantioa ddaoraleiov ovveotioato).?” From the Chronicle
(Chronicon) of Eusebius and the antiheretical work of Epiphanius, one
can gather that around 172 CE, after a quarrel with the Roman commu-
nity and his exclusion from it, Tatian left and again established his own
school (Otdaoraietov) “in the land between the two rivers” (Seleucia-
Ctesiphon).?? Even if these pieces of information come from arelatively
later time, they are not untrustworthy; they show that Justin “ set/estab-
lished a precedent/school” in the truest sense of the word.

If one now compares the views attributed to Tatian in Irenaeus, Euse-
bius, and Epiphanius with those of his teacher, whom he once designated
as “most awe-inspiring Justin,” 2 then it is conspicuous that a sharp oppo-
sition is present between Tatian and his teacher Justin in awhole series of

224 Eysebius, Historia ecclesiastica V 29.1 (Schwartz 1999, 1I/1: 390.3): uaOntiyv
oUTOV (sc. Tatian) 10TOQODVTIEG TOD PAQTUEOS (sc. Justin). Neymeyr 1989, 193-94,
points to the fact that Irenaus calls Tatian only a “hearer” of Justin (Adversus haereses
| 28.1 [Rousseau/Doutreleau 1979, I1: 356.9 or 357.18]), which he regards, due to the
teaching differences between the two, as more accurate than Eusebius' characterization of
him as paOntigs.

225 Eysebius, Historia ecclesiastica IV 16.7 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1; 358.2—3). Petersen
2001; Neymeyr 1989, 182-95; Preuschen 1907; Whittaker 1976.

226 Eusehius, Historia ecclesiastica V 13.1 and 8 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 454.15 and
458.6; on Rhodo); compare also P. Lampe 1989, 245; Neymeyr 1989, 35-36; Pouderon
1998, 241-42.

227 Eysebius, Historia ecclesiastica IV 29.3 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1; 390.16).

228 Eysebius/Jerome, Chronicon ad annum Abraham 2188 (Helm/Treu 1984, 206.13—
14), and Epiphanius, Panarion seu adversus Lxxx haereses 46.1.6 (Holl/Dummer 1980,
204.5-6).

229 Tgtian, Oratio ad Graecos 18.6 & Oow paotdratos Tovotivog (Marcovich 1995a,
38.21).
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detailsand yet alsoin basic orientations: Irenaeus of Lyons mentions above
all the encraticism of Tatian and his Valentinian doctrine of the aeons.°
Such fundamental differences between teachers and students—which can
also be observed, for example, in the so-called Valentinian school between
Ptolemy and his students®™! but also between Marcion and Apelles and
finally even in the relation of the authentic views of the Syrian teacher
Bardaisan to those of his students**>—can again be made comprehensible,
in my view, as a consequence of the adoption of pagan educational insti-
tutions. |f Christian theology oriented itself to the methods and forms of
pagan philosophical instruction, then it was inevitable that teaching dif-
ferences between Christian teachers and students cropped up. For with
its history, the Platonic Academy, which in many respects forms a model
for subsequent antiquity, is precisely an example of the considerable dis-
continuity in spite of the personal continuity of the leaders in unbroken
chains of succession. Asiswell known, worlds lie between the leader of
the Athens Academy Carneades (129/128 BCE) and the aforementioned
middle Platonist Calvenus Taurus (&xui| 145 CE). At any rate, an essen-
tial element of continuity between the dogmatizing older Academy, the
aporetic middle Academy, and the probabilistic newer Academy consisted
above al in the unbroken succession?® of their scholarchs, even if the rep-
resentatives of the skeptical direction attempted to show with their writ-
ings that there had been a “unity of the Academy from Plato onward.”?®
Naturally, one should not exaggerate the breaks, either: no school head
(mpootdtng or dEywv) wanted, with controversial discussions such as
those over the question of whether or not the world really came into exis-
tence, > to establish a conscious discontinuity as a principle of tradition.

230 |renaeus, Adversus haereses | 28.1 (Rousseau/Doutreleau 1979, 11: 354.8-356.26)
= Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica IV 29.2-3 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 390.6-20); compare
also Clement of Alexandria, Sromata I11 92.1 (Stahlin/Frichtel/Treu 1985, 238.22-23).

21 Markschies 2000d, 250-54.

232 To my knowledge, the dimension of the teacher-student relationship does not pop
up in the debate over the authentic teaching of Bardaisan between H. J. W. Drijvers and
B. Aland (cf. the literature in Drivers 1993, 211-12; Neymeyr 1989, 158-68; B. R. Voss
1970, 51-59).

23 At any rate, for Tatian, this explanation appears to me more appropriate than Erwin
Preuschen’s explanation, based on Zahn, that Tatian’s “intensive hate against everything
Greek” reveals “racial oppositions’ between Greeks and Semites “that are insurmount-
able” (Preuschen 1907, 388).

%4 Kienle 1961, 79-100.

235 Compare the reference to Plutarch’s writing ITeol ToD Tdv piov ebvow Tiv &md
oD [MhGtwvog Axadfay (text and commentary in Dorrie/Baltes 1993, C 7 a 84.1,
p. 62 and commentary on pp. 244-45).

236 Compare Plato, Timaeus 28 B, with Baltes 1996.
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One naturally made efforts to set the new in relation to the old and to
justify new teachings through statements of the “older teachers.”?” But a
strictly normed handing down of tradition and institutional exclusion of
views, as the Christian church then intended them in the form of canon
and regula fidei, lay far outside the philosophical schools’ field of vision.
Yet to the extent that Christian theologians in the second and third cen-
turies oriented themselves toward these ancient educational institutions,
Christian theology had to become pluralized. Or to put the matter differ-
ently, the conspicuous pluralism of the Christian theology of the second
and third centuries, which has recently been especially emphasized once
again, is also a consequence of the adoption of pagan educational institu-
tions. The philosophical schools were shaped by the individual personali-
ties of teachers who spoke “directly in their own name”; the dtddonarog
“conveyed to his students the fruit of his own thinking and wisdom.” 2
Origen is undoubtedly an example for the fact that since the end of
the second century, Christians could teach not only at the popular philo-
sophical level but also at the professional philosophical level in institu-
tional contexts that can be compared with the great ancient philosophical
schools. Thisnaturally applies especially to his af orementioned® rigorous
program of education that takes up the encyclical education as €yxinha
pabfpoto 1) moomadetpoto eig Xolotoviopov and establishes the
ingtitution of a “private Christian university” for its independent media-
tion. During hislife, Origen taught in two very different citiesin extremely
different contexts, and it is not so simple to reconstruct them exactly. Irre-
spective of all difficulties of reconstructing the more specific circumstances
of histeaching activity from the reports in Pamphilus, Eusebius, Jerome,
Rufinus, and Photius,?® what follows is nevertheless relatively certain:
soon after the execution of hisfather Leonidesin 202 CE, Origen, who was
then not yet seventeen years of age,?” began to work as a YQOUUOTIXOG
in his native city of Alexandria. Thus he took over the students from the
elementary teacher (YQOUUOTLOTIG/YQOAUUOTOOOAO®OAOG) in order to

237 Numenius, who undoubtedly advocated a new interpretation of Plato that was
widely rejected by his philosophical contemporaries, explicitly and vehemently denied
innovations (fragment 24 [Des Places 1973, 62.5-65.79]): the wawvotoun0év is
mopovounpo and aoéPrpo (fr. 24 [63.30-31]); on this problem, compare also Frede
1987, 1041-46; Dillon 1982.

238 Thus Marrou 1977, 393-94, who insists on this “personal character of ancient
upbringing” (394).

2% gee section 2.1.2.2.

240 For the sources for his hiography and the debate over its reconstruction, compare
now R. Williams 1996, 397-98 (with extensive bibliographical references).

241 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 2.12 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 522.14-17).
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lay the foundations for the rhetorical education through further linguistic
and literary instruction (for the program of instruction, cf. section 2.1.2
above).?*2 Unfortunately, we do not know whether he worked on his own
or was employed at a gymnasium.?* As ateacher he continued, according
to contemporary practice, to study at the same time. A rich woman pro-
moted his higher studies as a patroness and received him into her house.?*
If the chronology of Eusebius and Jerome is correct, after a solid year,
the “worldly” grammar teacher Origen aready adopted a function in the
instruction of Christian catechumens.?® Whether and how long he was
simultaneously active in both teaching spheres remains unclear. At any
rate, he was so successful as a grammar teacher that he could soon earn a
living for himself and his six siblings.2* Unfortunately, we can scarcely
specify with precision the studies with which Origen occupied himself
during thistime as ateacher. In his treatise Adversus Christianos (Against
the Christians), the Neoplatonist philosopher Porphyry hands down the
information that an allegorical biblical interpreter by the name of Ori-
gen was a student of the philosopher Ammonius, named 2oxxGg (the
“sack wearer”).2” In his biography of Origen in the Ecclesiastical His-
tory, Eusebius of Caesarea quotes this information and presupposes as
a given that this Origen is his own revered theological model, which is
aso—regardless of all the problems that are presented by other pieces of
information about a Neoplatonist named Origen—entirely probable.?® It

242 Marrou 1977, 235-57; Kaster 1988, passim; Quacquarelli 1974, 41-44.

243 5 F. Bonner 1977, 146-62; Christes 1975, 401-2.

244 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 2.13 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 522.19-21): »ai
TuyYaveL 0eELmoemg OHOD %Ol AVATTAOEWS QA TLVL TAOVOLWTATY HEV TOV Blov 1ol
T dAho eQupaveoTdTy yuvauri. Compare the interesting hypotheses on the sources of
the Eusebian texts in Nautin 1979, 50-53.

245 Jerome, Devirisillustribus 54.2 (Ceresa-Gastaldo 1988, 152) octavo decimo aeta-
tis suae anno »xaTnyNoewVv Opus aggressus; compare Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI
3.3 (Schwartz 1999, TI/2: 524.14-15): £toc & Nyev dntwradéxraTov #ad’ & T T
natynoemg meoéotn ddaoxolelov. Scholten 1995, 19 with n. 17, has argued again
for the correctness of this chronology. It is not necessary for us to repeat the details of this
convincing argumentation here.

2% Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 2.15 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2; 524.5-6), char-
acterizes the earnings of the grammar teacher Origen as daddg (“ample”) in view of
his age. If this should not be meant—as many other formulations from this section of the
bibliography—as a topos and illustrate the extraordinary gifting of Origen, then it is an
interesting piece of information. For this period in Origen’s life, compare also Neymeyr
1989, 96-102.

247 The epithet is admittedly first attested in Theodoret; compare the information in
n. 258 below.

2%8 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 19.6 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2; 558.26-560.1):
AroaTig YOQ 0VTog Appwviov Tod TheloTnv v Toig %0’ NUAg yeovols Emidootv
&v pLhooodig €oynrotog yeyovag (= Porphyry, Contra Christianos Fragment 39 in
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admittedly remains unclear when exactly Origen took up his study with
Ammonius Saccas. For it is only chronologically certain that Plotinus
lived as his student in Alexandria for eleven years until the death of the
philosopher in 241/242, which means at least that Origen must have been
astudent of Ammonius before then, since Origen aready lived in Caesarea
during these years. Although Ammonius must have been an impressive
personality and gave Plotinus the decisive impulse for the working out of
a Neoplatonic system, Ammonius nevertheless stood, according to Hein-
rich Dorrie’s interpretation of the relevant passages of the Vita Plotini, at
the margins among the professional philosophers in Alexandria and was
evidently a kind of Geheimtip (well-kept secret).?*® Since he did not pub-
lish any treatises himself and his students agreed not to publish the lec-
ture transcripts posthumously, it is also very difficult to reconstruct what
Ammonius taught and what distinguished his“school” in terms of organi-
zation and content. Since all the preserved reports about the doxography
of Ammonius are directed to the theory of principles, to questions about
the €v and the €vwolg—that is, to the relation between the one, being,
and the things that are*®—one can hardly imagine that he was the first and
only philosophical teacher of Origen. In order to hear Ammonius with
profit, one would need to have already carefully studied the texts of Plato
and their history of interpretation at another point. We know nothing about
the additional circumstances and organizational framework of Ammonius
teaching activity. One could at best infer from his outsider role that he did
not teach at any of the established educational institutions. Origen presum-
ably first received instruction from him during a later phase of his own
higher studies, in which he was no longer active as a grammar teacher.?*

Harnack 1916b, 65 = Harnack 1980b, 424); compare also Origen’s own statement on his
philosophical teacher, cited below in n. 251. On Origen as a student and the problem of
the identity of the Christian theologian Origen and the Neo-Platonist Origen, compare
(critically) Dérrie 1955; R. Klein in Guyot/Klein 1996, 111; Neymeyr 1989, 98; (affirm-
ing) Kettler 1972; recently Béhm 2002; Ziebritzki 1994, 3042 (with additional literature).

29 Dorrie 1978, 469; quite similarly already Fowden 1951, 477-81.

20 Compare especially Nemesius of Emessa, De natura hominis 3 (Morani 1987,
38.16-20) = Porphyry, Symmikta Zetemata (Ddrrie 1959, 56), and Origen the Platonist,
fragment 7 (Weber 1962, 5-6) = Proclus, Theologia Platonica Il 4 (Saffrey/Westerink
19681997, 11: 31.4-22); Dorrie 1978, 466-68.

21 gince R. Williams 2000, 398, suggests identifying the “teacher of philosophy” men-
tioned in the quotation of aletter of Origen in Eusebius (Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V1
19.13 [Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 562.15-16] = CPG I: 1496) with Ammonius, he dates his studies
to thetime after 210 CE. Origen saysthere that while he was with thisteacher, he met the sub-
sequent Alexandrian bishop Heraclas who had belonged to the teacher for five years already.
Unfortunately we do not know when Heraclas began to study with Ammonius. Heraclaswas
in office from 232/233 to 247/248 as bishop, so that one can well imagine that he had already
studied with Ammonius when Origen began his activity asagrammar teacher (Crouzel 1990,
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In hisbiography of Origen, Eusebiusintroducestwo very different reasons
for the fact that Origen gave up his teaching as a grammar teacher: first,
more and more students are said to have streamed into Origen’s ecclesi-
astical instruction; second, Origen is said to have recognized then that
“attending to the divine studies (1] TQOG T Belar ToUdeLUATO AOXNOLG)
is not compatible with the teaching of grammar (1) T®V yoaupATIHDV
dwdaoxrahia).”?? Even if Eusebius gives the impression here that Ori-
gen felt a contradiction between the teaching of grammar and the “holy
scholarship” due to his Christian faith,? the interest in concentrating on
the higher studies could have been a motivation, in addition to smply
being overworked, for giving up the occupation that he originally prac-
ticed. In the Address of Thanksgiving (Oratio panegyrica) of a student in
Caesarea, which was already mentioned in 2.1.2.2, it is correspondingly
recounted, as the view of the mature Origen, that the study of grammar is
“an unimportant and unnecessary study” and that it does not depend on
the linguistic form but on the material content of things.»* Origen then
secured hislivelihood by selling hislibrary and receiving adaily life annu-
ity of four obolsin return.?® Eusebius describes in detail the strict ascetic
inclinations and practices of Origen during thistime, who walked barefoot
and owned only one garment in accordance with the “gospel words of the
Savior, which require one not to have two shirts and not to use any shoes
either.”2% But interestingly, it is now reported about Plotinus that he like-
wise lived very ascetically and followed Pythagorean catharsis. Nothing
speaks against tracing this life stance back, with Heinrich Dorrie, to his
teacher Ammonius,®’” so that it is certainly easy to imagine that Origen
discovered in the gospel the life form that he had learned from Ammonius
(or, conversely, that he also found in Ammoniusthe life form that he knew

1302-3). Moreover, theinformation isin tension with Eusebius' statement that Heraclaswas
the first student of Origen (Historia ecclesiastica VI 3.2 [524.11-12], as Koch 1926 has rightly
noted. One could infer from a statement in Theodoret (Graecarum affectionum curatio VI 60
[Raeder 1904, 169.11-13; Canivet 1958, 275.21-276.2) that Ammonius took up his teaching
activity in Alexandriain 190 CE at the latest (so also Fowden 1977, 369).

22 Eysebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 3.8 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 526.15-17). For the
terminology that is used, compare Plato, Timaeus 24 D toudetpota Oedv.

3 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 3.8 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 526.17-18): . . . éite
AVOPELT) ®Ol TOIG 1EQOLG LOOTLALOLY EVOVTIOY TNV TOV YOUUUOTIRMY AOYWV SLoToLBnV.

2% Gregory Thaumaturgus, Oratio panegyrica 7.107: 10 wxov To0To <Td> %ol
ovx avmdel] xal Tolg ieQolg HOONUOOoLY EVOVTIOY TNV TOV YQOUUOTIRMV AOYWV
dwatopnv (Guyot/Klein 1996, 166.16-17).

25 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V1 3.9 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 526.22-23).

26 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V1 3.10 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 528.1-3), compare
Matthew 10.10 and 6.34.

%1 Dorrie 1978, 469.
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from the gospel) and as a result implemented it in his own life as well.Z®
Such aviewpoint is also supported by the fact that Ammonius, according
to his epithet, did not wear a simple philosopher’s mantel (to{fwv) but
agarment that called to mind a sack for the transporting of some kind of
objects (connGQ).

The precise institutional framework of Origen’s intrachurch educa-
tional work during the first two decades of the third century in Alexan-
dria?®® has been controversial in scholarship for some time. While for a
long time his teaching was assigned as a matter of course to the instruc-
tion of catechumens and ingtitutionally to a “catechetical school” (as a
translation of TO g ®atyNoewg dtdaoxaleiov) in the wake of Euse-
bius,? starting in the middle of the last century, it has been hypothesized
that Eusebius inadmissibly retrojects fourth-century circumstances into
the third century in his presentation. Instead, Origen is said to have been
active as a free teacher, since there was not yet any established institution
of a“catechetical school.” But some time ago—in precisely the opposite
direction—the reliability of the Eusebian tradition has been defended, and
the teaching of Origen has been placed in the context of the establishment
of a Theologische Hochschule (theological college) of the Alexandrian
church. In the view of Clemens Scholten, who advocated this thesis in
hisinaugural Bonn lecturein 1995, this“ college” was established because
the church recognized “that penetrating into the educational world
of the time and transforming it meant, at that time, a confrontation at the
collegiate level, because the actual acquisition of knowledge and argu-
mentative exchange took place here and not with the elementary teacher or
grammar teacher.” %! The opening of such aninstitutionissaid to have been
easy for the church because “the learned philosophizing of this time was
nothing other than an exegesis that was increasingly being refined meth-
odologically, from which something like a school dogmatic was derived

2% The difficult question of whether Ammonius was originally once a Christian and
fell away from the faith as Porphyry claims and Eusebius denies (Historia ecclesiastica V|
19.7 and 9 [Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 560,47 and 25-26]) does not need to interest us here.
Dorrie 1978, 467, has sharply opposed this assumption. Langerbeck 1967, [146-66] 150—
52, has attempted to defend it with not uninteresting arguments, and he calls Ammonius a
“secularized Christian philosopher” (p. 166).

29 For the chronology compare now the balanced summary in R. Williams 2000,
398-400.

260 1y addition to the literature listed in n. 245 above, compare Bardy 1937; K nauber
1951; Hornschuh 1960; Bienert 1978, 81-87; Tuilier 1982; A. Le Boulluec 1987; Neymeyr
1989, 4245 and 96-102.

261 Scholten 1995, 37; for the traditional view, compare Wilken 1984.
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and developed,” %2 and thus it was related methodol ogically to theology in
which a dogmatic was also derived from exegesis. “ The study of writings
with the assistance of the preparatory studies of the quadrivium and philos-
ophy” #3 are said to have stood at the center of the teaching plan of the col-
lege. Against acommon view, the Alexandrian church isthus said to have
developed another distinct form of educational institution alongside that
of the catechumenate but not to have financed it, so that Origen remained
in this sense afree teacher and dependent on other sources of income. Asa
result, the designation of this “theological college” as TO Tf)g ®OTNYNOEWS
oudaoraietov, which is attested in Eusebius, should be translated as
“school of Christian instruction” or “Christian school.” %4

In support of his thesis, Scholten could appeal to the fact that later
generations understood the Eusebian expression TO Tfig ®aTnN)1oem®S
owaoxrahelov to mean that a ddaoxaAeiov in the specific sense of an
academic (collegiate) school had existed in Alexandriafrom the seventies
of the second century onward and, in addition, presented a chain of suc-
cession (Otad0y1) of scholarchs analogous to the Platonic Academy. We
possess an excerpt from Philip of Side’s Xoiotiavinr) iotopta / Historia
christiana from the beginning of the fifth century (CPG III: 6026),%% in
which an unbroken chain of school heads leads to Origen as the fourth in
the series after the apologists Athenagoras, Pantaenus, and Clement (or
Clement and Pantaenus) and after Origen through Heraclas, Dionysius,
and Pierius down to Didymusthe Blind and a certain Rhodon.?® Naturally,

262 scholten 1995, 25. Scholton refers to Dérrie 1974b and P. Hadot 1987. According
to Albinus, The ordered study of Plato’s dialogues and “the engagement with the investi-
gation of nature as well as the so-called theology and ordering of the universe” led to the
students “seeing the sphere of the divine in full clarity” (ratopopeBo Ta HBelo EvoQyms):
Albinus, Introductio in Platonem 5 (Hermann 1907,150.12 = Ddérrie/Baltes 1990, nr. B.,
line 50, p. 100, with commentary on pp. 356-58).

263 Seholten 1995, 37.

264 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V1 3.3 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2; 524.15); compare V|
26 (580.12) and Scholten 1995, 29-31.

265 Oxford, Bodleian Library, Cod. Baroccianus gr. 142, fol. 216—216"; edited in Han-
sen 1995b, 160; discussed in detail in Pouderon 1994: translation on p. 164, images of fol.
216/ on pp. 165-66. A version of the article condensed to its theses was presented by
Pouderon at the eleventh International Conference of Patristic Studies in Oxford in 1991
(Pouderon 1993).

26 Pphilip, fragment: v eite oltwg eite énelvoc TETOQTOC TQEOEOTY TAC
Xototovirils dwatopis Oguyévng: (Hansen 1995b, 160.14-15). The fragment con-
cludes with another concise list: oi dddoxralor AOnvaydeag G- IGvrawvog B
Qouyévng v~ . . . In contrast to Pouderon 1994, 220-21, I wish to regard this second list
as a simple marginal gloss (this is supported already by the major error that Clement is
counted as number 6: KAfjung "+ [Hansen 1995b, 160.22-25] and the fragment concludes
with this second list), which entered into the text at some point.
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not only is the presupposed image of a dudaoralelov that existed from
the beginning and had a fixed organization problematic, but the concomi-
tant reconstruction of the succession of the scholarchs is also afflicted with
many historical problems. But the list, which perhaps comes from Alexan-
dria, %" demonstrates that the tradition descending from Origen of a theo-
logical education in Alexandria had at times solidified itself in such a way
organizationally that one could effortlessly compare it—just two hundred
years after the end of his activity in the metropolis—with a very famous
philosophical educational institution organized as a school. As a sign for
this, Athenagoras, who comes from Athens, is credited in the same frag-
ment not only with founding the Alexandrian dtdaoraielov but also with
the leadership of the Platonic Academy in Athens (tflg Axadnuaixig
O OMIG TOOLOTAUEVOG) at the same time, so that the institution in Alex-
andria basically appears as a daughter of the great Athenian model 2%
Scholton’s thesis of a theological college as the institutional context
of the teaching activity of Origen would explain better than the traditional
model of an exclusively catechetical background why his biblical com-
mentaries and other writings—the first five books of a John commentary
(CPG I: 1453), three books of an largely lost commentary on Genesis
(1410), commentaries on the Psalms (1425), two books on the resurrec-
tion that are preserved only in fragments (1478), and the first Christian
dogmatic in the form of gathered treatises (namely, On First Principles
mepl apy®v / De Principiis [1482])—start at such a high level. If Ori-
gen smply gave instruction for educated baptismal candidates in the
metropolis, then these texts would clearly have been over the heads of
the presumed circle of listeners. Moreover, in comparison with the pre-
vious thesis of a “catechetical school,” the assumption of the existence
of a theological college in Alexandria would more easily allow one to
perceive, alongside the thematic connections, the institutional connections
between Jewish-Hellenistic teachers and Christian teachersin Alexandria,
thus connections between figures such as Philo, Valentinus, Clement, and
Origen. However, really clear source attestations for the existence of such
atheological college are lacking in the early third century in Alexandria.

%7 Thus Pouderon 1994, 218-19. But it makes one skeptical toward this thesis
that according to Philip, the last school head in the diadoy1, Rhodon, transferred the
daoraleiov to Side (thus to the city where Philip was born; Hansen 1995b, 160.19:
petiyoye xato Pilrov Ty dtotoLPny €v T ot ToleL Th) 20T natd Tovg (edvoug
To0 peydhov Oeodoaiov). Ensslin 1938, 2374, sets this straight by stating that Rhodon
“as former [emphasis C. M.] leader of the Alexandrian catechetical school under Theodo-
sius | moved to Side”; Opitz 1938 does not mention the connections at all.

268 philip, fragment: GtviQ €V 0OTH YOLOTLOVICOC TH TOIPWVL %0l THC AXAdNUOIRTC
0y OAT|g mooiotdpevog (Hansen 1995b, 160.3—4) and Pouderon 1994, 192-93.
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An institutionalized “private Christian university” can first be shown on
the basis of the aforementioned reports of Gregory Thaumaturgus and
Eusebius from the thirties of this century in Caesarea, and in contrast to a
possible precursor establishment in Alexandria, its teaching program can
be quite securely reconstructed (see section 2.1.2.2) as well. More hypo-
thetical is the assumption that there was already such a college in Alex-
andria in the second century. In this time and place, only specific school
connections are reasonably certain, but these, as we have seen in relation
to the example of Justin, could definitely form around free teachers as
well.?® Thus Scholten’s thesis remains a hypothesis that requires “both
critical scrutiny and intensive discussion” (Wolfram Kinzig).2©
Irrespective of all objections by modern scholars against the informa-
tion about a* catechetical school” in Alexandriain Eusebius of Caesares, it
remains for the time being the most plausible hypothesis that Origen gave
his instruction in the context of an institution, whatever its nature, for the
education of catechumens in Alexandria. This would presuppose that for
its own educational offerings, the Alexandrian church publicly decided
during his lifetime not to work any longer with free teachers who earned
their livelihood from other activities but rather to establish a fixed organi-
zational form. This step, however and whenever it took placein detail, has
a significance that can hardly be exaggerated for the history of the insti-
tutions in which explicit Christian theology was carried out in antiquity.
For alongside the free teachers and Christian popular philosophers, there
existed for the first time an institution that could have provided instruction
at a professional philosophical level. This model of a fixed organizational

259 For the older literature, compare Neymeyr 1989, 40-95, and now van den Broek
1995 (= 1996, 197-205). Van den Broeck thinks that “the whole idea of a Christian school
with a duadoy of teachers handing down a fixed tradition of learning to their pupil suc-
cessorsis completely false” (1995, 41 = 1996, 199); contrast Runia 1993, 135-37, and van
den Hoek 1997: Runia and van den Hoek are of the view (in my opinion with complete
justification) that without a Christian school context, the works of Philo could not have
been handed down in the completeness that is presupposed by the reception of Philo in
Clement of Alexandria. For the theological concept of a “gnostic teacher” in Clement,
compare now Kovacs 2001.

270 Kinzig 1997, 927-28. Kinzig thinks above all that Scholten’s notion of the church
establishing such atheological collegiate school projects back conditions of the fourth cen-
tury into the second. In addition, he fears that the expression “theological college” could
be misunderstood to mean that here it was above all Christian clergy who were educated
and regards the expression “Christian school” as more appropriate. However, in this way,
it does not become as clear that an education at a university level took place here. For my
part, | would put questions to Scholten at other points: How do we know that Origen sold
his books only for materia reasons (thus, however, Scholten 1995, 21)? Can one, with
Eusebius, really presuppose for Alexandriathe educational program that Gregory Thauma-
turgus attests for Caesarea without any qualification (thus Scholten 1995, 24)?
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form was so important to Origen that he took it with him from Alexandria
and most probably exported it in highly altered form to Palestine when
he had to leave the Egyptian metropolis because of his difficulties with
the bishop there. In Caesarea, a catechetical school now became a pri-
vate Christian university, atrue theological college with an ambitious pro-
gram of education. Origen probably did not get to know a comparably
high educational institution via his most important philosophical teacher
in Alexandria—for, as we have seen, the “ sack-wearer” Ammonius was a
charismatic outsider in relation to the philosophical guild at that time. One
could, of course, get to know comparable institutions of collegiate educa-
tionin the early third century at many other placesin Alexandria. When he
was still a grammar teacher, Origen presumably studied these institutions
and their educational offerings very carefully before he opened his Chris-
tian private university in Caesarea.

Origen left Alexandria for good at the beginning of the thirties of the
third century (probably 232 CE); moved to the worldly and ecclesiastical
administrative metropolis of Caesarea in Palesting; and now did, in fact,
establish a “(collegiate) school”?™ there, so that he was aso active as a
theological teacher in the second important section of his life. More pre-
cise information about this “school of Origen,” the first clearly attested
private Christian university, can be obtained above al from the afore-
mentioned Address of Thanksgiving (Aoyog yauotiolog [cf. 3.31 and
4.40], later titled AOYOg mQoodpwVNTIROS), which the later bishop Greg-
ory Thaumaturgus addressed to his teacher after five years at this school,
probably in 238 CE. From Jerome’s catalogue of authors, one learns
that this text was recited in a Festgemeinschaft (fellowship celebration),
which consisted of the leader of the school, Origen, and Gregory’s fel-
low students?”>—thus the situation very remotely resembles the graduation
speech of someone who has passed their exams at a modern graduation
celebration. At any rate, Gregory expressed his thanks on behalf of a cer-
tain number of students and before the revered teacher, as the linguistic
observations on the alteration between “1” and “we” (2.14-15; 10.127 and
129) and the address & ¢pihn xepadi) (2.15 and 19.204) show.? The text
was preserved in Caesarea and later included with the apology for Origen
that his student Pamphilus composed. Since Gregory belonged to the first

271 R, Williams 2000, 400-401; compare also the documentation in n. 262 above.

272 Jerome, De virisillustribus 65.3 (Ceresa-Gastaldo 1988, 170).

273 plato, Euthydemus 293 E (ping xepaiic); Phaedrus264 A (dikn xedpoii); Pro-
clus, In Platonis Timaeum commentaria 29 D/E (Diehl 1903/1904/1906, I: 358.3): tedxQ¢,
diAn wepair (citation from Homer, Odyssea IX 281); likewise in Plutarch, Quomodo
adulator ab amico internoscatur 11 = Moralia 4.11 (55 B = Paton/Wegehaupt/Pohlenz/
Gértner 1993, 110.14).
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generation of Origen’s students in Caesarea, as he himself also indicates
(5.63), it is perhaps even the first festive end of school celebration whose
graduation speech is preserved for us here. In the Address of Thanksgiving,
we find interesting information about the teachers, the students, and the
school itself. One learns first that the author, Gregory, had already com-
pleted the three levels of higher education—namely, elementary instruc-
tion, grammar instruction, and rhetorical instruction—in his home city
of Neocaesarea in Pontus (“as was common for young men from distin-
guished family and good upbringing”2#) and had already studied Roman
law there for three years.?”® Thus the “ school of Origen” imparted neither
an elementary education nor the higher levels of encyclical education but
presupposed them. Staying at the school for five years was apparently not
felt to be an unusually long time of study. If one considers the extensive
study program (see section 2.1.2.2; dialectic, arithmetic, geometry, astron-
omy, metaphysics, natural philosophy, ethics, and theology?™), then it is
an entirely understandable span of time. One lived in a close teaching,
learning, and life fellowship, which Gregory depicts as ties of friendship
with every sign of enthusiasm. Time and again the model of the Platonic
Academy shines through. The Address of Thanksgiving itself is modeled
at many points on the Platonic dialogues—thus Gregory’s admiration for
Origen recallsthat of Alcibiades for Socrates in the Symposium,?”” and the
image of Origen as a gardener who waters and digs around the soul (7.96)
recalls the Apology.?”® One learns further that the task of the student con-
sisted first of listening (probably in the lectures). Gregory uses a plural,
indicating that a number of teachers who delivered such lectures in the
school were apparently present at the celebration (1.3).2° In addition, in
order to attract students, there were, at least at the beginning, “conversa-
tions of every sort” (6.74) and later there were questions and tasks from the
teacher for the students (7.95). The terminology of the Address of Thanks-
giving, which is strongly influenced by contemporary philosophy, shows

274 Gregory Thaumaturgus, Oratio panegyrica 5.56: ota Toidag ovx dyevig d1j0ev
nol pOvrag xal tpedpopévous (Guyot/Klein 1996,144.2-3).

25 Klein in Guyot/Klein 1996, 7-8.

276 For the threefold division in £id0g Aoyx6v, puotxdv, and 0oV, Compare also
Origen, Homiliae in Canticum prologue (Baehrens 1925, 75-79) and Neuschéfer 1987,
77-84. Other passages in which Origen comments on the methods of his teaching are dis-
cussed by Knauber 1968, 183.

277 Compare Plato, Symposium 219 D—221 D, and Klein in Guyot/Klein 1996, 24.

278 Compare Plato, Apologia 29 E-31 C, and Klein in Guyot/Klein 1996, 37. For
detailed documentation of this metaphor, which was “a popular commonplace of the con-
temporary philosophy,” see Knauber 1968, 193.

279 Gregory Thaumaturgus, Oratio panegyrica 1.3: . . . éti i) Tdv Bavpaciony Todtwv
AvOQ@V, TOV TV ®alV dprhocodray domacapévav (Guyot/Klein 1996, 120.13-14).
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that the students were apparently strongly formed by the instruction.?° In
this school, the concern was with the true and beautiful prhocodpio (1.3)
and with (ovp—)PpLhooodelv; prhocodia as scholarship megl Tod Oeiov
issimply a part of this shared learning and life undertaking (13.150).%

From the life story of Gregory Thaumaturgus, it becomes clear that
with his “school,” Origen evidently did not wish to address primarily the
Christians of Caesarea, let alonethe Christian youth of Caesarea, who were
keen on education,?®? but courted educated members of the upper stratum
outside the region who were interested in a collegiate education within
a Christian framework. Since it is a matter of education at a collegiate
level and along course of study, one should not speak of an “introductory
course with a missional character for young Gentiles’ if one wishes to
describe the educational goal of the school.?®® And a “ Schulkatechume-
nat”?% (school catechumate) is certainly not in view when we are deal-
ing with an education that lasted multiple years. The institution evidently
attracted well-to-do educated people who sought a professional philo-
sophical education that was Christian in character and motivated them to
study for quite some time. From other sources, we know that Porphyry,
who in his aforementioned passage on Origen in Eusebius admits, sort
of in passing, that he “met” or “associated with” the Christian theologian
“in his youth.”? Thus he presumably stayed in Caesarea/Palestine,
because according to the trustworthy testimony of the church historian
Socrates, he was beaten by Christians there.?®® Since the Neoplatonist phi-
losopher was born around 233 CE, the encounter must have happened
sometime in the later forties of the third century, and it is at least not out
of the question that it took place in the context of the “school of Origen.”
This would in any case explain why the church historian Socrates could
designate Porphyry as an apostate from Christianity.

280 Documentation in Knauber 1968, 187-91, and Klein in Guyot/Klein 1996, 30—44.

21 Compare also Gregory Thaumaturgus, Oratio panegyrica 16.195: . . . xal
VuvEdoUS nal Beordyous (Guyot/Klein 1996, 206.1) on the Jerusalem temple singers
and cult prophets who had to go into the Babylonian exile.

282 Thys al'so K nauber 1968, 183.

23 Kleinin Guyot/Klein 1996, 44.

24 with this term, Knauber 1968, 202, attempts to summarize the concern of hisinter-
pretation, whereby heis“very aware of the historical limits of such amanner of expression.”

285 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 19.3 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 558.8): &v nowdL tiyv
véav Nxiav Eyvoréval dpnoag. Eusebius refers to: . . . [&vijo], @ ndyd xoudf) véog
v €n évietiynro (Historia ecclesiastica VI 19.5 [558.22-23]). The word €vtetiynua
can describe both a short meeting and a longer period of study. Compare LSJ s.v. (578);
PGL s.v. (484); Kettler 1972, 332 (admittedly on the reading ovvteTUyN®Q).

26 gocrates, Historia ecclesiastica |11 23.38 (Hansen 1995a, 222.25-30 = fragment
9T: Smith/Wasserstein 1993, 14.1-10; cf. Kinzig 1998, 320-23[a so on parallel traditions)).
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But what organizational form did the “school of Origen” have?
According to the view of Adolf Knauber, it is self-evident that with the
word “school” one may “not think of aformal institution”; what is meant
is“instead a concrete circle of persons: the teacher-student fellowship that
was formed around Origen in Caesarea.” " Knauber appeals to formula
tionsfrom the Address of Thanksgiving such as 1) 1Q0g TOV dvdpa TodToV
nowvmvia and 1) xowvmvio o€ (5.70). But this does not adequately describe
the textual findings: Gregory or the author of the Address of Thanksgiving
describes only that “the fellowship with thisman” (i.e., Origen) belongsto
the“invisible” reasonsthat he and his brother came to Origen and remained
with him (5.70). But alongside the ®owvmvia, the school, according to the
passage, is also concerned with instruction in the studies that deal with
the Logos and with benefits for the salvation of souls (5.70, 1 diaToipn O
oUTOD TEQL TA TOD AOYOD paBNUaTa, Rl TOV YPuxOV VUMDY OGELELD
elg omtneiawv). In this passage, it is not at all said which “visible” organiza-
tional form of the instruction thereby showed itself. Thus one may not des-
ignate the personal fellowship between teacher and student, which bel onged
to the nature of contemporary philosophical education, as “the actual struc-
ture of the ‘school’” and claim that in comparison “material—in order
not to say: organizational —elements are of secondary significance.”?® Even
if the author of the Address of Thanksgiving claimsthat it isadistinguishing
difference in relation to the schools of other philosophers that his interest
in the pagan philosophy can be traced back to the trustworthy life conduct
of Origen (11.33), precisely this close connection between teaching and
life conduct corresponds to the proprium of a contemporary philosophical
school. When interpreting the matter of the “school of Origen,” one may
not impose modern aternatives on an ancient institution and ask whether
the concern was more with “cultivating speculation and pure research” or
with “missionizing and proclamation in the spiritual life sphere of the edu-
cational system of the time.”? In this educational institution, results of
pure research and speculation were taught in order to thus disseminate,
with the help of the divine Logos, the “beautiful philosophy” (1.3) in the
contemporary educational system. Naturaly, we know nothing about
the exact modalities of the financing of this instruction, but our knowledge
is similarly dight, as we have seen, even for the most prominent philo-
sophical school of antiquity—namely, the Platonic Academy. Whether

287 K nauber 1968, 182.

288 K nauber 1968, 182.

29 Thus, however, Knauber 1968, 203. Pouderon 1998, 265, speaks more appropri-
ately of a“université chrétienne.”
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Ambrosius, the patron and sponsor of Origen,®® financed not only the
famous opulent writing office? but also the costs of the school or whether
the students had to pay tuition fees has not been handed down. It is certain
a any rate that the relation between patron and client was not impeded
by Origen’s difficult move from Alexandria to Caesarea.?® Unfortunately,
neither do we know whether he received a proper ecclesia teaching com-
mission in Caesarea; but in light of the good relation of Origen to the local
bishop, one can certainly hypothesize that the bishop viewed the activities
of the college with pleasure.

An especially fascinating question in the interpretation of Gregory’s
Address of Thanksgiving is why “virtually nothing of the actual theology
and Christ spirituality of Origen” can be discovered in it?**® and scarcely
any biblical quotationsoccur either; rather, thetext remainsin the sphere of
the general propaedeutic of faith in God and a personally oriented speech
about the divine oixovouia (5.55; but cf. 3.28). Correspondingly, the
words XQLotog, éxninoia, pmwTopog, tiotig, and drydsn do not occur at
all, and the terms PosttiCerv and evyyoglotia are not used in their specific
Christian sense. Should one not have learned more about the theology of
Origen and the significance of Holy Scripture for one’s daily work in five
years of study? Did the teaching of Origen remain in the philosophical
prolegomena and not reach at all the actual theological central points, as
they were aready developed in Alexandriain the treatise on fundamentals
ITept doydv / De principiis? Or were the departing students not at all
interested in such intra-Christian themes? All these interpretations of the
findings have been mentioned.?® But one should realize that we are deal-
ing with a celebratory address as a farewell before the school community
and not with an interview lecture in which the candidate has to show that
he has understood what has been taught. Precisely if the whole school

2%0 Eysebius, Historia ecclesiastica V1 18.1 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2: 556.9-10); compare
also Jerome, Epistulae 43 (Hilberg 1910, 318-21); Devirisillustribus 56 (Ceresa-Gastaldo
1988, 158); Epiphanius, Panarion seu adversus Lxxx haereses 64.3 (Holl/Dummer 1980,
405.13-407.3); and Origen, Commentarii in evangelium Joannis V 8 (Preuschen 1903b,
105.16-19).

291 Eusehius, Historia ecclesiastica VI 23.2 (Schwartz 1999, 11/2; 568.25-570.7); on
literary patronage, compare Gold 1987, passim.

292 Compare the prologue to the fifth book of the John commentary, which was com-
posed in Caesarea: Origen, Philocalia 5.5 (Harl/De Lange 1983, 292.1-294.31 / Preuschen
1903b, 100-105); Monaci Castagno 2003.

2% K nauber 1968, 190; approvingly cited by Kleinin Guyot/Klein 1996, 31. Compare
also the expressions of other interpretations of the Address of Thanksgiving collected in
Knauber 1968, 185-86.

2% An overview of theinterpretationsis provided by Kleinin Guyot/Klein 1996, 33—
34; for amore extensive overview, see Crouzel 1969, 46-78.
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was gathered, with students of very different educationa levels sitting
together in the auditorium, the speech could have only propaedeutic char-
acter. In addition, Gregory leaves no doubt that at the end of the education
stood the alegorical interpretation of that “which is dark and riddling”
(6 Tt TOTE OROTEWVOV %OL aiviypoTd®Oeg 1), as frequently occurs with
the holy words (15.174),% thus the allegorical interpretation of the bibli-
cal texts by Origen and their interpretation against the background of the
theology of the school head. Just as an exoteric and an esoteric teaching is
distinguished among the Platonists, God has spoken in the Bible, accord-
ing to Gregory, in riddles and “through this man” makes what is enigmatic
amanifest subject of instruction in that school (15.177). Gregory himself
shows that he was thoroughly aware of the dominant position of the divine
Spirit in the hermeneutic of Origen when in one place in the speech he
calls his teacher a EéQunvevg . . . T®V Tod BeoD AOYwv (15.181). Corre-
spondingly, the instruction in this school is “truly a paradise” (15.183).
Moreover, it may also not be a purely rhetorical figure when the student
confesses at the graduation cel ebration that as he departs, he can “ not even
bring all theinheritancethat fallsto us’ and very openly appealsto thefact
that he has still made no great advances in this last and highest discipline
of hiseducation (16.191).

Summarizing, one can argue that the “school of Origen,” the first
Christian university of antiquity that is really attested for us, offered in
the sense of its founder and academic leader a comprehensive instruction
in diverse contemporary studies that culminated in an explicit “theology,”
an interpretation of biblical texts with a view to their alegorical content.
Origen presumably viewed this undertaking as his personal contribution
to the great goal of leading people from a simple understanding of the
Christian faith to a deepened, mature faith, in the manner in which he
explains in the prologue of his commentary on the Song of Songs.?*® A
good teacher, so it says further in this commentary that emerged in Cae-
sarea and was presumably presented in the college, should make himself
superfluous in this task in order that the Logos himself can take over the
function of teacher.®” The private Christian university was evidently also
interested in being able to release its students again. This college was not
a church institution in the actual sense, although Origen always wanted
to serve the church with his scholarly and “theological” work. We find

2% Gregory Thaumaturgus, Oratio panegyrica 15.174 (Guyot/K|ein 1996, 196.4-5).

2% Origen, Commentarii in Canticum canticorum prologue 1.4 (Brésard/Crouzel/Bor-
rett 1991/1992, |: 82-84).

297 Origen, Origen, Commentarii in Canticum canticorum | 1.1-8 on Song of Songs
1.2 (Brésard/Crouzel/Borrett 1991/1992, |: 176-82).
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it difficult to say how long the “school of Origen” lived on in the actual
sense after the death of its founder and leader. That Pamphilius and Euse-
bius really taught in the context of a living school with a fixed program of
learning and a constant circle of lecturers and students is rather improba-
ble; it isnowhere attested, at any rate. Despite this fact, a consideration of
these two theologiansin the tradition of Origen shows which effects of the
school, which probably did not long survive the death of its charismatic
first leader, went forth and influenced Christian “theology,”?® if one thinks
just of the exegetical, historical, and systematic works of Eusebius.

One could continue and expand these observations on the adoption of
organizational forms of the pagan philosophical instruction and their con-
sequences for Christian theology with reference to other great “schools’
of ancient Christianity in Antioch, Edessa, and Nisibis,*® though these
differed considerably from the “school of Origen,” at least with regard to
their educational program. Moreover, the impact of ancient “schools’ in
the sense of a fixed organization naturally did not remain limited to the
foundation of Christian (collegiate) schools, which were aligned more or
less with the model of a philosophical school: the old topic of “lines of
teachers and lines of bishops’*® and the old question of the relation
of the successio apostolica to the dtadoy i would belong in this context,
as would the return of some church fathers to Atticism.** Naturally, one
could also deal with the adoption of pagan educational institutions with
reference to the example of other Christian educational institutions, such
as that of the catechetical instruction.®® But such a comprehensive treat-
ment of the topic would extend beyond the framework of thisinvestigation.

We have seen with reference to the example of Justin, Ptolemy, Tatian,
and Origen that only a small number of Christians since the late second
century made use of the institutions and organizations of ancient higher
education—namely, for the formation and mediation of an “explicit theol-
ogy” of Christianity to contemporaries that were especially keen on edu-
cation but not in order to actively promote the new religion among as
many as possible of all those interested in education. The private Christian
university in Caesarea Maritima, which is attested for the second, Pales-
tinian period of Origen’s life, represents an exception here, which can be
explained primarily by the person of its leader and his extensive educa-
tion. For along time, the “school of Origen” found no successor, if only

2% Compare Markschies 2006, 246-48.

29 Drijvers 1995; H. Leclercq 1935; Macina 1982.

300 Campenhausen 1951.

301 Stiglmayr 1913; Fabricius 1967; Wifstrand 1967, 28-48.
302 Daniélou/Charlat 1968; Dujarier 1979; Kretschmar 2000.
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because of its extraordinarily high educational level. At any rate, thereally
important ancient educational institution was at first not taken over by
Christians and probably also could not be taken over by them: so it was
quite some time before Christians could a so occupy the few state teaching
chairs®® and the much more numerous state teaching offices,** thoroughly
Christianize the colleges,®® and thus penetrate to the top of the educational
pyramid—namely, until well into the sixth century CE. By contrast, Chris-
tian teachers in the ingtitutions of the elementary education were appar-
ently more numerous from the beginning, but they only rarely attempted to
exercise influence on the instructional content and reshape it. The relation
of Christian “explicit theology” to the educational institutions, which were
nevertheless its actual midwife, was and remained full of tension.

2.2 The Montanist Prophets and Their Circle

In section 2.1, we have seen, with reference to the examples of Justin,
Ptolemy, Tatian, and Origen, how institutions—that is, the organization,
form, and content of the contemporary instruction—influenced at every
level the formation of an “explicit theology” of ancient Christianity in the
modern sense of the word. But we could also observe that this specific
interrelation between institution and theology, at least in the first centu-
ries, did not represent the rule but rather an exception. In this new section,
we want—again with reference to a characteristic example—to investi-
gate a form of ancient Christian theology that is decidedly not oriented
toward the contemporary philosophical instruction and inquire into pos-
sible pagan models. Due to the relatively great amounts of both authentic
source materials and external reports, “Montanism” is better suited for
thisinvestigation than many other movements about which we know only
a little or texts whose circles of tradents can scarcely be reconstructed
or cannot be reconstructed at all. With this example, one can investigate
how a group of prophets, female and male, carried out explicit “theology”
through prophetic sayings and mediated it to a greater number of people.

303 Helm 1957; Liebeschuetz 1991, 891; Schlange-Schoningen 1995, 91-111.

304 According to the information of a letter of Emperor Antoninus Pius, which Mod-
estin (in the first half of the third century) translates and comments on in Digesta XXVII
1.6.1-2 (Krueger/Mommsen 1877, 391a.7-10), in the first half of the second century in
small cities, three sophists (rhetoricians) and two grammarians must have been privileged
through immunities such as freedom from taxation; in middle-sized cities, four members of
these occupations; and in larger cities (sc. the provincial capitals, the untoomoAeLg), five.
Compare also Vssing 1997, 345-46.

305 Compare the tumultuous eventsin Alexandria: Liebeschuetz 1991, 887-88.



92 Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

Despite the favorable nature of the sources, the view of “Montanism”
is also shaped by ancient heresiology and in places even distorted by it.
This begins with the term. The late ancient expression “Montanism” or
“Montanists,”2%® coined by Christian heresiologists and really widespread
only in modernity, refers to a prophetic movement in the ancient Chris-
tianity of the second century that gathered around several prophetesses
and Montanus, from whom it has its name.3” It emerged in the sixties of
the second century. The original geographic center of this group was at
first small villages in Phrygia.®® Later it apparently spread through the
entire empire. Antimontanist Christian theologians of the second and
fourth centuries hand down fourteen (or twenty-four) prophetic logia.®®
These logia show that at the beginning of its empire-wide history of suc-
cess, it announced, at first with prophetic authority alone, the near dawning
of the end events in the Phrygian highland. With respect to these texts,
it has become customary in scholarship to speak of “Montanist oracles,”
although the problematic nature of this designation was also always clear:
“Some seem not to be strictly ‘oracles’ at all.”3!° On the other side, however,

306 For oi Movtavoi, compare, for example, Cyril of Jerusalem, Catecheses XV
8.6 (Reischl/Rupp 1967, 214); for oi Movtaviotai, compare, for example, (Pseudo-?)
Didymus, De Trinitate 111 18, 23 and 41 (PG 39: 881 B, 924 C, and 984 B); for Montani
sectator, compare Jerome, Epistulae 41.1 (Hilberg 1910, 311.13) and De viris illustribus
59.1 (Ceresa-Gastaldo 1988, 160); for Montani dogma, compare Jerome, Commentarii in
Habacuc prophetam prologue (Adriaen/Vallarsi 1970, 580.38) and Devirisillustribus 53.4
(Ceresa-Gastaldo 1988, 150). For the designation “Montanists,” compare Labriolle 1913b,
275-76, and now (critically) Jensen 1992, 272—73. In her monograph, Trevett 1996, 2,
159-62, refrains from using the “anachronistic terminus’ (“Priscillianism or Montanism:
Who Founded and Led the New Prophecy?’).

307 Relevant literature (in selection): Bonwetsch 1881; Labriolle 1913a; K. Aland
1960; Campenhausen 1968, 257-82; 1972, 221-43; Klawitter 1975; Aune 1983, 313-16;
Hirschmann 2005, esp. 41-53 (on the date of emergence and initiators).

3%8 On the Montanist heartland, compare Markschies 1994 with references to ancient
texts and modern secondary literature. In the framework of a survey in the region, which has
been carried out since summer 2000 by William Tabbernee (Tulsa, USA) and Peter Lampe
(Heidelberg) in Phrygia, localities were identified again with Pepuza and Tymion: P. Lampe
2002; Tabbernee 2003. Not enough of the results of the survey have been published yet to
check, let alone accept, the argumentation for the new identification. In my view, the inscrip-
tional mention of coloni of the localities Tymion and Simoe (. . . colonis Tymiorum et Smoen-
I[tium], lines 10-11, in an inscription from the beginning of the third century from the museum
of Usak; cf. now P. Lampe 2004, 499) alows no clear localization of the place (contrast
P. Lampe 2004, 508, “the ancient localities of Tymion and Simoe are . . . to be sought rather
in the near vicinity of the place of the stone’s discovery if theinscription isto make sense”).

309 CPG I: 1325, compare Heine 1989, 2-9.

310 Trevett 1996, 3; compare now also McGinn 1997. Labriolle 1913a, 34-35, argues
for the designation “oracles’ with reference to a quotation from the prooemium of the
Controversiae of Senecathe Elder (I praef. 9): Quid enim est oraculum? Nempe voluntas
divina hominis ore enuntiata (Hakanson 1989, 3.7-8).
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scholars aso like to speak of “Montanist prophecy”*! and in this way
allude to the self-designation of the movement as 1) véa tpodnteio.3? For
this reason, Harnack a so thought that the collection of logia bore the title
'H tod Movtavod mpodpnteio.

We will attempt to describe the institutional status of this movement
by first attempting to clarify more precisely the literary genre of their pro-
phetic texts—namely, the logiathat have been handed down. We therefore
ask, What are the texts of this movement that have been handed down
about? Do they stand in the tradition of biblical prophecy or in the tradi-
tion of pagan oracles? Or is the strict alternative between “prophecy” and
“oracles’ perhaps aready problematic? In doing so, we will focus espe-
cially on a subquestion from this bundle of questions. what connects the
Montanist texts with contemporary pagan oracles, and what separates
the two? In this way, we constantly keep in view the ingtitutional con-
texts and organizational background of the literary traditions that interest
us. We will approach the answers to these questions in three steps: First,
ancient descriptions and authentic texts of the Montanist movement will
be investigated in relation to the terms with which “prophetic activity”
is described (section 2.2.1). Second, we will compare the profile that we
have obtained with relevant phenomena from the religious environment of
AsiaMinor (section 2.2.2). Finally, we will attempt a summarizing classi-
fication of the phenomenon “Montanism.” The goal of the investigation is
both to determine the institutional position of Montanism in the Phrygian
“provincial religion” of the second century CE®* and to study the different
degrees of identity and pluralismin local Christianity.®!®

31 Thus in Trevett 1996, passim: “The New Prophecy.”

812 Compare section 2.2.1 with n. 348. Kraft 1955, 249, hypothesizes that the self-
designation was “prophecy” and the pejoratively interpreted qualification as “new”
prophecy was a mgjority church reaction; contrast already Schepelern 1929, 10-11, and
Klawitter 1975, 69.

313 Harnack 1958a, 238. Labriolle 1913a, 35 with n. 4, considers whether the for-
mulation €v T »atd Aotégrov Opfavdv of the so-called anti-Montanist Anonymous
in Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V 17 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 466.18-19) means that
(according to this view?) Asterius Urbanus edited the collection of the prophetic logiain
the way that, for example, Mark edited the ebayyéhMov xatd Mdéoxov.

814 usetheterm in the sense of agreements reached at the conference “ Reichsreligion
and Provinzidreligion” (Imperial Religion and Provincial Religion) in September 1996 in
the “Werner-Reimers-Stiftung” (Bad Homburg) but understand by it the totality of all the
cults of a geographical sphere and choose here the starting point of aregiona history of
religion; compare Cancik/Rupke 1997, 1.

315 In aseries of articles in recent years, the “new prophecy” isincorporated into the
context of the contemporary Christianity of Asia Minor as well: Trevett 1989; D. H. Wil-
liams 1989; Stewart-Sykes 1997, 421-28.
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2.2.1 Ancient Descriptions of the “ Montanist Prophecy”

Firgt, if we areto explain such questions of the placement of historical phe-
nomena and movements, then it is necessary to begin with the indisputably
authentic texts of this movement.® |n the Montanist witnesses themselves,
there is a description of how the “new prophecy” “functions’ (in order to
choose this neutral expression for the time being). Here, three texts handed
down in the late ancient bishop Epiphanius of Salamis on Cyprus are espe-
cially relevant. The first is introduced there as a text of Montanus:

E\0vg v 0 Movtavds pnoty- ‘idol, 6 vOommog moel Mba xayd EpurTopol
MOel TARTEOV- O AVOQMITOS ROLUATOL RAYD YONYOQ®. OO0V, ®VQLOC E0TLV O
€ELoTdvmVY ©0Qdtag AvBoMITmV %ol dLd0VS ®adiav dvigmrog’ .3

For Montanus says, for example: “Look, the human being is like a lyre and I fly
thereto like a plectrum (lyre-striker). The human being sleeps, and | am awake.
Look, the Lord is the one who brings the hearts of human beings out of them-
selves (sets into ecstasy) and who gives human beings a (new) heart.”

The second text is ascribed by Epiphanius to Maximilla, one of the three
prophetesses who are known by name:

daoxer 0 mhhwv 1 ot MoEiuAha, M g magoaxolovdiog yvholg xol
Adaonaio, 8 tva xal yhevaotndmg eirtw, 6t ‘améoteihé pe ®0Log ToUToL TOD
TTOVOU %Al THG CUVONUNG %Al THG ETTOLYYEALOS CUQETLOTNV LNVUTI|V EQUIVEVTHV,
Nvayraopévov, Béhovta nai ur) 0éhovta, yvmwOelvd yvdoly Ogot’ .32

But again this same Maximilla, the knowledge and teaching of her following,
to speak in a ridiculous manner, says, “The Lord has sent me as adherent, pro-
claimer, interpreter of this toil and this covenant and this message, (as one) who
iscompelled, willingly or unwillingly, to know (to teach) the knowledge of God.”

316 | concentrate—with the exception of the so-called anti-Montanist Anonymous—on
the prophetic logig; for the inscriptions, compare now Tabbernee 1997a.

817 Nr. 3 (Labriolle 1913b, nr. 5 = Heine 1989, nr. 3 = K. Aland 1960, nr. 5) Epipha-
nius, Panarion seu adversus Lxxx haereses 48.4.1 (Holl/Dummer 1980, 224.22-225.2). Cf.
also the extensive commentary in Labriolle 1913a, 46-50.

318 Comparethevariantin Vaticanus Graecus 502: taipaxoiovBiag 1ol Sidaoratiog
YVOOLG.

319 |n Vaticanus, paOeiv.

320 Nr. 8 (Labriolle 1913b, nr. 14 = Heine 1989 nr. 8 = K. Aland 1960, nr. 15) Epipha-
nius, Panarion seu adver sus Lxxx haereses 48.13.1 (Holl/Dummer 1980, 237.9-13). Com-
pare also the commentary in Labriolle 1913a, 73-76.
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From the two texts, one can see that in the Montanist prophecy, the individ-
uum of the prophet “deeps,” andinitsplace”theLord” Christ usesthehuman
organs and speaks. The graphic image of the lyre and the plectrum (lyre
striker) is admittedly traditional, being used, for example, by Philo,*?! in the
possibly contemporaneous Odes of Solomon,*?? and by early Christian apolo-
gists.3 Themention of the new heart bel ongsin the context of Old Testament
prophecy (cf., e.g., Ezekiel 11.19-20; 18.31; 36.26; and Jeremiah 31.31-33).
If one compares these passages with the conceptions of Plutarch’s Delphic
priest of Apollo regarding the inspiration of the Pythia, which are about a
hundred years older, then the greater restraint and simultaneously more pre-
cise description of the latter is conspicuous. “Voice, sound, expression, and
meter” are assigned by Plutarch to the prophetess, and “images and concep-
tions’ togod: “ That one. . . kindlesalight in her soul so that she can know the
future.”** While Plutarch designates the soul of the Pythia, in which
the divine movement mixes with the movement of the soul, as god's
instrument, 2 the human being receivesa(new) heart according to M ontanus.

321 Philo, Quis rerum divinarum heres sit 259: érel xal povog dyavov Beod EoTv
Nyelov, ®QoVOUEVOV kol TANTTOUEVOV Goedtwg U’ avtod (Cohn/Wendland 1962
111: 59.15-16); compare Burkhardt 1992, 158-59, 216-18; see further Groh 1985, 84-85.
Much too general, by contrast, isMcGinn 199, 129 n. 7: “Asiswidely known, thisinstru-
mental theory receives ample support in the Old Testament descriptions of prophetic expe-
rience, especialy in the former prophets.” By contrast, Strobel 1980, 279-82, links lyre
and lyre-striker with Apollo’s lyre and lyre-striker (Pseudo-Homeric hymn “To Pythian
Apollo,” lines 182 and 185).

322 Compare Odes of Solomon 4.3c, “ You gave your heart, Lord, to the believers,” and
Odes of Solomon 6.1-2, “As the wind goes through the lyre and the strings resound, so the
Spirit of the Lord speaksin my members, and | speak in hislove’ (Lattke 1979, 80-83 and
90-91; cf. also Lattke 1995, 24-26).

323 Pseudo-Justin, Cohortatio ad Graecos 8.2, . . . dAhd xafagovg éautodg Ti)
ol Oglov mvebuatog maQaoyelv evepyela, tva aTo To Oelov €€ ovQUvoD %aTOV
TAMRTQOV, MOTEQ OQYAV® OGS TLVOG 1) A0S Tolg dwwaiols AvdedoL xomuevoy,
v TOV Oelwv Nuiv ol ovpaviov dmoraldyn yvdowy (Marcovich 1990, 33.12-15);
Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus II 41.4 (exposition of psalm 150.3-6), xBdo0
voeloOw TO 0ToOua, Olovel TAXTEM nEouvduevov T mvebpatt (Stihlin/Treu 1972,
182.22-23); and Hippolytus, De antichristo 2.1, OUtoL Y& mvel ot TEOPNTXG oL
TTAVTES RATNOTLOUEVOL %al VT aliTtoD ToD AOYou AEIWS TETLUNUEVOL, OQYAVWY dixnV
£0VTOIS vwuvoL EXovTeg £V £0Tolg Gel TOV AOYOV O TATXTEOV, I’ 0D KIVOTUEVOL
amfyehhov tovto drep 0ehev O Bedg (Norelli 1987, 66 = Bonwetsch/Achelis 1897,
4.22-5.1). Compare now the ample commentary in Riedweg 1994, 277-79; concisely also
Hirschmann 2005, 77-86.

324 plutarch, De Pythiae oraculis7 = Moralia25.7 (397 C = S. Schrider 1990, 86.6-8),
oV yaQ €otL 00D 1) YNioug 0vd’ O GpOGYYog 0V’ 1) MéELG 0V0E TO péTEoV GAAGL TG
yuvaurog: Exeivog 0¢ povag Tag pavraotog maglotnot xat Gpodg &v vy ToLel TEOg TO
pélov. Compare now S. Schroder 1990, 152-54, and in general Stroumsa 1999, 192-93.

325 plutarch, De Pythiae oraculis 21 = Moralia 25.21 (404 B = S. Schroder 1990,
97.22-24): Yoy O’ dgyavov 0ot yéyovev; compare S. Schroder 1990, 36-43, 34647,
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In this respect, for him the prophet or the prophetessis not only “adherent”
but also “proclaimer” and “interpreter”—indeed the Lord himself;*? she is
“compelled,”?*" whether she “is willing or unwilling” (cf. John 5.30 and
6.38), and bringsin thisway “knowledge of God.”

But the Montanist prophecy not only presupposes the “being outside
of oneself” of the individuum, but it is also accompanied in a completely
traditional manner by dreams and visions. Thisis shown by atradition that
Epiphanius connects with the names of the prophetess Quintilla or Prisca/
Priscilla, which should presumably, despite more recent doubts, be judged
as authentic:*%

Dol yap ovtol of Kuwvtihavoi® git’ ovv IMowonhhavol év i) emodin
1) Kvivuhhav 1) Tploxthhav (ovxr €xm [yoQ] axopds Aéyewv), wiav ¢ €E
avT®v ¢ meoeimov &v T Iemovln nexabevdnrévor xol Tov XQLotov
TEOG AVt EMAVOEvoL cuvumtvwrévol te alTh) To0TE TO TEOTW, Og
exnelvn amotouévn Eheyev- ‘€v 10, Pnot, “yuvourodg, E0yNUATIOUEVOS, EV
oToM) hapmod NAOe o e Xouotog xai EvEBadey £v ol Ty codiav xal
ATTEGAVYPE LOL TOVTOVEL TOV TOmOV elval dytov #ol Ode Ty Tegovoalnu éx
oD oVAVOD raTEvaL’ .30

For the Quintillians or Priscillians say that in Pepuza either Quintilla or Priscilla
([for] I cannot say exactly), at any rate one of them whom | previously named

Verniére 1990 and (critically) Holzhausen 1993, 74-76. Holzhausen documents the Pla-
tonic background of this theory of inspiration (pp. 86-91).

326 Compare text nr. 2 (Labriolle 1913b nr. 2 = Heine 1989, nr. 2 = K. Aland 1960, nr.
4) Epiphanius, Panarion seu adversus Lxxx haereses 48.11.9 (Holl/Dummer 1980, 235.1—
2): Eito mdhv ¢pnoi 1o Eheevov avOgommdorov Movravog, ét ‘obte dyyehog olte
oéoPug, AL Eyd #hpLog 6 Bedc e NAOOV’, a variant of Isaiah 63.9: o mEéoPug
ovd¢ Ayyehog, AAL aTtOg ®0QLOG . . . . Compare also Groh 1985, 90-92, and Trevett
1996, 81-83: “The Stzim Leben of this utterance probably liesin exposition of the prom-
ises and requirements of God to his people” (81-82).

321 McGinn 1997, 129 n. 9, refers to Jeremiah 20.7-9 (Jeremiah 20.7: "Hrdodg
ue, ®0oLE, ®ol Nratnomny, éxpdtnoag xai NOVVAcOHNS-). On the “Montanist prophecy,”
compare also Weinel 1899, 91-96, 99.

328 Compare the literature references and the argumentation in Markschies 1994, 16
n. 72,

39 A conjecture of Holl without manuscript evidence; both manuscripts offer zatd
dolya.

330 Nr. 11 (Labriolle 1913b, nr. 17 = Heine 1989, nr. 11 = K. Aland 1960, nr. 12)
Epiphanius, Panarion seu adversus Lxxx haereses 49.1.2 (Holl/Dummer 1980, 241.23—
242.8); compare Acts 21.1: xai TV mwOMv TV ayiov Tegovoap xawny eidov
notapaivovoov éx tod ovpavod. The logion has recently received extensive commen-
tary in Strobel 1980, 238-42; Jensen 1992, 319-23; Trevett 1996, 98, 167—70. The older
commentaries are summarized by Labriolle 1913b, 87-94.
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fell asleep in Pepuza and Christ is said to have come to her and shared her sleep
as she, being deceived, told: “in the form of awoman,” she says, “adorned with
shining clothing Christ came to me and placed wisdom in me and revealed to me
that this place was holy and Jerusalem would come down from heaven here.”

The situation is classic:®! while sleeping (cuvurmtvoxrévar), the proph-
etess dreams and is inspired through the vision (évéPalev €v éuot v
co¢iav). The woman figure, who appears to her as incarnate wisdom,
is “adorned with shining clothing”**? and confirms the holiness of the
place at which the vision occurs; she connects the peripheral Phrygian
countryside of the Montanists with the (lost) religious center in Palestine.
One can possibly draw as well on the inscription of a certain Nanas from
Akoluk in upper Tembris valley, who had, according to her tomb inscrip-
tion, “angelic visitation” and “in great measure avoice” and “prayed night
and day.” The stone for this married or widowed woman was set up by
people who mourned her (lines 20-22). The first word of the inscription,
o TIoa, was admittedly probably chiseled into the stone after the fact,
but it reflects what the original inscription intended to say:3 mpodpntioa
(line 1); evyyopévn moviov (line 7); dvyeluny émoromy | nol vy
elye uéywotov (lines 10-11).3 To be sure, it was disputed from the begin-
ning whether the concern is with a Montanist Christian, a mgjority Chris-
tian, or even a Novatian prophetess (from a geographical perspective, all
these groups come into question),** but the form of prophecy described
here probably suggests an assignment to Montanism: the description of
one who hears a voice “in great measure” and is visited by angels indi-
cates the exact signs of ecstatic prophecy that are assigned to Montanist
prophetesses and prophets elsewhere as well. The two parts of the sen-
tence should possibly be related to each other: the visitation of the angels

3313, S. Hanson 1980, 1405-9.

332 Also this characteristic of thevisionistypical, asJ. S. Hanson 1980, 1410 n. 64, shows
with reference to a series of attestations: Suetonius, Divus Julius 32 (eximia magnitudine et
forma); Divus Claudius 1.2 (mulierishumana amplior); Herodotus, Historiae V 56 (uéyav ol
eveldéa); Xenophon, Cyropaedia VIII 7.2 (xoelttov ®al Tg 1) »atd dvOowmov); Ennius
apud Cicero, Dedivinatione | 20 (homo pulcher); Tacitus, Annales X1 21.1 (species muliebris
ultra modum humanum); Plutarch, De defectu oraculorum 45 = Moralia 26.45 434 E (Paton/
Pohlenz/Sieveking 1972, 114.5: »al6v); and Plato, Critias44 A-B (xol) zai 0eldNg).

333 Tabbernee 19972, nr. 68, p. 419 and fig. 77; Strobel 1980, 100; Eisen 1996, 65-81;
other editions and literature in Hirschmann 2004, 160 n. 1, and J. C. Poirier 2004, 151-52
n. 2-4.

334 Merkelbach/Stauber 2001, 349-50 nr. 16/41/15, read Gvyehunty émoxomv | xai
GV lye peyiotov. The identity of these “highest” whose voices Nanas heard admit-
tedly remains unclear.

335 For the history of research, see now Hirchmann 2004, 161-62.
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consists precisely in the fact that the divine voice can be heard.** Such an
interpretation is also supported by the prophetesstitle, which was attached
to the inscription in an emphasized manner.3¥ Magjority church theolo-
gians such as Origen regarded it as a characteristic feature of the primitive
period that “the first human beings hear a divine voice and instruction and
occasionally see angels of God who come to them.”3® |n the end times
(which the Montanists claimed was dawning), this primordia timeisrees-
tablished, at least for special prophetesses and prophets.

Thus the relevant Montanist texts make clear that certain religious
functionaries of the movement understood themselves as “prophets’ or
“prophetesses’” and designated themselves accordingly.®*® Such a desig-
nation was naturally used not only in “Montanism”: Polycarp, the bishop
of Smyrna, who was probably executed in 156/157 CE, was designated
by his community as O10GAORAAOS ATOOTOMROG %Al TQOPNTLROS.> But
this formulation aready had an at least implicit anti-Montanist accent—
for the prophetic gift of the bishop lacks every element of ecstasy; he
is gentle, quiet, humble, and modest.>** Here, we can already discern®?

336 J. C. Poirier 2004, 156-58. Hirschmann 2004, 167, interprets as follows: “the
attribute dryyelxrOg may characterize the manner in which Nanas performs the office of
bishop: in the ‘manner of an angel.”” Unfortunately, thereis not really any convincing evi-
dence for this interpretation— which is also difficult philologically since a verb is lacking
that supports this meaning of émoxoi| (the only possibility is émoxomyv . . . eiye . . .).
Instead, Hirschmann claims that in the fourth century we must assume that the change of
meaning to “office of bishop” has been completed.

337 Compare Tabbernee 1997, 424. Eisen 1996, 81; Lane Fox 1986, 406-7; Trevett
1999, 266, point out that such prophetesses would also be thinkable in mgjority Christian-
ity and here we can decide nothing precisely due to lack of sources.

338 Origen, Contra Celsum IV 80 (Koetschau 1899b, 350.1-3): #ai 6 Belog 8¢ %atd
Mwvoéa Myog eioTyarye TOVG TEMTOVS AxoVovTag Oel0Tépag Gpwvig ®al xoNoudv
nol 0QMvtag €00 Ote dyyéhwv Beod emdnuiag yeyevnuévag mpog avtovg. After
quoting the Origen passage, J. C. Poirier 2004, 159, fittingly remarks, “Endzeit als Urzeit”
(endtime as primordial time).

339 Comparenr. 6 (Labriolle 1913b, nr. 11 = Heine 1989, nr. 6 = K. Aland 1960, nr. 13)
Epiphanius, Panarion seu adversus Lxxx haereses 48.2.4 (Holl/Dummer 1980, 221.25—
222.2): ®Goxel yaQ M Aeyopévn maQ’ attolc Makiulla 1) moodpftis T, ¢noi, ‘pet’
¢ue (Marcianus Graecus 125: moodmng; Vaticanus Graecus 503: moodijtig—but cf.
both manuscripts of 48.2.9 unaminously: &i Yoo Aéyer Mag{ullo 6t moodpfng ovxétt
gotan . . .) TQOPNTNG 0VXRETL E0Ta, AN CUVTELELD. An extensive interpretation of the
text isfound in Trevett 1996, 163-70, and now in J. C. Poirier 1999.

340 Martyrdom of Polycarp 16.2 (the text synopsis of Dehandschutter 1979 and now
also in Buschmann 1998, 17-36; for the date of Polycarp’s death, see Buschmann 1998,
39-40).

341 Compare Buschmann 1998, 322.

342 Ash 1976; Bacht 1951, 254; Burghardt 1979, 344-56; Fascher 1927, 210-24; Wei-
nel 1899, 95-101.
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contours of a majority church anti-Montanist understanding of proph-
ecy that do not stand in unbroken continuity with the primitive Christian
understanding: Paul had said of himself that he speaks ecstatically more
than any member of his Corinthian community (1 Corinthians 14.18:
gVYAQLOTAD TO Bed, TAVTIWV VUOV paALOV YAOOoooLs Aald-), while
simultaneously indicating with considerable precision that prophecy was
to take place in ordered forms and for “building up” (1 Corinthians 14.3:
0 0¢ mpodpnTeLWV AVOQMIOLS AaAEL OlxOdOUNY ROl TTOQAXANOLY RO
moQapvBiov; 14.26: mévta meog oixodouny yvéoOm). But in that case,
one can maintain that the Montanist prophecy emerged during a time in
which prophecy was not as much of a given as it was in the first cen-
tury. “ The fact that their utterances . . . were collected already shows that
this prophecy was perceived as something rare and obtained authoritative
character.”3*® However, this form of prophecy evidently impressed great
numbers of people aswell. The Christian communitiesin far-distant Lyons
and Vienna confirm this in a letter to the communities in Asia and Phrygia
at the end of the second century: “Deeds of divine grace strengthened in
many the faith in the prophetic gifting of those people as well” (sc. of
Montanus and others).3*

The quotations of the “anti-Montanist Anonymous’** in Eusebius of
Caesarea represents one of the earliest ancient sources about Montanism.
This majority church author®# attempted to obtain knowledge about Mon-
tanism in Galatiaand attests even in the introduction of hiswork, which can
be dated quitereliably to the early nineties of the second century,®’ that the
group designated itself as 1) véa mpodnteia, but it is said to be, in truth,

343 Fascher 1927, 221.

344 Epistulaapud Eusebius, Historia ecclesiasticaV 3.4 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 432.17—
20): mAetoTan Yo ovv xol Al tapadoLomotial Tod Oelov yaplopatog eig €Tl TOTE
nota dlapOQovg Eunnoiog éxtehouevor oty TaEd TOMOIG TOD nOxeElVOUg
mpodpntevely maelyov. W. A. Lohr 1989, 139, has argued that one should regard the
corresponding anti-Montanist passages cited by Eusebius not as an origina component
of the letter from Lyons: it is said to be “clear that the pieces . . . quoted by Eusebius are
secondary additions’; accordingly, they allegedly should not be dated to 177/178 either.
We cannot go into this argument here; compare also Kraft 1978.

S CPGI: 1327 (p. 121); for the identification of this author, compare Harnack 1958a,
240-41; 1958b, 364—69; Schwartz 1999, 11/3: 81.

346 The Syriac tradition on Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V' 16.2, and the transla-
tion of Rufin identify him as “Apollinaris” (cf. Nestle 1901, 195 [Apollinaris], and Mom-
msen 1999, 11/1: 461.3). See Jerome, De viris illustribus 37.1 and 39.1 (Ceresa-Gastaldo
1988, 134/136); compare also Kihnert 1949; Campenhausen 2003, 269 n. 114; 1972,
231 n. 114. Both argue for Polycrates of Ephesus; by contrast, K. Aland 1960, 109-10,
reserves judgment.

37 Harnack 1958, 365-66: Winter 192/193.



100 Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

Pevdompopntein.*® He describes how Montanus, “in theunbridled desire
to be leader, granted access to the adversary and, possessed by spirits, sud-
denly fell into afrenzy and convulsions. He began to become ecstatic and
emit sounds and speak strange things and to prophecy in away that clearly
contradicted the ancient church tradition and the traditional teaching.”3#
The women too are said to have spoken “crazily, indecently, and strangely,
just like the aforementioned Montanus.”** It has long been seen that this
description is based on heresiological strategies:®* the zed to assume the
functions of leadership is a topos in such contexts as is the connection of
“heretics’ with unclean spirits or even the devil, and their apparent unmask-
ing as “mad.” But it has also already been observed that the description of
the “new prophecy” follows pagan terminology. This includes the basic
description with the verb vevpotopoenOijvor,*? whichisused negatively
in early Christian literature, and the remaining vocabulary of “possession”
(notoy), moérotaols,™? évhovolay, Eevodovei®™*), which likewise has
exclusively negative associationsin contemporary non-Montanist Christian

348 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V 16.4: mpooddtwg 8¢ yevouevog év Ayndoa
tig Tohatiog »al xatalafdv TV xotd TOToV Exxinoiay VIO Thg véag TahTng, vy,
Mg avTot Gpaotv, mpodnteiag, oAy d¢ puariov, mg deydfoeton, Pevdomgopnteiog
duateBouinuévny . . . (Schwartz 1999, I1/1: 460.14—17); compare also V 16.18 (466.27).

9 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiasica V 16.7: év émBuuio Yuyflc cuétom
Prhomomwteliog dovTa maEodoV gig EAVTOV TG AvTireluéve Tvevpoatodoondfijval te
nal aidpvidimg év xatoyf) Tvi nal magenotdoel yevouevov évlovoldy doEaobal te
MOAELY xol EEVOHVELY, TAQA TO RATA TAQAIOOLV %ol %ot dLadoyTV dvmbev Thig
éunhnolog €6og On0ev moodpntevovta (Schwartz 1999, I1/1: 462.10-15).

30 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V 16.9: d¢ %ol £té00g Tvag 00 yuvainog
EmeYelQOL ®al TOD VOO Ve LOTOG TTANQEMO L, MG KAl AAAETY ERPQOVIS HOL ARAQWG
%ol GAAOTOLOTQOTWG, OUOLWG T TEOoeLENUEVE (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 462.28-464.3).

351 Further, it appears that Eusebius' source has intentionally modeled his depiction
of Montanus' inaugural prophetic experience, as well as that of the two women . . . after
Lucian’s satire on the Prophet Alexander of Abonuteichos’ (Aune 1983, 313; cf. also Bacht
1951, 260-62).

352 The verb is used once in Jeremiah 2.23-24 LX X in order to describe the offenses
of the people: 0¢ Gpwv ot OAOAVEEY, Tag 000VE QTS émAdTuvey ¢’ Voot
€QNuov, €v embupiong YPuyng aUTHS ETVEVIOTOPOQELTO, T0RedOON; otherwise only the
adjective is attested: Hosea 9.7; Zephaniah 3.4 and in the Shepherd of Hermas, Mandate(s)
X116 = 43.16 (Whittaker 1967, 42.2). All positive uses are much later (PGL s. v. [p. 1106]).

353 According to Fascher 1927, 223, magéxotaolg means “Montanus’ €20TA0LG came
probably not spontaneously but was. . . prepared for and produced through a‘technique.””
Since the word in question is very rarely attested, this is admittedly a quite hypothetical
interpretation. InActsthereisrelatively uninhibited talk of the ecstasy of the apostles Peter
and Paul (Acts 10.10-11, maaorevoldviwy 08 avtmv EYEVETO €T AUTOV EXOTAOLS,
%ol OewEel TOV 0vEavov dvemyuévov, or 22.17, "Eyéveto 8¢ pol tmootoéyavtt gig
"TeQOVOAM)LL %Ol TTQOOEVYOUEVOL LOU £V TG LeQD YEVESDL e €V EXOTAOEL).

354 But compare from the Acts of Philip § 124: xoil éxelfév pol Eéva pfuoto
OAEL, %Ol OO TTAONG VURTOG EVYOUEVT] EEVOPMVEITUL GWTL RATAAUUTOUEVT], ROL
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texts. By contrast, Porphyry, in his letter to the Egyptian priest Anebon,
describes with a thoroughly positive valuing how some of those who fell
into ecstasy became inspired (évOovou®orv) “when they hear flutes or tam-
bourines or timpani or a certain melody . . . with others (it happens) when
they drink water, such as e.g., the priest of the (Apollo) Clarios in Colo-
phon; others. . . when they are enveloped in the vapor of (certain) waters
such as the prophetess of Branchidae (Didyma).”** The terms used by the
“anti-Montanist Anonymous’ to describe the “ new prophecy” had positive
associations in the pagan environment. With these terms, even the word
choice gave readers the impression that in the case of the prophetic prac-
tices of Montanism, the concern was with pagan phenomena.

The observation that the anti-M ontanist Anonymous uses heresiological
clichésto unmask the pagan character of the“new prophecy” leads automat-
icaly to the question of the truthfulness of his description. More than twenty
years ago, Karl Froehlich aready advocated the thesis that the Montanist
prophetesses and prophets precisely did not speak prophetically in ecstasy®®
but rather expressed themselves in a “discursive speech.”*” And even if
ecstatic phenomenain the style described by the anti-M ontani st Anonymous
did belong to the Montanist prophecy, one would have to ask again whether
“natural divination” or “technical divination” was present.®® Even if Froe-
hlich’s position has developed in recent years to a sort of consensus within
M ontanist scholarship, the question of prophetic technique seemsto meto be
considerably more open than the scholarly consensus allows one to suspect.
In the case of the undisputed authentic “Montanist oracles,” of which there
are only fourteen, overly confident conclusions about the nature, let alone
the technique, of Montanist prophecy are actualy prohibited. If a heresio-
logical strategy has been “unmasked,” then this does not yet bring with it,
of course, a certain judgment about the truthfulness of heresiological topoi.

avootevatovoo Aéyer "HABev pot 1o dnowov doc Incode (Lipsius/Bonnet 1959,
11/1: 53.3-6).

35| quotethe letter according to the reconstruction of Sodano 1958. A comparison was
made with the older edition of Parthey 1965, X XIX—XLV, but compare Bidez 1980, 80-87
§14/2.2: Qg tdv £Elotapévmv Eviol tiveg abh@v arotovteg i) »upBdimy i} Tupmdvav
i} Tivog péhoug évBouoldaty. ... G ... ot O’ VOWE mdvteg, »abdmeg 6 €v Kohodpdvi
ieevg To0 Khaglov, ..., ol 8’ €€ Vodtwv dtulopevol, rabdmeo ai €v Poayyidang
eodpNTdes (Sodano 1958, 9.10-10.3 = Parthey 1965, XXXIIL.13XXXIV.2); for pagan
Phrygian attestations cf. Schepelern 1929, 17-25, 146-49.

356 Froehlich 1973; contrast Baumeister 1978.

357 Thus the report of McGinn 1997, 133. But McGinn 1997, 133-34, then modifies
thethesis: “It is more persuasive to see Montanist prophecy as discursive, but preceded or
bracketed by ecstatic speech.”

358 50 the distinction of Aune 1983, 23, which isinspired by Cicero, De divinatione |
12. Cicero speaks of artificiosa divinatio and naturalis divinatio.
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It is completely clear that the ecstasy of the Montanist prophets formed a
main topic of their opponents.®* Tertullian wrote hisown treatise De ecstas,
whichisunfortunately lost, and in view of thisfact, it would already be quite
peculiar if there were no ecstatic phenomena within the “new prophecy.” 3%
Moreover, one cannot say that the anti-Montanist Anonymous’ attempt to
unmask the Montanist prophecy as pagan religiosity was a general tendency
of anti-Montanist propaganda: the German expression “montanist Orakel”
(Montanist oracle) suggests the comparison with pagan oracles; in antiquity,
however (if | understand correctly), termini technici such as povtetov and
yonotnolov were never used to describe the Montanist logia. This was pos-
sibly due to a generd restraint; thus the contemporary apol ogists Athenag-
oras®! and Theophilus of Antioch®? never introduce their quotations from
the ZifvAhoxol yonopoi with a reference to this title either. Only Clem-
ent of Alexandria speaks once of the “oracle sayings ascribed to her (sc.
the Sibyl),” %2 and he can also call the Old Testament proverbs ot xonouoL
oi Betol.®* The learned Eusebius of Caesarea’s stance toward oracles is an
exciting topic of its own that should be investigated one day.>%

2.2.2 Montanism and Oracle Stes of Asia Minor

How does the “new prophecy” relate to the prophetic forms of its reli-
gious environment, to the oracle sites of Asia Minor? Following this line
of questioning, themes are taken up anew that the Danish religious studies

359 The anti-M ontanist anonymous excerpts from amore extensive anti-Montanist writ-
ing in which the apologist Miltiades (Harnack 1991a, 278-82) shows “that a prophet may
not speak in ecstasy” (el To ) Oelv ooty €v éxotdoel hahelv: Eusebius, Historia
ecclesiastica V 17.1 [Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 470.5-6]). Unfortunately, Eusebius did not take
over these passages into his Church History; compare also Schepelern 1929, 20-25, and
Trevett 1996, 87-89. Naturally later heresiologists likewise take up the point: Epiphanius,
Panarion seu adversus Lxxx haereses 48.3.11-4.3 (Holl/Dummer 1980, 224.19-225.10;
in the appendix, Holl lists a whole series of additional passages in which the problem of
prophecy-ecstasy is treated); Didymus, Fragmenta in Actus 10.10-11 (PG 39: 1677 A); and
Jerome, Commentarii in epistulam Pauli ad Ephesios|1I 3 (PL 26: 479 B/C).

360 Thus already Bonwetsch 1881, 59-61.

361 Athenagoras, Legatio pro Christianis 30.1 (Goodspeed 1984, 351).

362 Theophilus, Ad Autolycum 11 3.2 (Marcovich 1995b, 39.7); Il 31.6 (82.23); 11 36.1
(Zipvrho 8¢, &v "EAAnowy »al €v tolg howtoig €0veowy yevouévn moodhtig, év oy
g meodpntelog avThS . . . p. 89.1-2); compare also I1 9.2 (52.9) and II 38.3 (96.7).

33 Clement of Alexandria, Sromata I 108.1: %ol meol T@V XONOUOV TOV
notamedNopEvmv éxeivng (Stiahlen/Friichtel/Treu 1985, 69.18).

364 Clement of Alexandria, Stromata |1 34.3 (Stahlen/Friichtel/Treu 1985, 131.5).

365 | n his Praeparatio evangelica, Eusebius portrays wandering yonteg, uévrel and
mpodftan: Eusebius, Praeparatio evangelica |V 2.8-12 (Mras/Des Places 1982, 167.13—
169.5); compare Fascher 1927, 220, and now extensively Kofsky 2000, 138-64.
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scholar Wilhelm Schepel ern—admittedly without even discussing one con-
crete example from the region of Asia Minor—dealt with more than sev-
enty years ago in his monograph on “ Montanism and the Phrygian cults.” 36
This topic of discussion has frequently been taken up again since then.%”
One often hears, of course, very pessimistic judgments about the influence
of local cults and thus about the significance for Montanism of the history
of religion of the country of origin.®® Admittedly, it has just recently been
argued again with great energy that “traditional-pagan influences could find
entrance into a Christian movement (sc. such as Montanism) only if the
movement had been ready for such athing from the beginning.” %
Occasionally, the Montanist “oracles’” have been compared with Apollo
oraclesfromAsiaMinor and the Montanist * prophets’ with the so-called ora
cle prophets, and the fact that Montanus is designated as a (former) priest
of Apollo®® in a pseudo-Athanasian dialogue between a Montanist and an
Orthodox®* has been invoked to support this view. The well-known ora-
cle sites of Claros®? and Didyma®”™ from Asia Minor are usualy drawn
upon for such comparisons, though unfortunately practically never the
sanctuaries that lay much nearer to the geographical center of Phrygian
M ontanism—namely, the sanctuaries of Apollo Archegetes (Pythoktonos),
of Apoallo in Phrygian Laodicea, and of Apollo (Lairbenos), which is ele-
vated on astriking hill above the Buyuk Menderes (Maeander) River about
2.18 miles (3.5 km) from the village Bahadinlar.* But at least with the

366 Schepelern 1929 (esp. 130-59, “Montanism and the Phrygian Inspiration Manti-
cism”). For Strobel 1980, 228, Montanism is “a movement that is basically deeply Chris-
tian . . . but which from the beginning was embedded not only in the Phrygian people
but also in its religious background without completely slipping into it in a syncretistic
manner”; for individual criticisms of Schlepelern, compare also K. Aland 1960, 134-39.

367 Dounton-Fear 1982; Baumeister 1978a; 1978b.

368 Compare, for example, Bonwetsch 1881, 149; Labriolle 1913b, 3; Kraft 19553,
271 (“If we reflect on the role that the Revelation of John played among the Montanists,
then it is completely unimaginable that Montanism was amix of Christianity and Phrygian
culture”); Aune 1983, 313 (The “ deliberate attempt by Christian heresiologists to paganize
Montanus hasled many modern scholarsto agree that Montanist prophecy wasan intrusion
of pagan revelatory ecstasy into Christianity. Thisview is completely false”).

3% Hirschmann 2005, 21.

S0 Movtavog 6 tod Andlhwvog iegee (Ficker 1905, 455.13-14 = Heine 1989,
122). The report is problematic insofar as he is elsewhere, asis well known, made into a
former priest of Cybele: (Pseudo-?)Didymus, Detrinitate Il 41.3, yevopuevog ieevg (. . .)
eidmhov (PG 39: 989 B = Heine 1989, 146), and Jerome, Epistulae 41.4, abscisum et semi-
uirum habuisse Montanum (Hilberg 1910, 314.18); compare Markschies 1994, 27 n. 123.

371 According to Scorialensis X 11 11, fol. 431—433' (saec. X|11; cf. Opitz 1935b, 68-72).

372 Buresch 1973, 29-47; Lane Fox 1986, 171-261.

373 Fontenrose 1988, 77-105.

874 | repeat a route description from Markschies 1994, 25 n. 10: “The sanctuary lies
on a scenically unique position on a toe wall and must be reached via a field path. This path
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templesin Hierapolis and L aodiceawe are indeed dealing with oracle sanc-
tuaries. We will now briefly consider in succession these cult sites that were
in the immediate vicinity of the original geographical home of Montanism.

2.2.2.1 Hierapolis

Apollowasthe“city god” of the Phyrgian Hierapolis,** and a correspond-
ing building with a prostyle is both verified archaeologically®”® inits struc-
tural form from the third century CE and attested in a detailed description
from the sixth century.®”” The site is characterized by local peculiarities: in
the podium of the temple, above all on the northern side, there are approx-
imately 3-cm-wide dlits that are intentionally kept open through which a
suffocative natural gas (primarily carbon dioxide), which is still flowing
today, can escape from an underground cavern.®”® There is an entrance on
the south long side of the temple that |eads into the grotto. A whole series
of ancient authors describe these vapors and the neighboring Charonion
or Plutonium, a great cavern whose entrance probably lay near the theater
(and thusin theimmediate vicinity of the Apollo sanctuary).®® For our line
of questioning, the reference in Apuleius, which is roughly contemporary
with Montanus, is especially interesting since it brings the vapors of the
Apollo cult of Hierapolis into connection with those of Delphi.*° Some

turns by the last house on the northern end of the village at the main street to the left. The
distance between Ortakdy and the sanctuary is about 8 kilometers; from Bahaettinler, 3.5
kilometers must still be traversed.”

375 Weber 1910, 181; compare Wernicke 1895, 1-111 s.v. “Aktios” (42), “ Archegetes’
(44), and “Lairbenos’ (58). On the Jewish population in Hierapolis, compare now also
Herz 1988, 14-20.

378 This temple was not yet discovered in the 1887 German campaign (Humann et
al. 1898, 41-43; Ramsay 1895, 84-121) but in the Italian excavations after 1957 (seein
genera Parke 1985, 180-83). Discoveries of stones, wall remains, and coins in the third
century temple suggest that atemple of Apollo waslocated here already in the second cen-
tury (Carettoni 1963/1964, 411-33; Kekeg 1992, 43; cf. also Verzone 1971).

S77 Photius, Bibliothecae codices 242 (Damascius, Vita Isidori 131) p. 344 b 35-345 a
27 (= Henry 1971, 34-35, or Zintzen 1967, 176.4-178.11); compare Weber 1910, 184-89;
Asmus 1911, 174.

578 Carettoni 1963/1964, 430 with fig 40.

87 Strabo, Geographica XI11 4.14 (Meineke 1866-1877, 880.6-881.6); Cicero, De
divinatione | 79 (Schaublin 1991, 82); Cassius Dio, Historiam Romanorum libri 68.27.3
(Boissevain 18951931 I11: 215.15-216.6); lamblichus, De mysteriis 4.1 (Parthey 1965,
182.9-13); Damascius apud Photius, Bibliothecae codices 242 p. 345 a 14-24 (Henry
1971, 34-35 = Zintzen 1967, 178.5-10); Ramsay 1895, 86; Ruge 1899, 2184; Weber 1910,
233-36. Compare now aso the transdlated texts in Ritti 1985, 7-12.

380 Apuleius, De mundo 17: vidi et ipse apud Hierapolim Phrygiae (Beaujeu 1973,
137 = Moreschini 1991, 165.10-16). Right before HierapolisApuleius mentionsthe Apollo
oracle of Delphi; for the cult aetiological comparison, see also Weber 1910, 188-89.
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sort of connection between the vapors and the oracle prophecy must have
existed in Hierapolis aswell; admittedly, we know nothing exactly. Unfor-
tunately, only very few oracle texts have remained preserved. The Apollo
temple of the third century again used stones, on which such oracles were
attached; they document that corresponding pieces of information could
be received from the sanctuary, at least since the late Hellenistic period.
Three answersto questions are preserved from the Hadrianic period.®! The
first is presumably directed to an oracle prophet:*¥? “Take possession
of the thigh (of the prisoner). Through the voice of the god who makes
himself understood you speak divine things and you yourself hear divine
commandments.” % The second answer presumably advises a magistrate
official to moderate his decisions. The third is directed to the city of Hier-
apolisitself, which had inquired because of water problems.®* According
to the view of Herbert William Parke, these texts differ from the other
Apollo oracles: “In style they show some resemblances to each other and
are distinctly different in tone from any of the replies preserved from
Claros or Didyma. The god ismore informal and inclined to talk round the
subject of the question put to him. If so, we may suppose that there was a
local tradition of divination at Hieropolis stretching down from pre-
Hellenic times.” 3

2.2.2.2 Laodicea and the Sanctuary of Apollo Lairbenus

Therewas aso an oracle sanctuary in (Phrygian) Laodiceaat Lycus.® The
existence of a whole series of local oracle prophets is also attested by
name through inscriptions at other places; one sent one’'s own “proph-
ets’ and “priests of the children” as a delegation to Claros.®®” Admittedly,
scarcely any archaeological work hasyet been donein the place, so neither
the exact location of the temple nor details about its cult are known. A con-
tinuation of the discontinued excavations in thisimportant place would be

381 Carratelli 1963/1964; Lloyd-Jones/West 1966; West 1967; Guarducci 1995, 100—
106; Parke 1985, 181.

382 Thus Parke 1985, 182.

383 Carratelli 1963/1964, 365 nr. Ila: Gdi)c éundooolo Oeod éte o TVHOVTOg
[Sluaréyelg attwg 8¢ xhbelg iepdv évomdmy | [1)] yao Béoua yeyelotéowy Gpioeme;
West 1967, 186: #]whiig éumdoooto: Beod 6t o0& mviovtog | [Be]ia Aéyels altwg 08
ulVeLS legMV Evomtdmy | aitap BEoua YeYeLoTéQmy GUOEWG.

34 Parke 1985, 182-83; Carratelli 1963/1964, 353-57 and 360-65.

3% parke 1985, 183.

386 Compare Livy, Ab urbe candita XXXVIII 13.1, 5 (Weissenborn/Miiller 1981,
363); Lane Fox 1986, 235; Robert 1969, 295-305.

387 parke/Wormell 1956, 35-39, and Robert 1969, 304 n. 3: icoéwg maidwv,
Oeommdovvtog (for additional inscriptions see Robert 1969, 299-301).



106 Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

especially desirable in light of the prominent location of Laodicea on the
great long-distance trade route in the Maeander valley.

One cannot say at present whether or not the sanctuary of Apollo Lair-
benus (AowpPevog), which was located even nearer to the Phrygian area
where Pepuza and Tymion must be sought, was an oracle sanctuary; heretoo
extensive archaeol ogical investigations are lacking. The assessment reached
by Hans Oppermann in 1931 till appliestoday, even after the publication of
the relevant fourth volume of the “Monumenta Asiae Minoris Antiqua’’ ;%
“If inthe cult of A[pollo] L[airbenos] individual characteristics, such ascon-
fession and manumission in the form of the transfer of ownership to Gaod,
emerge clearly while everything else remains visible only in unspecific out-
lines, then this is due to the nature of the material. Those customs are not
peculiar to this sanctuary but fit into the general picture of the non-Greek
sacral and legal customs of Asia Minor.”** [t is, however, precisely the so-
called confession or atonement inscriptions that have repeatedly found the
interest of a history-of-religion approach to Montanism as a point of com-
parison.®® For our connections, however, we can largely bracket them out
for the moment. An inscription from the first or second century CE mentions
a puotnowov,* which is probably areference to a celebration of mysteries.

Thusit can be said that there were quite anumber of small oracle sanc-
tuaries in immediate proximity to the geographic center of Montanism in
the Phrygian mountain country, whose existence did not, of course, pre-
vent ingtitutions and inhabitants of Laodicea and Hierapolis from sending
embassies to the “great” oracles in Claros and Didyma. These concen-
trations of oracle sanctuaries are conspicuous. Moreover, the time of the
reign of the Emperors Trajan and Hadrian can be designated asthe“ golden
age” of the oracle of Didyma:*2 “In the century and a quarter between 100
and 225 CE we have more recorded responses of the Oracle, whether in
literature or inscription, than for any previous period.”3%® With this brief

388 Buckler/Calder/Guthrie 1933, 97-102; compare the plan of the sanctuary, which
requires revision, on p. 98 (also found in Strobel 1980, 209 image 12) and the concise but
excellent observationsin S. Mitchell 1993, 193-95.

389 Oppermann 1931, 534.

390 | ast edited by Petzl 1994, 122-43 (nr. 106—24); compare above al Schepelern
1929, 92-105, and Strobel 1980, 208-18.

391 |n Petzl 1994, 126 (nr. 108.3-5) = Buckler/Calder/Guthrie 1933, 104-5 nr. 281:
oL TO pu<n> Poviece . . . mageoTdval TQ WoTNElw . . . ; compare Burkert 1987, 138
n. 55. In Alexander § 38/39 Lucian also attests a mystery cult for the oracle sanctuary of
Asclepius Glycon, a son of Apollo, in Abonuteichos on the Paphlagonic coast of the Black
Sea (Victor 1997, 110-13, 154-57).

392 |_ane Fox 1986, 235; compare his map “Client Cities of the Oracle at Claros,
attested in the Greek East during the Imperial Period” (175).

3% Parke 1985, 73-74; compare also Fontenrose 1988, 22-23.
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consideration of the oracle sanctuaries of Hierapolis, Laodicea, and the
cult site of Apollo Lairbenos, we have established an essential presuppo-
sition for a comparison between the pagan oracle prophecy of Asia Minor
and the Christian Montanist prophecy. In order to obtain a somewhat more
complete picture of the pagan oracle cult, however, we must still deal with
the “great” oracle sites of Didyma and Claros, whose model was—as we
have seen—also present in Phrygia. By contrast, we must refer only briefly
to the ubiquity of oracles in the ancient world—and thus naturally alsoin
Phrygia. These were availablein the form of codiceswith texts such asthe
Sortes Astrampsychi or in the form of stone slabs whose preformul ated
sentences could be chosen with the help of adie, asit were in passing.®*

2.2.2.3 The Oracle Sanctuaries and Montanism

For a comparison with the Montanist prophecy, only afew observations on
cult personnel and workings of the Apollo Oracles of Asia Minor are nec-
essary: first, it must be recalled that there were “prophets” in Didyma and
Claros. In Didyma, the moo¢pntng was evidently nominated by the Mile-
sian people from important families, chosen by lot, and remained in office
for the course of ayear.>*® The prophet Quintus Pomponius Pollio, who was
activein the second century at the oracle of Didyma, wasaphysicianandis
introduced in an inscription as “called by god”;** but Epicurean and Stoic
philosophers are attested aswell.**” An inscription from 132 CE, which was
found in the theater of Notion (province of Asia, now Giaur-K 6i, located on
the sea 1.25 miles [2 km] from Klaros®*®), mentions the prophet of the rel-
evant year with the name Hermius Attalus.®*® The relatively great number

394 “In almost every city of the south-west, through Lycia and Pisidia, a dice oracle
stood in the civic centre to be used for routine consultation by men and women of all ranks
and conditions’ (S. Mitchell 1993, 13, with reference to a corpus planned by J. Nollé and the
unpublished excavations of an Apollo oraclein Cavdarli in Phrygia, at the territory of Prym-
nessus); compare Nollé 1987 and, for the Sortes Astrampsychi, Markschies 2003, 108-10.

3% Fascher 1927, 44-47; Fontenrose 1988, 46-47; for references to other oracle
prophetsin Asia Minor, see Fascher 1927, 38—-39.

3% | quote according to Rehm/Harder/Wiegand 1958, 155-203 (nr. 202—306); here .
280 A/B, p. 194: mpod1tng K. TToumdviog ITwihinv evoefhg, mavnyvowmds, latog
©In0eig V7o ToD Oe0D. It remains uncertain whether Pomponius Pollio was called by god
asaphysician or as aprophet (Fontenrose 1988, 55), but the |atter seems more likely to me
(Nutton 1969; Lane Fox 1986, 181-82).

397 Rehm/Harder/Wiegand, nr. 285: moodpitng ®iridag Hoanhéwvog Gprhdboodog
"Emunotoelog yévog drt’ Alavtog (p. 196; it can scarcely be dated clearly); nr. 310.4-6
(p. 207: AeliusAelianus).

3% ). Keil 1936, 1075-77.

39 Dittenberger 1986, II: 1905, nr. 530 (IT: 193.1-2 and 10-11): mpodnTEHOVTOC
‘Eouiov Attdlov; Fascher 1927, 47-48.
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of prophet inscriptions from Didyma even makes it possible to comment
on the familial connections of prophets.*® The office, from whose occu-
pant al sorts of sponsor activities were expected, could be held multiple
times and at every age;*** however, information about the exact function of
the prophets is lacking there. A recently published inscription from Mile-
tus permits the reconstruction of a twisted headband (strophia) with two
loops that portrayed the insignium of the prophets.®® Naturally, this does
not describe the mass of cult personnel and the remaining offices that had
to be occupied at the sanctuaries, but the observations are sufficient for our
line of questioning.*®

The function of the two oracles can be reconstructed somewhat more
clearly. In the Annals, Tacitus describes how in Claros a priest was said to
descend into a hole, drink water “from a mysterious spring,” and “though
mostly ignorant of writing or poetry, give answersin verse form about the
things that everyone had in mind.”“** lamblichus and the excavated struc-
tures of the sanctuary correct, confirm, and supplement this portrayal.*®
The visitors of the oracle probably had access to individual underground
rooms, with the holy spring from which the prophet drank at the west-
ern end. The priest was responsible for the offering, and an oracle singer
(Beomundoc) formulated in verse for those waiting for what the office-
holding prophet delivered.*® There was also a holy spring in Didyma,
but here the prophetess did not drink, and the visitors were probably not
permitted to enter the adyton. lamblichus testifies for the end of the third
century that in Didyma, a yuv1) xonopwdog in various forms of inspira-
tion (including sitting on a GEwv) “received the god.”*” This woman is

400 This applies especially for the inscription nr. 284 from the first century CE, which
Rehm/Harder/Wiegand, 195-96, describe as “a kind of memorial of afamily . . . that pro-
vided an unusually high number of high officials in a certain period.”

01 Fontenrose 1988, 49-50.

402 \\. Giinther 2003, 451, with image 1 on p. 457.

“93 Fontenrose 1988, 56-62.

404 Tcitus, Annales || 54.3 (Heller 1982, 170): Non feminaillic, ut apud Delphos, sed
certis e familiis et ferme Mileto accitus sacerdos numerum modo consultantium et nomina
audit; tum in specum degressus, hausta fontis arcani aqua, ignarus plerumague litterarum
et carminum edit responsa versibus compositis super rebus, quas quis mente concepit;
compare Lane Fox 1986, 172—78.

405 | amblichus, De mysteriis 3.11 (Parthey 1965, 124.9-126.3); Macrohius, Saturna-
lial 18.1: sed in hoc adyto vaticinaturi plurimo mero sumpto, uti apud Clarium aqua pota,
effantur oracula (Willis 1970, 101.2—4); compare also Fontenrose 1988, 219-24.

408 Thus the description of functions according to Parke 1985, 220. According to
Robert 1967, 305, the exact opposite is the case: the Oeom@ddg drank the water and the
ROPNTNG composed in verse.

407 1amblichus, De mysteriis 3.11: %ol piy fiv &v Boayyidaig yuviy xonoumdoc,
eite QaPdov Exovoa TV TEOTWG VTO OeoD TIvOg TapadoOelcov TANQOVTOL THG
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called “prophetess” in the other sources, and some office holders are now
attested in inscriptions as well,*® after the office itself was already known
from references to it in lamblichus, Porphyry, and Origen. Oracles were
given in Didyma only on certain days and in Claros apparently on certain
“holy nights.”4%®

The preserved oracle answers show how frequently the sanctuary of
Didyma was utilized for the needs of very concrete individuals at this
time, all of whom for whatever reason found themselves in situations of
upheaval or had fallen into crises and difficulties:*° at the beginning of the
second century, for example, the builders who were constructing the the-
ater of Miletus asked whether they should begin with the arches and were
informed that it would be favorable to proceed in this way,** and at about
the same time, there was a request for help for a successful progression
of competitionsin Miletus.*? The oracles of Claros, by contrast, are often
somewhat dark and ambiguous, although there are exceptions, such asthe
(authentic?) answer to Aelius Aristides from the middle of the second cen-
tury,*3 which directsthe sick hero to Asclepius and to Pergamom, the very
city in which he finally finds healing. Oracles were, in any case, given only
in response to existing inquiries.

But what commonalities and differences exist then between the
“prophets’ of Claros and Didyma, the “prophetess’ from Didyma, and
the Montanist prophetesses and prophets? First, one must realize that such
a question compares rather different forms of religion. The pagan exam-
ples come from a more urban context and represent a cult that has long

Oelog avyng, eite éml dEovog xaOnuévn moohéyer 1O péAMNOV, gite TOUS TOdAS 1)
%©000medOV TL TéYYovoa T@ VAT 1} €% ToD VdaTOog dtulouévn déyetal Tov Bedv, €€
andvtov tottov mtndeio mtagaoxevalopévn mEog TV vodoyny EEwdev avToD
petohopfdvel (Parthey 1965, 127.3-9); compare also Parke 1985, 211-14; Fontenrose
1988, 80-85; Lane Fox 1986, 183-84.

408 Compare, for example, the mention of the granddaughter of a “prophetess Try-
phosa’ in an inscription discovered some time back (W. Gunther in Tuchelt 1980, 170;
edited and translated as nr. 17 in Fontenrose 1988, 192).

409 parke 1985, 215 and 220; cf. lamblichus, De mysteriis 3.11: év tiot 8¢ TaxToic
vuEiv (Parthey 1965, 124.11-12); or Aelius Aristides, Orationes 49.12 (= hieroi logoi 111
12 [B. Keil 1898, 416.10-18)).

410 On the “topics’ of the answers, compare Fontenrose 1988, 89-90.

4 Text in Buckler 1923, 35; compare also L. Robert 1968, 581. An edition, transa-
tion, and commentary are found now also in T. L. Robinson 1986, nr. 41, and Fontenrose
1988, 193-94 nr. 19.

#12 K nackfuss/Rehm 1924, 3012 nr. 205a = Rehm/Hermann 1997, 33-34 nr. 205a,
p. 201, and table 15/2 = T. L. Robinson 1986, nr. 42 and Fontenrose 1988, 19495 nr. 20.

413 AdliusAristides, Orationes49.12 (= hieroi logoi 111 12[B. Keil 1898, I1: 416.10-18]);
compare & so the trand ation and commentary of Behr 1986/1981, 11: 310, and H. O. Schréder
1986, 67. Behr 1968, 62, dates the event to October 147 CE.
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been institutionalized and professionalized: the oracle of Didyma stood in
close connection with Miletus and the religious and political institutions
of this city; the oracle of Claros was located in the vicinity of the metrop-
olis of Ephesus with its important harbors; and Laodicea and Hierapolis
were larger cities. By contrast, the Christian example comes more from a
village context. Moreover, we do not know whether the Montanist com-
munity was already so institutionalized that it saw its prophetesses as hold-
ers of (community) offices; at any rate, it is clear that we are dealing here
with a much more modest degree of organization.*** The cult that framed
the answers of the oracle differed considerably as well. In the Apollo ora-
cles, there were bloody sacrifices, whereas these did not occur, of course,
among the Montanists. The Apollo oracle was sought out by people who
often enough consulted the cult personne with quite concrete inquiries™®
and received an answer. We do not know whether inquiries preceded the
Montanist prophetic sayings, but this is rather unlikely. If we may trust
the somewhat meager nature of the sources, the Montanist texts deal with
guestions of prophetic inspiration and with problems of eschatology and
ethics. It isin relation to this panorama of topics that one must understand
Dennis Groh’s somewhat pointed specification that the Montanist prophecy
was “ charismatic exegesis of the Holy Scriptures’#¢ or Christine Trevett's
statement that the texts bear witness to “the prophet’s prerogative of cre-
ative use of Scripture.”#” Texts for concrete situations are not preserved
from Montanus and his prophetesses, but we also cannot, of course, rule
out the possibility that they existed. The preserved texts have recognizably
been selected from a greater number for heresiological reasons. The Apollo
oracles of Asia Minor were apparently handed down very often, though

44 Hirschmann 2005, 123-38, attempts to reconstruct the organizational form of
the “new prophecy” from the meager ancient reports and envisages an association struc-
ture with a patriarch at the top and “koinonoi” (xowvwvoi) as managing officials (so also
already Strobel 1980, 268-74).

415 Compare Plutarch, De Pythiae oraculis 28 = Moralia 25.28 408 C (S. Schréder
1990, 104.27-28): €i yountéov, ei ThevoTéov, €l davelotéov, and the examples in Aune
1983, 53-55, and Victor 1997, 28-31.

418 Groh 1985, 76. Groh refers to the allusion to 1 Corinthians 2.4 (xol 6 AOyog pov
1Ol TO ®NOUYHA pov ovx €v telfoli[c] oodpiag [AOyolg], AL’ &v dmodeiEel tveuoTog
ol duvapewe) in text nr. 5, which is ascribed to Maximilla (Labriolle 1913b, nr. 12 =
Heine 1989, nr. 5 = K. Aland 1960, nr. 16), in Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V 16.17
(Schwartz 1999, II/1: 466.18-20): dtdropar ®g Mxrog €x meoPdtwv- obx gl AMhrog,
ONua i xot tvedpo xol dvvoug (Groh 1985, 78-79; Trevett 1996, 156).

47 Trevett 1996, 85. To a certain extent, K. Aland 1960, 132, had aready signaled
this research direction when he designated the Gospel of John and Revelation as “the
sources . . . from which this movement was fed.”
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by no means aways, in meter,*® whereas the Montanist oracles show no
traces of artificial reworking. Rather, they follow the model of biblical pro-
phetic sayings, as the emphatic idov at the beginning of the Montanist text
cited above shows,*® which trandlates the Hebrew nan.**® Thus we basically
have two quite different forms of oracle prophecy before us here. How-
ever, the two are then connected with each other again by an important
commonality, because asceticism and sexua purity were required both in
the context of the Apollo cult®?! and in the Montanist prophecy and ethic.
Here, we can admittedly only mention this stimulating topic. Thus, in an
inscription of the third century, it is recorded as a religious norm: “no one
should enter unclean the (holy) precinct (of Apollo Lairbenos), swear a
false oath, or engage in sexual intercourse.” %2 And Origen bears witnessto
an oracle with a comparable content for the Montanists: “Do not come too
near to me because | am clean; for | have taken no wife and my throat is
not an open grave (Psalm 5.10/Romans 3.13), but | am a Nazarite of God,
like them drinking no wine.”*% The exterior circumstances that accompany
the prophecy are also comparable: the prophetess in Didyma found herself
in a trance during her prophesying,*** and the Montanist prophetesses and
prophets, as we have aready seen (section 2.2.1), were probably in ecstasy
after all.*>* On each side, the view was held that in the oracle, one was
dealing with divine words in human mouths. Thus, according to Lucian,

418 Bt one should compare the discussion concerning the question of “why the Pythia
no longer answersin verses’ in Plutarch (De Pythiae oraculis 28 = Moralia 25.28; see now
S. Schroder 1990, passim; Holzhausen 1993; Fontenrose 1978, 197-232).

419 Compare Jeremiah 1.10 LXX: idob xatéotomd oe ofjueQov &m £0vn %ol
Paothelog €xolloDv ®al ®OTOORATTEY %OL GIWOAAVELV %Ol GVOLKOOOUETV %Ol
rnotoaputedew. Also compare Jeremiah 51.2 LXX: Ottwg eimev #oLog 6 0£0¢ Togafh,
Ypelg tmodmate mhvta ta vond, & énfyoyov émi Tegotoalnu »od & Tag TOMELG
Tovda, %ol 1600 elowv Eonuot td évoirwv . . .

420 Compare the great number of attestations in Hatch/Redpath 1954, 677—78. For
form criticism perspectives on biblical prophecy, compare, for example, U. B. Mller
1975, 31-37, 47-56; Dautzenberg 1975, 15-42.

421 This becomes especially clear in the so-called confession inscriptions from the
sanctuary of Apollo Lairbenos; compare Petzl 1994, 122-43 nr. 106-24.

422 Petzl 1994, 129 nr. 110.5-8 = MAMA 1V, nr. 283 (Buckler/Calder/Guthrie
1993, 106) = SEG VI nr. 251: mopayéhmv ol unde dvaryov avafit’ &ml to yweiov,
EmonNoL 1] xNvoeTE TOV OQYLG.

423 Nr. 19 (Labriolle 1913b, nr. 19 = Heine 1989, nr. 19 = K. Aland 1960, nr. 19) Ori-
gen, Commentarii in Epistulam ad Titum apud Pamphilum (CPG I: 1464 p. 166: PG 14/1:
1306 A/B): Requisierunt sane quidem, utrum haeresim an schisma oporteat vocari eos qui
Cataphryges nominantur, obsecrantes falsos prophetas et dicentes. “ Ne accedas ad me
guoniam mundus sum: non enim accepi uxorem, nec est sepulcrum patens guttur meum,
sed sum Nazareus Dei, non bibens vinum, sicut illi.”

424 Parke 1985, 214.

425 pfister 1959; Speyer 1989, 358-61, 363-67.
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the “lying prophet” Alexander of Abonoteichus as Glycon sent his clients
to Claros: “Hurry to Claros, listen to Apollo, the voice of my father,”#?¢ and
in Hierapalis, it was believed that the prophet spoke * divine things through
the voice of the god who makes himself understood.”**” Finally, both the
“Montanist” logia*® and the pagan oracles*® were collected.

2.2.3 Montanism as an Early Christian Prophetic Movement

It seems to me that the comparison of two so different phenomena, regard-
less of all differences, does lead to an important, previoudly overlooked
basic feature of “Montanism” that is of fundamental significance for its great
missionary success. with its ecstatic prophecy, “Montanism” demonstrated
religious power in arather clear manner. This dimension of religious power
can aso be felt precisely in the texts of the majority church opponents of
Montanism. Thus the anti-Montanist Anonymous recounts that the attempt
of the bishops Zoticus from the village Cumane and Julian from Apameato
refute the spirit of the prophetess Maximilla failed: their mouths are said
to have been closed.®*° M ontanism represented a power that was apparently
not easy to overcome. And its power was much more tangible and directly
capable of being experienced than the powerless power of Christ spoken
about in Pauline theology or the attempts of the Christian theology emerg-
ing in the citiesto compete with the popular and professional philosophy of
their time. One can scarcely overestimate the educational sociological dif-
ferences: Christian theologians who at |east attempted to attain to the level
of Platonic popular philosophers such as Maximus of Tyre taught in cities
like Ephesus, whereas the apparently much less educated protagonists of
the“new prophecy”“* lived in the Phrygian countryside, which was mainly
characterized by large, privately owned estates.**? It was not the “modern”

426 Lucian, Alexander 29: 'Eg KAGgov {00 Vv, Toupod margog dg 8 dxotong
(Victor 1997, 104.26).

42T Compare section 2.2.2.1 with n. 383.

428 Schepelern 1929, 13.

429 Compare the reports about Cornelius Labeo's book De oraculo Apollinis Clarii
(Macrobius, Saturnalia | 18.19-21 [Willis 1970, 105.11-106.7]; for this work see now
Mastandrea 1979) and those of the Suda s.v. Nikandros: megl yonotnotwv xdviov vy
(Buresch 1973, 35; Aune 1983, 28-29) and in general Nilsson 1988, 478-85.

430 Eusebius, Historia ecclesiagtica V 16.17 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 466.22-25).

4L s, Mitchell 1993, 158-97.

432 |f one analyses their names, then the number of Roman names is CONSPiCUOUS:
Prisca/Priscilla, Quintilla, and Maximilla. Only Montanus points to Phrygia (Strobel 1980,
233-35, provides a number of attestations). Strobel 1980, 236, also mentions two attesta-
tions for the names Maximillaand Priscillain Phrygia. In spite of the remote geographical
location, people apparently spoke not Phyrgian but Greek (S. Mitchell 1993, 174).
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Christianity involved with the paradigm of the city and its culture that held
the most tangible demonstration of power for its truth but rather a move-
ment that had preserved the primitive Christian element of ecstatic proph-
ecy and the deeds of power connected with it. There can be no doubt about
this conservative characteristic of the movement: the gift of the Spirit and
the prophetic speech based on it were aready regarded in Judaism as signs
of the dawning of the end times,**® and primitive Christian literature took
over these notions.*** Evenin the following period, the prophetic dimension
did not die out in the Christianity of Asia Minor: the evangelist and deacon
Philip of Caesarea Maritima/Pal estina had four daughters who were proph-
etesses, and their tomb was shown in Phrygian Hierapolis.*® In neighbor-
ing Philadelphia, there was a prophetess named Ammia,**® about whom
we admittedly know nothing. By contrast, it is doubtful to me whether one
should therefore already immediately speak of a “Proto-Montanism” and
thereby postulate a broader circle that is said to have become “alienated
from some things in emerging catholic traditionalism.”*” Plus, the “emerg-
ing catholic traditionalism” was probably far too much a phenomenon of
urban theology and the interest in prophecy a more widespread feature of
Christian piety. Moreover, there were attempts to integrate the phenomenon
of prophecy into the solidifying office structures of the church: a Chris-
tian text from the second century calls the cwpatelov Tfig TEOPNTLKTIS
tGEewg, the corporate body of the prophetic station, the ecclesiological
concretion of the body of Christ.*® Montanism belongs in this tradition.

433 Compare Joel 3.1-2: Kol #0T0 LETO TADTO %O £y GO TOD TVEDUATAC OV
€Ml OO0V OAQRA, AL TQOPNTEVCOVOLY Ol VIOl VUMV %al ai Buyatépes LUV, nol
ol EeoPUTEQOL VUMV EVUTTVLIO, EVUmTVIaoBoovTaL, ®ol ol Veaviorol VUMV 0Qd.oeLg
Spovtal ol Emi Tovg 00VAOVS %ol &l TS QOVAAG €V TAlS TUEQALS EXEVOLS EXYED
G710 TOD TVEDUATOC HOV.

434 Acts 2.17-18: Kol #otou £v taig éoydroug fuéoauc, Aéyer 6 0edg, éxyed dmod
TOD TVELUATOG MOV ETTL TAOAV OAQRM, ROl TQOPNTEVOOVOLY Ol VIOl VUMV ROl O
Ouyatéoes VUMYV, nail ol veavionol TudV 0Qdoels SovTal, xai ol TeeoiTegoL VUdV
évumviols évumviaoOnoovrar ral ye ém Tovg 000AOUE oV %ol €Tl Tag O0VAMS LoV
€V Talg NUEQULS ExelVaLS EXYED AITO TOD TTVEDUATOS HOY, ROl TTQOPNTEVCOVOLY.

45 Acts 21.9: To0tQ (sc. Philip) 8¢ moav Ouyatéoeg TéooaQec maQOEvOL
mpodntevovoar; Proclus apud Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica 11l 31.4 (Schwartz
1999, 1I/1, 266.3-5): petd Todtov meodnTdes Téooaes ai Puhimmou yeyévnvran év
Teoamdhel Tf) ®atd TV AcLov- 6 TAPOG ATV £0TLY Exel ®al O TOD TOTEOS AVTMV.
Compare Corssen 1901 and now in detail Tabbernee 1997b, 207-12.

4% Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V 17.3 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1; 470.15-16). Other
attestations for prophetic activities in the Christianity of the time are discussed by Trevett
1996, 86-95.

7 Trevett 1996, 40-42.

48 Compare POxy I, 5 lines 9-13: 10 Y@ TQOPNTIOV TV(EDW)CL TO COUATELOV
¢otv Thig moodmTinfig ThEewe, 6 Eotv TO odua Thg 0aExdg I(noo)d Xoo(to)d



114 Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

It also legitimates its own prophecy in the framework of prophetic chains
of succession,*® and it is no accident that it flourished in the environment
of the Apollo oracles of Laodicea and Hierapalis, in a region in which it
was hatural to send embassies to Didymaand Claros. Religious power also
played aspecial roleinthe non-Christian cults of thisregion.*° It could also
be very tangibly experienced in the oracle sanctuaries. On the other hand,
the rise and quick spread of the “new prophecy”*! presupposes a special,
concrete, and actual charismatic experience among a series of people and
cannot simply be derived from a number of environmental factors.

On the basis of these results, we can now attempt to give aprovisional
answer to a central question for the history of ancient Christian religion
(and simultaneoudly for the history of Phrygian religion)—namely, the
question of the classification and success of the Montanist movement.
With the “Montanist prophecy,” we are dealing both with an archaizing
(or “conservative’#2) phenomenon that goes back to the Palestinian prim-
itive phase of Christianity and with a phenomenon of inculturation. By
holding fast to primitive Christian prophecy, Montanists emphasized a
feature of the local form of Christianity of Asia Minor, as this can also
be observed, for example, in nearby Colossae.** In this city too, Chris-
tians apparently “boasted . . . with visions’—thus at any rate the reproach

(Grenfell/Hunt 1966, 8-9; Harnack 1898b = 1980a, 341-45; Paulsen 1979). Harnack con-
sidered assigning the text to Melito of Sardes and his lost writing el moopnteiag.

4% Compare in the Pseudo-Athanasian dialogue between the orthodox and the Mon-
tanist: Ficker 1905, 456.26-27, 35.

40 Compare the mention of duvépelg of gods in Lydian inscriptions: Hermann 1981,
nr 317.3, p. 103 (114/115 CE; in Kollyda/Goélde/Incesu in Asia Minor: Meydhin Mo
Avaelng. AEU ta xatéyovoa xai Meig Twdpov | »ol ai duvapuels oadtdy . . .); nr.
440.1-2, p. 140 (118/119 CE; Gélde: [Meydin Mitne Atyuc] | [xai péyoag My Tudpov
mv...JI[..xduny pacthed]wv xai 1 d0I[vaug adtdv . . .] AToldviog); nr. 525.2-3,
p. 171 (Méyag Mig Agtepddoov AE[L] | [o]tta xatéywv »al 1) d0va | [ulg adtod);
compare also nr. 318.33, p. 104 (156/157 CE; Kollyda, “Dedication to the Great Artemis
Analitis and Meis [Men] Tiamu”). Lines 23-24 read, Meydot ovv oi O¢lot oi év AZitTolg
énmeEntnoav. At the end of the inscription, in lines 3234, it reads: dsto voiv evAoyodluev
omAroyoadrfoavteg Tag dulvaug Tdv Bed@v). See also S. Mitchell 1993, 192.

441 Compare Eusebius, Historia ecclesiastica V 16.4 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 460.15—
16); Strobel 1980, 53-59; Fischer 1974 (revised in Fischer/Lumpe 1997, 22-59).

42 0, for example, Paulsen 1978, 35-41; Frend 1988; Aune 1983, 313: “In general,
Montanism should be viewed as a renewa movement within the second century church;
more specifically it was a millenarian movement similar to the many millenarian move-
ments in early Judaism including that of Jesus himself.” | do not wish at this point to
enter into the traditional debate over the relationship between “Jewish Christianity” and
“Montanism” (cf. the history of research in Trevett 1996, 6-11) in the first instance because
before doing so the definition of Jewish Christianity would have to be elucidated.

443 Rowland 1983.
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in the New Testament letter addressed to them.*** And—our comments
especially want to bring this point into view—nholding fast to primitive
Christian prophecy simultaneously connected this form of Christian com-
munity to a popular religious form in its immediate vicinity. Indeed, the
apparent alternative between “primitive Christian prophecy” and “pagan
oracle prophecy” was, at any rate, agiven only in the viewpoint of ancient
Christian heresiologists, who wanted to unmask an intra-Christian move-
ment as “pagan.” But one must stress here that this inculturation did
not take place consciously as a reception of manners of thinking or cul-
tic forms but rested on a convergence of religious forms. As elsewhere,
causality and convergences must be strictly distinguished here; this has
sometimes not taken place in the older literature and has discredited the
whole direction of research. The evidently great missionary success of
the Montanist movement was probably based not least on this uninten-
tional inculturation—that is, on the convergences between “Montanist
oracles’ and “pagan oracles.” In both cases, human beings could expe-
rience a tangible form of religious power that the Christianity shaped by
the city with its intellectual discourses about the one God and his ethical
demand quite obviously did not mediate to them. It istherefore no wonder
that “Montanism” flourished in such a religious environment.

We can only mention a final point that would again merit a detailed
comparison here at the conclusion: among educated Christians and Gen-
tiles, there were people who sharply criticized the oracles both in their
own religion and in foreign ones. In the second century,** the Cynic phi-
losopher Oenomaus, who was from Gadara in East Jordan by birth, wrote
a vehement polemic against oracles under the title ['ofjtwv Omoa (Detec-
tion of Deceivers/ Kata Chresterion). At the turn from the second to the
third century, the Alexandrian Christian theologian Clement of Alexandria
claimed that the pagan oracles were defunct and that it was certainly no
longer worthwhile then for people to turn to them: “Silent is the spring
of Colophon”—that is, the spring of Claros.**® The oracle sites of Apollo
Clarios, Pythios, and Didymeus are said to be “worthless oracle sites’:

44 Colossians 2.18-19: undeig Huac xatafoafevétm OEAmV v TamewopQooiivy
xail Oonoxela TOV ayyéhav, o édpoxrev éufatevtmy, eixf] puolovpevog 1o Tod voog
TS 60Q%OC ADTOD, 1Ol 00 %QATMV TNV kEGAMTV, £E 0D AV TO ODOUA St TOV APDOV
%ol OVVOEC LWV EmtLY0QN YO UEVOY %ol CUUPLPatopevov abEeL TV 0DENOLY ToD OeoD;
compare Rowland 1983, 76-78.

45 For the dating, compare Hammerstaedt 1988, 11-19; Parke 1985, 146-47, comes
to similar conclusions.

446 Clement of Alexandria, ProtrepticusII 11.1: oeolyntou yodv 1) Kaotahiog my
xai Kohopdvog diin nyh (Stihlin/Treu 1972, 10.24-25); Hammerstaedt 1988, 19-24,
convincingly demonstrates the literary dependence of Clement on Oenomaus.
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dyonota yonotnoro.*” One should consider for a moment whether this
decline of the classical oracle sites cannot be brought into connection with
the diminishing significance of Montanism or with its change in character
from a prophetic to an ascetic movement*® at this same time: in light of
the decline of the classical oracle sites, Christianity too no longer needed
oracle prophecy in order to be successful in terms of mission.

2.3 The Christian Worship Service and Its Prayers

The ingtitutional contexts of explicit “theology” in today’s sense of the
word, which we have discussed in the preceding sections, were probably
only of direct significance for a small number of Christians in the imperial
period. After al, free theological teachers who offered instruction like Jus-
tin (see above 2.1.3.2) existed only in the great metropolises of antiquity
—in Alexandria, Antioch, and Rome—and possibly also in larger cities
such as Ephesus or Carthage. Firmly organized Christian schools could
not, of course, establish themselves in villages either. The place in which
Origen founded his school was arather important harbor city and headquar-
ters of a provincia administration as well: Caesarea Maritima on the Pal-
estinian Mediterranean coast. The Montanist movement, too, at least in its
beginnings, was completely shaped by the specific religious-geographical
profile of its Phrygian region of origin. In addition to these more geograph-
ical restrictions, which limited the potential circle of people interested in
such forms of theological reflection to the inhabitants of a larger city and to
the small percentage of people living in small cities or on country estates
who were able to read and had the leisure to study the literary products of
the Christian “theologians,”*° there were naturally limitations on reception
associated with educational sociological factors and (religious) mentality
aswell. Presumably, not everyone experienced the apocalyptic prophecy of
the Montanists (section 2.2), the religious enthusiasm of their prophets, and
their intensive eschatology and strict ethic to be a satisfying form of “theol-
ogy.” If one seeksaform of “theology” that was circulated very extensively
and in a certain sense even “on a massive scale,” then one must at least
consider the various forms of the Christian worship service in antiquity.

2.3.1 Worship Service, Community, and Ritual

In contrast to the other institutions that have been addressed thus far,
with the worship services, a form of “theology” comes into view that
was familiar to very many if not most Christians. With Jan Assmann,

47 Clement of Alexandria, Protrepticus 1111.2 (Stahlin/Treu 1972, 10.28).
48 powell 1975; Schollgen 1984/1985; Trevett 1996, 69-76.
449 Compare section 2.1 with n. 14 and the numbers in Harris 1989, 248-82.
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we designated this form above (section 1.1) as “implicit theology,”°
because the theological leading assumptions implicit in the liturgy (e.g.,
the leading assumptions of a hymn or the entireimplied logic of an order-
ing of a worship service) are not unpacked discursively. Here, we may
not, aswe have likewise already seen, demarcate the explicit “philosoph-
ical theology” of an Origen or the Montanist “oracles’ from the implicit
theology of an ancient worship service form as strict opposites such as
the colors black and white, but we must perceive them instead as “poles
of agraduated scale . . . on which we must reckon with various levels of
explication of theology.”*** A strict opposition is likewise ruled out when
one looks at the “publicness’” addressed in each case (understood here as
general accessibility as distinct from the sphere of the private). Until the
revolutionary changes of the fourth century, ancient Christian worship
services were in the strict sense not public.®? As Christian teachers, Jus-
tin and Origen did turn to a public that was both educated and interested,
but they clearly did not teach in al openness at the market places of the
metropolises. Their theology was neither generally public nor fundamen-
tally nonpublic. Perhaps one can speak of a “reduced publicness.” The
strict nonpublic character of the worship services, which were accessible
only to the Christian community and were organized in a correspond-
ingly private framework, was secured through an ethos and increasingly
through a policy of devout reserve in relation to passing on details about
the worship service and sacraments to non-Christians. Still, one certainly
cannot speak in the pre-Constantinian period about a proper obligation to
secrecy that has been designated since the late seventeenth century with
the term disciplina arcani (discipline of the arcane), which was originally
charged in atheologically controversial way.*

With the worship service, the community that celebrates it comes into
view. Thus (implicit) theology is analyzed here in the context of aritual.
By “ritual,” one usually understands a formalized repetition of the same
types of action through which asymbolic order is portrayed via means that
are perceptible to the senses.®** More recent ritual scholarship, however,

450 Assmann 1992, 25.

451 Assmann 1986, 49.

452 This opposition applies, although the notion of a “public sphere” (Offentlichkeit)
is naturally modern: Holscher 1978, 413-38.

453 On the history of the term, see Powell 1979, 1, but compare Constitutiones apos-
tolicae VIl 25.6 (M. Metzger 1987, 54.19).

454 Belliger/Krieger 2003. On the interesting interaction of ancient Christians with the
Latin term ritus, see the concise but comprehensive treatment of Bader 1998, 27071, as
well as Koep 1962, 43-59. By ritus Cicero understands the recognized manner of present-
ing an offering (De legibus 11 8.20 [Ziegler 1988, 264.26]).
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has shown that the repetition that is structurally characteristic for theritual
(the schematization) does not have absolute uniformity as a consequence
but includes a ritual dynamic: “Precisely because rituals are meant to
develop effects, the identical repetition was not sought for its own sake in
the execution, but always the adjustment to the relevant circumstances.” 4%
We admittedly know very little about these concrete circumstances—that
is, about theindividual communities and the corresponding regional modi-
fications. An introductory overview of the sources will show that a section
on “community and worship service” in the second and early third cen-
turies must concentrate above all on the Eucharistic worship service and
here especially on the Eucharistic prayers in order to obtain reasonably
secure ground under our feet. It will then also become clear that the inven-
tion of new worship service rituals by Christians in antiquity is a sign of
that very ritual dynamic to which we have already referred.

2.3.2 Christian, Jewish, and Pagan Worship Services

First, however, it is worthwhile, regardless of al the source problems
that also exist here, to look briefly at the pagan cult, which is scarcely
drawn upon for the purposes of comparison in the context of liturgical
studies—in contrast to the great attention given to the worship service of
the Jewish synagogue.®*® The rejection of “animal sacrifice, drink offer-
ings, and incense offerings’ as a common canon of Jewish and Christian
cult criticism too clearly appears to be diametrically opposed to precisely
this pagan worship service event.*’ In pagan cults there was, in fact, an
offering at a central point, and the local priests and cult priests acted as
mediators between the gods and the participants in the cult.**® Through the
killing of animals in the framework of the cult (Bvoio)—and the cult per-
sonnel who killed the animals (homo necans)—the pagan ritual appearsto
be fundamentally separated from the Jewish and the Christian ones. And at
first glance, the pagan cult naturally has a completely different function for
the public as a whole wOMg than the Christian worship service, which was

455 Weinfurter 2005, 9.

456 For a critical evaluation of the traditional research position, see Schafer 1973,
391-413. For one of the most important sources, compare Heinemann 1977, esp. 37-69; in
general, see Levine 2000, 501-60 (chapter XV1I: “Liturgy”) and Reif 1993, 2-8 (history
of research).

47 Justin, Apologiai 13.1: . . . dvevdet) (0 dnuoveyds Todde Tob TavTdC) aipdTwy
1ol 0movOMV xot Buapdtov (Goodspeed 1984, 33/Marcovich 1994, 50.2).

458 Stengel 1920, 32-48, 95-98; on the differences between pagan ancient “priests’
and modern Christian “priests,” see the instructive discussion of Rupke 1996, 252-55.
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first held in private houses. If one studies any sacred legal inscription,*®

then these differences quickly becomevivid. In the late Hellenistic period,
an inscription was placed on awall of the temple of Artemis Cindyasin
Bargylia in Caria of Asia Minor (the southern coast of today’s Turkey),
in order to reorganize the festival of the goddess after the great politi-
cal upheavals of the second century BCE. According to legend, there was
a miracle-working statue of Artemis Cindyas in the temple.*® From the
aforementioned inscription in this temple, the significance of the animal
offering quickly becomes clear—for detailed liturgical sequences are not
conveyed in them, let alone texts that were recited.*! Rather, a first text
(SEG XLV [1995], number 1508A) gives a clear regulation that in the
framework of thefestival, the prepared cattle were brought in a procession
to the temple, whereby the best cattle, together with those who had raised
them, opened the procession (lines 6-9). In the run-up to the great festi-
val day, the cattle were examined in the popular assembly and certified
again by officials (lines 3 and 4). On the festival day itself, the animals
were brought in the procession to the temple and sacrificed there and their
flesh was divided: the gods received only the (inedible) innards; as gifts
of honor, the shoulder and haunches went to the priests; and on the day
after the celebratory offering, the rest of the flesh was distributed at the
market place to citizens of the city who consumed it together (lines 9-13).
The great meal of flesh was a sociable continuation of the cultic action
that bound together the whole city. A heavy fine threatened those who
neglected their appropriate duties (lines 28-30). If one considers that the
ox was the most expensive animal and the consumption of flesh was only a
rare exception in antiquity, then it becomes clear once again how strongly
such festival days shaped and affected awhole city. The inscriptions show
(SEG XLV [1995], number 1508B) that an effort was made to include
additional groups of people such as the local noncitizens (the metics'®?)
and to present the most successful cattle farmers to the public even more
clearly in the public eye and not only in a procession.

459 parker 2004; Peirce 1993.

480 | n Polyhiusit says that no rain or snow may fall on the statue, although it standsin
the open (Histories XV1 12.3); similarly in Strabo (Geographica XIV 2.20).

4L SEG LXV (1995), nr. 1508A/B, pp. 408—11. For the first publication of the new
fragment with trandlation, see Blumel 1995, 35-36; 1997, 154; 2000, 89-94; K. Zimmer-
mann 2000, 451-85 (with corrections of SEG 45 on p. 485); for aGerman translation of the
inscription, see Hotz 2005. The (lost) inscription that was published by Patton/Myres 1896,
218-19 (nr. 8), possibly belongs a so in this connection. Observations can also be found in
Lupu 2005, 100 (1. 9-13), 107.

462 K . Zimmermann 2000, 46972,
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Comparable scenes could be set forth, for example, for the great Arte-
mis sanctuary in Ephesus® but naturally for the contemporary imperial
cult as well, which adopted many elements of traditional religious rit-
uals such as procession, sacrifice, and feasts.*** Unfortunately, here too
we possess only normative texts (regulation of the cult) but scarcely any
performative texts (hymns and prayers) or descriptive texts: the everyday
practical implementation and individual perception of the imperia cult
can scarcely be reconstructed any longer.*® But regardless of all differ-
ences, what we know makes clear that the dynamic of the action sche-
matized as a ritual consisted not least in its communicative function for
certain groups. the inhabitants and visitors of a small city were informed
through the festival of the goddess Artemis not only, for example, about
this goddess and her veneration but also about the city, its piety, and its
structures. One could certainly say that the cult, under the conditions of
a population that was able to read only to a very limited degree, repre-
sented a theology that was made public. As Walter Burkert has shown,*¢
precisely the bloody and drastic features of the sacrificial ritual that we
find disconcerting today served this end as well. But we must realize that
alongside the great, bloody, and special festivals, there was also a simpler
daily piety in which incense and the lighting of lamps played a great role.
Alongside offerings, ordinary people participated in the imperial cult sim-
ply and easily through prayers; they decorated the doors of their houses
with laurel wreaths and clothed themselves in a festive manner.*” The
dimensions of the ritual were varied and mixed: for example, a society in
Alexandria cared for the portrait of the emperor (gixdveg oefaotdv) and
devoted itself to the cult of the Empress Faustina the younger (ca. 130—
176 CE);*®in Didymaand Stratoniceia, new, old, and ancient hymnswere

463 Bammer 1978; Bremmer 2000; Stengel 1920, 108-18.

44 A comparable inscription would be a decree from Gytheum, the old main port of
Sparta: SEG XI (1950), nr. 923, pp. 160-62 (honorary decree for Emperor Tiberius; cf.
Rostovtzeff 1930; for an English translation, see Beard/North/Price 1998, 254-55); com-
pare also Chaniotis 2003; Herz 2002; Price 1984b, 101-21 (significance of the cult for the
life of the cities), 207-20 (sacrifice = Price 1980), and esp. pp. 210-11 on Gytheum.

465 Chaniotis 2003, 19.

46 Burkert 2003, 1-2.

467 Nilsson 1945, 65-66; Price 1984b, 228-29; Clauss 1999, 322—-23 (public provi-
sion of the expensive incense) and 328-34. Chaniotis 2003, 18-19, speaks of an “imperial
period tendency toward an interiorization” and a “search for a personal contact between
human beings and God.”

468 From an inscription that was discovered in 1993 (possibly at the location of the
Caesareum of Alexandria) on a (fragmented) column: . . . oi o ovooeitov Zefaotdv
elndvav xal Pavoteivng Paolag Zmootdérov Néag Zefaotic. For the text of the
inscription and commentary, see Bernand/Bernand 1998, 97-101, esp. 98 (text) and
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sung in the cult by boy choirs;** and in some places, offerings were made
in front of houses on provisional altars when the procession passed by.*™
In distinction from the previously considered institutional contexts of
Christian theol ogy, the pagan cultic practicesin theritual sphere are suited
in only a very limited manner for comparison with the corresponding
Christian cultic actions. The private, nonbloody cultic action of the new
religion was at most connected with the dramatic and bloody features that
were characteristic of the pagan public cultic actions through the rumor
that small children were sacrificed and eaten in Christian worship ser-
vices. But that rumor of Thyestian meals (Tragoedia Thyestae),** which
was widespread in antiquity and by no means applied only to Christians,
exceeded the dramatic of actual contemporary cultic sacrifice in such an
excess that in this way, a specia position of the Christians in public life
was again made clear.*”2 From the second century onward, educated Chris-
tians publicly polemicized against the bloody sacrifice in the pagan cult*®
and certainly made recourse here to Jewish and pagan criticism of sacri-
fice.#™* Therefore, comparisons between the pagan cult, on the one hand,
and Jewish and Christian cults, on the other hand, are possible at most
where the sacrificial cult was spiritualized and nonbloody, spiritual

99-100 (commentary); compare also SEG XLVIII (1998), nr. 1960, p. 643, and Chaniotis
2003, 10-11.

469 Thus an inscription from Didyma (Rehm/Harder/Wiegand 1958, nr. 217): Merkel-
bach/Stauber 1998, nr. 01/19/10, pp. 76-77 (lines 6-7). Apollo says, yaiow &’ émi ;o
aotdf | [»el te vén t]ehéOn- (lines 8-9).

410 Clauss 1999, 33233, with documentation.

471 Thus Tertullian, Ad nationes | 7.27 (Borleffs 1954, 20.27).

472 Eysebius, Historia ecclesiasticaV 1.14 (Schwartz 1999, 11/1: 406.25); comparethe
Christian reaction to such accusations in Athenagoras, Legatio pro Christianis 3.1 (Good-
speed 1984, 318); Theophilus, Ad Autolycum 11 15.1-3 (Marcovich 1995b, 115.1-10);
Tertullian, Apologeticum 2.4 or 7.1 (Dekkers 1954a, 87.12-13 and 98.1-4); and Minucius
Felix, Octavius 28.2 (Kytzler 1982, 27.6). Compare also Bickerman 1980, 225-55, esp.
231-33 (first published as Bickerman 1927); Délger 1934; Freudenberger 1967; Speyer
1963; Schafke 1979, 579-95 (with extensive citation of sources).

473 Odes of Solomon 20.3 (the sacrifice of Christians is not “as the world™); Ptolemy,
Epistula ad Floram apud Epiphanius, Panarion seu adversus Lxxx haereses 33.5.9 (Holl/
Dummer 1980, 455.7-10): ®ail YOQ TQO0(G0QAS TQOTHEQELY TQOGETAEEV ULV O CWTNQ,
A vyl Tag 0L AAOYWY TOWV 1) ToUTWV TOV Quaudtmy, dALG dLa TVeEVpOTIXDY
aivav xat d0EMV xal evyaolotiog %ai O TS €ig ToVE TANCIOV ®OoWVMVING ®ol
evmoliog; Aristides, Apology 1.2 (Pouderon/Pierre 2003, 256.12-13 [Greek]/186 [Syr-
iac]); Athenagoras, Legatio pro Christianis 13.1-2; Irenaeus, Adversus haereses 1V 29.1-2
(Rousseau 1965, 764.1-770.44); Minucius Felix, Octavius 32.2-3 (Kytzler 1982, 30.29—
31); and elsewhere. R. P. C. Hanson 1980, 913-14, refersto a Jewish prehistory in Shylline
Oracles 111 591-92 and IV 162—70 and mentions other passagesin pp. 915-17.

47 Stroumsa 2005h, 108-44.
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sacrifices (hoywol Ouotow)*™ replaced bloody material ones. We do not,
of course, need to take up this much-treated topic again in detail here.
The relationship between Christian and Jewish worship services was
already much closer because of the common rejection of pagan sacrifice.
But this picture of a close relationship is also conditioned, of course, by
the apparently good source findings for the form and course of the Jewish
worship service of the word in the synagogues. If, by contrast, one were
to draw on the Jerusalem temple cult for comparison, whose ritual regu-
lations and liturgical texts were also handed down after its destruction in
the first century, then one could not speak so easily of a comparison and a
close relationship. We are much better informed about the Jerusalem sac-
rificial cult than we are about the pagan sacrificial cult. Thus we know, for
example, some of the readings that accompanied the sacrificial ritual in the
Jerusalem temple during the time before its destruction in the first century
CE (m. Tamid 5.1),%"® but as we have seen, we know scarcely any liturgical
texts from the pagan sacrificial cult in the imperial period. But the ability
to compare the Christian worship service with the Jewish one is made
difficult not least by the fact that strong regional differences predominated
both in the Judaism of the imperial period and in Christianity, and many
regulations that were long regarded as very old developed only gradually.
Even if much is currently in flux in the history of the Jewish and Chris-
tian liturgies of the early imperial period, one can still point (with Gerard
Rouwhorst)#” to some conspicuous paralels. First, the reading of biblical
textsin the early Christian liturgy forms a clear parallel to the Jewish wor-
ship service, evenif the position of the reading in the worship service or the
emerging reading cycles are scarcely comparable.*® Second, in the same
breath asthe reading, we must mention itsinterpretation in asermon, which
was evidently already connected with the reading at a very early point.*®
Another paralel is the emergence of the Christian Easter festival, which
represents—however the details should be imagined—a transformation of

475 Aoyial Buaion Corpus Hermeticum | 31 (Nock/Festugiére 1945ff, 1: 19.1) and
X1 18-19 (Nock/Festugiere 1945ff, I1: 208.13, 16); compare Ferguson 1980; Young
1979; 1972.

476 Compare, for example, Heinemann 1977, 122-38; for a treatment that is more
extensive but obsolete in parts, see Elbogen 1995, 245-50.

4" Rouwhorst 2004; compare also Rouwhorst 1997; Reif 1993, 53-87 (“The early
liturgy of the synagogue”).

478 On the reading of Scripturein the worship servicein Christian antiquity in general,
see Markschies 2004b (with additional literature there) and Rouwhorst 2002, 316-17; for
the synagogue, compare, for example, Levine 2000, 13543, 506-10; Schiffman 1999;
Rouwhorst 1997, 77-78.

479 |evine 2000, 145-47 (attestations primarily from the New Testament and from
Philo) and 549-51 (from rabbinic literature).
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the Jewish Passover festival. The same applies to the oldest theology
of this festival in Médlito of Sardis, Pseudo-Hippolytus, or Origen.*®
Finally, the celebration of the Eucharist and especially the Eucharistic
prayer that is central to this celebration has clear Jewish paralels as well,
irrespective of whether or not one should trace it back directly to the prayer
of thanksgiving after the meal, the Birkat ha-Mazon (thus after Cuming
above all Bradshaw).®! Many of the aforementioned paralels can be
traced back to the fact that Christian communities continued the liturgical
customs of Judaism or adopted and modified them when they configured
their own forms. But it has become increasingly clear in the most recent
period that such reception processes may not be thought of as a one-way
street: it is clear that there were Christian influences on the developing
Jewish liturgy as well. Admittedly, this exciting field cannot be dealt with
indetail here.®®? But it is absolutely necessary to mention that the Christian
worship service apparently shared a leading basic principle with the Jew-
ish one relatively quickly and had adopted it from there: one understood
—asthe Sanctus makes clear, which is first attested biblically in the mouth
of heavenly beings®*—all earthly liturgy as an imitation of the heavenly
cult, which is presented to God without interruption through the various
classes of angels. As Eusebius of Caesarea putsit, “ Thus with the hostsin
heaven he (sc. the Logos) also leads those on earth to the praise of the
King of the al.”** The significance of this heavenly grounding of all
earthly liturgy has become even clearer since the Songs of the Sabbath
Sacrifice from the Qumran findings were published (4QShirot ‘Olat HaSh-
abbat, 4Q400-402, 403406, possibly 407 and 11QShirShab, 11Q17);%
another fragment from the late Herodian period was found in Masada
(Mas Ik).* The writing on the leather fragmentsis dated partly to the late

480 Detailsin Rouwhorst 2004, 81-82.

481 Rouwhorst 2004, 82-86; Bradshaw 2004, 33, communicates an early Palestinian
form of the Birkat ha-Mazon on the basis of Finkelstein 1928/1929, 211-26 (see pp. 215~
17 for a juxtaposition with the relevant prayers of the Didache and pp. 23662 for the
critical edition of the variants). See also the presentation in Hanggi/Pahl 1998, nr. 122-25,
pp. 9-12. Cuming 1989, 340, was already skeptical aswell.

482 A\ good introduction is provided in Leonhard 2004 (which is also agood introduc-
tion into the relevant studies of Daniel Boyarin and Israel Yuval).

483 Theinvestigations of Gabriele Winkler on the origin of the Sanctusin the Christian
liturgy are summarized well in Bradshaw 2004, 127-28, and M. E. Johnson 2000; compare
now Winkler 2002, 170-72.

484 Eusehius, Theophania | 41 (Gressmann/Laminski 1992, 58*.31-32).

485 Newsom 1998; 1985; Charlesworth/Newsom 1997, 138-89 (“composite text” of
the thirteen hymns).

486 Newsom/Yadin 1984, 77-88 (text is also, for example, in Newsom 1998, 239-52).
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Hasmonean period and partly to the early Herodian period.*” The texts
are said not to come from the community of Qumran but from “priestly
scribal circles.”*® The thirteen songs consist mostly of the description
and quotation of the praise that the angel's (ombx, omax5n, owitp, mn and
diverse additional classes®?) offer to God in his heavenly temple and thus
legitimate the earthly cult.*® In the heavenly cult, there are wonderful
words, intelligible for those who have “knowledge of eternal things’
(o5 w115 om),*! but the very songs and formulas that distinguish the
earthly worship service are aso used.

Before we can analyze the Christian texts with a view to our line of
thought, however, we must first discuss in somewhat greater detail the
difficult source basis that can be drawn upon when the concern is with
the history of the Christian worship service in the imperial period.

2.3.3 The Sources for the Early Christian Worship Service

The one who seeks to understand the development of the Christian wor-
ship service in antiquity as part of the history of Christian “theology”
quickly encounters a problem of sources. The clearer it has become
through the research of the last decades that the various liturgical actions
in the pre-Constantinian period (the weekly celebration of the Lord's
Supper, the worship service of the word, and other forms of prayers)
did not develop from certain primitive forms of an “apostolic liturgy”
but showed an extraordinary diversity in structure and content from the
beginning,*? the heavier the extensive absence of relevant texts from this
time has weighed. Paul F. Bradshaw explains this development of the
liturgy from manifold origins to more fixed forms, which was expressed
some time ago in the memorable phrase “from freedom to formula,” 4%
with the relatively small binding force of the liturgical regulations at the
beginning: “liturgical texts fixed in writing were virtually unknown in
the first three centuries; the worship service was consequently largely

487 Newsom 1998, 173-74, 197, 221-22, 253-54, 293-94, 308, 395.

488 Charl esworth/Newsom 1997, 5.

489 Newsom 1985, 23-38.

4% Newsom 1985, 72: “rather some sort of experimental validation of their claims.”

491 5ong 6, line 45, in the reconstruction of Charlesworth/Newsom 1997, 158: Mas1k
2.26, 4Q403, fragment 1 1.11, 4Q405, fragment 3 2.1.

492 Eor brief orientation on the state of research, see Bradshaw 1985; the classic
research is represented by Klauser 1965, Jungmann 1967, and the more recent state of
scholarship by Bradshaw 2002, 73-97; 2004, 24-138.

493 Bouley 1981, esp. 89-158 and 217-53; Bradshaw 1993. Similarly, by the way,
Levine 2000, 504: “Our sources indicate that liturgical practice was far from fixed.”



2: Three Ingtitutional Contexts 125

improvised and was correspondingly flexible in its development.”*** We
already read in Justin that the presider at the Eucharistic worship ser-
vice formulates prayers and thanksgivings (freely) as well as he can (6o
dUvaug avt®),”® and the so-called Traditio Apostolica (see section
2.3.4.4) prohibits the bishop from giving thanks as if he had learned it
by heart “but each should pray as he can” (3 A K& Ta TSOM MMOYa
noYa €NamAHA).® Naturally, one must also not exaggerate the
notion, correct in itself, that the liturgy was improvised, since texts fixed
inwriting from the pre-Constantinian period do still exist. These certainly
do not represent “the Roman,” “the Antiochene,” or “the Alexandrian”
liturgy, but they were probably used and handed down in these regions
by groups whose boundaries and influence we can no longer determine
exactly. In contemporary Judaism, there were evidently written collec-
tions of prayers.*” Moreover, the trend “from freedom to formula’ led
to fixed texts. Origen already says in his conversation with Heracleides
and other bishops (middle of the third century), “When praying we want
to remain with the fixed formulas,” but with this statement he intends “to
say something daring.” %

Admittedly, the depths of the source problem are plumbed only in a
rudimentary way with such observations. If for the understanding of ritu-
asan analysis of their nonverbal aspects of presentation, which have been
designated for sometime as “ performance,” is aso necessary, then reports
on this aspect of the ancient Christian worship service are lacking—apart
from very few exceptions that we will naturally take into consideration.
This lies in the specific nature of liturgical texts from the beginning period

4% Bradshaw 1985, 40. In the Eucharistic prayers, the bishop had the freedom of
improvisation until the middle of the third century. In addition to the literature referenced
in the preceding note, compare also R. P. C. Hanson 1961 and more recently A. Budde
2001a. For critical observations on the source basis of A. Budde's article, see now Winkler
2005, 28-29; for the Jewish findings, see Heinemann 1977, 42-45.

4% Justin, Apologiai 67.5 (Goodspeed 1984, 75; Marcovich 1994, 129.15) = Hanggi/
Pahl 1998, nr. 231, p. 70.

4% Traditio Apostolica 9 [34] (Scholgen/Geerlings 1991, 238.20-21; Till/Leipoldt
1954, 6); compare now the commentary in Bradshaw/Johnson/Phillips 2002, 70.

497 Testament of Job 50.3 (= 11.29): xai 6 Bovrdpevog Aowtdv iyvog xatahafeiv
TS Taterfic OOENS eVpNoeL dvayeyoauuévov &v Talg evyals Ths Aualdeiog ®éoag.
Schaller 1979, 371, translates, “And whoever in the future wants to understand the trace
of the day of the fatherly glory will find it written in the prayers of the horn of Amaltheia.”
On the “horn of the nymph Amaltheia,” see Schaller 1979, 325, apparatus: Greek text
according to Kohler 1972, 312. Kohler translates ApodOeiag »épag as “Horn of Plenty”
and points to a variant reading ApolOsiog Kagvadpody (pp. 288-89). Both the textual
findings and the interpretation require additional clarification.

4% Origen, Dialogus cum Heraclide 4 (Scherer 1967, 62.27-64.1): Tolunoodv 86Em
AEyeLy, evyouevoL Epuévely Talg ouvOnxroug: (cf. the elucidations in Scherer 1967, 64 n. 1).
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of Christianity, which are caled “script” in the terminology of ritual
research.

Examplesof such liturgical textsformulated inwriting from the begin-
nings are found above al in “church orders,” thusin the Didache, the so-
called Traditio Apostolica, and the liturgical material of the textsrelated to
this church order.*® To this can be added the traditions from the so-called
apocryphal acts of apostles—thus the Acts of John (CANT 215.1 = BHG
900-909) and the Acts of Thomas (CANT 245.] = BHO 1186-1204 or
245.11 = BHG 1800-1831k; BHG® 1800-18312).5 The exact history-of-
traditions background and historical context of these texts are admittedly
controversia: for example, in 1883, Richard Adelbert Lipsius explained
al the material from the Acts of Thomas against the background of the
remaining traditions on Vaentinian Gnosis as Gnostic,> while in recent
years, the background in local Syrian mgjority Christianity has become
clearer, not least through the investigations of Gabriele Winkler.5®2 Now
that the Gnostic interpretation of the passages from the Acts of Thomas by
Lipsius can scarcely secure a consensus any longer today, many regard,
by contrast, the four liturgical pieces found in the appendix of the so-
called Valentinian Exposition (Expositio Valentiniana) of the ninth codex
from the textual findings from Nag Hammadi (NHC XI,2 p. 40.1-44.37)
as pieces of a Vaentinian liturgy.>® However, the two very fragmentary
pieces on the Eucharist (NHC X1,2 d/e), which are interesting in our con-
nection, show only a very superficial Gnostic character and scarcely a spe-
cifically Valentinian one. They begin—as in the majority church—with
a thanksgiving and the assurance that an unknown group (presumably
the praying Gnostics) will do God's will “[through the] name of Jesus
Christ . . .” and has thereby attained to perfection and purity: “perfected
[in] every grace and [every] purity. Glory be to you through your firstborn

4% Compare the overview in C. Vogel 1986, 31-34 (= 1981), and now Messner 2000,
35-52, on the sources and editions.

%0 Compare Plimacher 1978, 11-14, 34-43, and now Bradshaw 2004, 123-28, as
well as Prieur 2004.

501 | ipsius 1883, 311-21.

502 Winkler 1994; 1996; in terms of its tendency, a similar view can also already be
found in Lietzmann 1926, 24047, athough he reckons with an imitation of an old tradi-
tion “in a Gnostic atmosphere” (244).

503 The pieces NHC X1,2 dfe could be assigned to the Eucharist because p. 43.20
begins, “[We] thank [to you, we say] thanks, O Father,” and the use of the Greek loanword
€Uy 0OLOTELY in this context points in the direction of a Eucharistic prayer. Thomassen 1989
discusses whether we are dealing with a“Mainstream” Valentinianism; compare in general
J. D. Turner 1994.
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Son, Jesus Christ, from now until eternity, Amen.”*** At most, this empha-
sis on the individual perfection of community members may have been
characteristic for the Eucharist in Valentinian communities: in the Val-
entinian Gospel of Philip from Nag Hammadi (NHC 11,3), we read that
the Eucharistic cup from water and wine, a “symbol (tT0mog) of the blood”
(of Jesus Christ) over which thanks are given, lets one receive “the perfect
human being.”®® The remaining reports about Eucharistic celebrations
among Ghostics (for example, the Valentinian Marcus Magus,®® or the so-
called Ophites, Borborians, and Carpocratians®®) are so heavily overlaid
with polemic that a historical reconstruction can hardly succeed.

Finally, we must mention the frequently discussed brief statements
of the Roman governor C. Plinius Caecilius Secundus in a letter to the
Emperor Trajan, which admittedly attest only the regularity of morning
celebrations with alternate singing directed to Christ (carmenque Christo
quasi deo dicere secuminvicem).®® While a precise identification of such
carmina as baptismal confession, psalms, or petitionary prayers has been
attempted, this is scarcely possible due to the relatively broad spectrum
of the meaning of the word carmen and the fact that here a non-Christian
writes about impressions gained from an interrogation.>® It is more prob-
able that in the interrogations the Christians reported quite generally

504 NHC X1, 2 p. 43.20-38; English tranglation of the German translation of W. P. Funk
2003, 761-62; similarly also the second prayer in which great weight is likewise placed on
purity, p. 44.1-37: “You, O Lord, if you diein [pur]ity, then [you] will effect (?) purity—so
that everyone who receivesfrom himto eat [and drink, will live]. Glory beto you in eternity,
Amen.”

505 Gospel of Philip 100 (NHC 11,3 p. 75.15-24): MMOTHPION' MIMAHA OYT T’
HPI' MMaY OY NTa(’ MMOY €’ KH €2Pal eNTYNOC: “The cup of prayer <, over which
thanks is given (cf. 1 Cor 10.16),> contains both wine and water. It is established as a sym-
bol of the blood {. . .} and is filled with the Holy Spirit” (English translation of the German
trandlation of Schenke 2001, 206; cf. aso his commentary, Schenke 1997, 456-57).

506 N. Forster 1999, 64-91 (commentary on Irenaeus, Adversus haereses | 13.2),
and 400-402. Foster 1999, 65, shows “that Irenaeus himself formulated the more precise
description of the course of the. . . rituals.”

507 Epiphanius, Panarion seu adversus Lxxx haereses 37.5.6—7 (Holl/Dummer 1980,
57.12-58.1); Clement of Alexandria, Stromata 11l 10.1 (Stdhlin/Friichtel/Treu 1985,
200.5-15).

508 Pliny the Younger, Epistulae X 96.7 (Kasten 1982, 642); for the interpretation, see
now in detail H. Léhr 2003, 424-27, and previously already Lietzmann 1916b (= 1962,
43-47); Dolger 1925, 117-36; Salzmann 1989.

509 Documentation in H. Léhr 2003, 425-26. Lietzmann 1916b, 36-37 (= 1962, 51)
related the formulation to the alternating recitation of the baptismal confession—that is, to
baptismal questions and answers. In view of the age of our earliest attestation for baptismal
questions, thisis very unlikely; compare also Lietzmann 1916a, 281-82 (= 1962, 54-55).
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about songs, hymns, and chants that were directed to Christ and recited in
alternate responses.t°

In the relevant sources for our question the concern—leaving the
Didache out of consideration for the moment—is with an extremely
complex material of transations and revisions whose exact relation of
dependence still cannot be explained precisely at present. The Traditio
Apostolica stands as a paradigm example of this; but the situation of the
apocryphal acts of apostles is comparable. It is virtually certain that the
Grundschrift (basic writing) of this material, which has been designated
Traditio Apostolica since the beginning of the twentieth century, already
compiled material itself and comes from the third century. It can be said
with a probability that approaches certainty that this Grundschrift, which
can be reconstructed somewhat reliably from various translations and
revisions,®™ was not composed by the urban theologian Hippolytus.5!2
New discoveries of manuscripts in Ethiopia and India, which have not
yet been published at present, have shown that we are dealing with an
extremely fluid text that is, to a great extent, also freely movable in its
content between the various languages of antiquity, so that all statements
about early, let alone primitive, forms of the material are extremely dif-
ficult to make. In order to be able to reconstruct an early basic form of
the Eucharistic liturgy from the recognizably late textual materiad—as is
attempted, to some extent, by Paul F. Bradshaw®*—extensive compara-
tive investigations on the early traditions are necessary.

Beyond the material already mentioned, only a very small number
of additional texts are available for the reconstruction of the Christian

510 Only O. Casel 1921, 184, understands invicem as a strengthening of secum and
interprets the expression correspondingly as “simply in relation to the common song”
(H. Lohr 2003, 425 n. 369).

L As long as the Editio Critica Maior that was originally planned for the “ Griech-
ischen Christlichen Schriftsteller” (Greek Christian authors) has not been completed, one
must consult the following works as practical synopses of the complicated findings: Botte
1984; Botte/Gerhards/Feldbecker 1989; Schollgen/Geerlings 1991. For a synopsis with
commentary in English, see Bradshaw/Johnson/Phillips 2002.

512 | have attempted to ground this view of the text in a more extensive study: Mark-
schies 1999b. Cerrato 2002, 98-100, and Bradshaw/Johnson/Phillips 2002, 98-100, con-
cisely summarize the subsequent discussion. In view of the present state of my knowledge
of the difficult stemma of the Grundschrift (basic writing), | must supplement my study
above all with reference to the various revisions of the “ Syriac Didascalia” and the exciting
new discovery of an Ethiopian version (see now Bausi 2009) but do not need to revise any
of the fundamental observations. According to the information of A. Bausi (Florence), the
Ethiopian manuscript discovered by him contains aliteral translation of the Greek Grund-
schrift, which is thus very near to the Latin version from Codex Veronensis and is funda-
mentally separated from the remaining late Ethiopian trandations (see now Bausi 2009).

°13 Bradshaw 2004, 135-36.
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worship service in the first three centuries: practically all the texts handed
down on papyrus come from the post-Constantinian period.>* Only Papy-
rus Wirzburg 3 (Inv. Nr. 20 Il 18; Haelst 1976, Nr. 1036°%%) from Hermo-
polis Magna is dated to the late third century.5® It is evidently a private
copy and not atext for liturgical use, possibly of a prayer of intercession
with the concluding doxology d1d ToD povoyevobg oov oudog Inood
XototoD that can be assigned —at least if one follows the not completely
undisputed supplements of Hans Lietzmann—to the so-called Antiochene
Type, which together with the “Alexandrian” constitute the two main
branches of the late ancient eastern liturgical families.s'’

However, the tradition contexts of a small humber of fourth century
papyri clearly show that the texts attested in them must be older. This
applies above dl to theliturgies of the city of Alexandriaand the Egyptian
province.>® In our context of discussion, two complexes of tradition from
this material are especially interesting, the so-called Barcelona Anaphora
and the so-called Euchologium of Serapion. Although the “nontraditional
forms’ of pre-Constantinian Eucharistic prayers have received special
attention in recent years and the Anaphora of Addai and Mari, for exam-
ple, is sometimes dated very early,*° we will restrict ourselves to the two
aforementioned piecesin the interest of an example-oriented approach.

The so-called Barcelona Anaphora is handed down among fragments
of apapyrus book in pocket-sized format, which is kept today in Montser-
rat (earlier Barcelona, “Fundacion ‘San Lucas Evangelista ™) and which
now bears the signature Montserrat 11/126-181 (= Leuven Database of
Ancient Books 0552). These pages al belong to a single Greek-Latin
mixed codex from the fourth century, from which larger and smaller parts
have been published in Spanish or Catalan by their owner Ramon Roca-
Puig over a period of forty years. The place of discovery is unknown, but
much speaks for the view that the volume belongs to the codices that were

514 An older collection that is, however, very rarein German librariesis Grande 1934.
For helpful references on questions of the history of liturgy and energetic help in obtaining
the literature, | thank Dr. Heinzgerd Brakmann in Bonn.

515 Haelst 1976, 324 (nr. 1036).

516 Compare Wilcken 1934, nr. 3, pp. 31-36 (with commentary by H. Lietzmann);
Baulig 1984, 42-43; and theimportant pointers on the text and interpretation in Sijpesteijn/
Treu 1988.

517 Compare the clear diagram in Feulner 1997, 979-80; a material-rich overview
can be found in Kretschmar 1977, 250-69. Here we can blend out the Jerusalem liturgies
because the main source traditions first begin in the fourth century; compare, for example,
Kretschmar 1956a

%18 Compare Brakmann 1996; 1987; 1999a, 452-54; 2002, 323-76.

519 Vogel 1980; for the Addai and Mari anaphora, compare the overview and literature
in Bradshaw 2004, 128-31.
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found at the beginning of the 1950s in the vicinity of Faw Qibli (Pabau),
the main monastery of the Pachomians. Most of these codices are kept
today in the Bibliotheca Bodmeriana (Cologny near Geneva) or the Ches-
ter Beatty Library (Dublin) and which are also often called the “Dishna
papers.”5?° To date, a critical edition of the entire material is lacking. For
this reason, a complete overview of the preserved material is difficult®®
but also not absolutely necessary for our purposes.

The brown pages, which are greatly frayed in part, measure (to the
extent that the imagesin Roca-Puig’'s work and his own remarksin the pub-
lications allow such conclusions) on average 12.5 cm by 10 cm, are written
on relatively narrowly in a single column (up to twenty-two lines), and
contain no numeration on the pages. The relatively clear writing allows
the book to be dated to the early fourth century.>? The volume originally
contained texts of the most varied provenance, language, and genre (in
the numeration | follow today’s inventory numbers): A (if not the first)
part is formed, with twenty-four folia (forty-seven pages), by the first two
Catilinarian Orations of Cicero, the beginning of which is admittedly lost
(apart); fol. 24" contains the conclusion of the second oration (Pack 2294/
Mertens-Pack add. 2921.1: P. Montserrat |1 = P. Barc. inv. 126-149a).5%
This was followed by a heavily fragmented rhythmic hymn, likewise in
Latin, on the birth and early youth of Christ, which is overwritten with the
words psalmus responsorius (fol. 24"—28; Haelst 1976, Nr. 1210: P. Mont-
serrat 11 = P. Barc. inv. 149b-153). It consists of a prooemium and twelve
completely handed down acrostic strophes aswell astraces of three others.
Hereword accents are conspicuous (1.9: progenies; 5.11: ad; 7.5: infantem
herodés; 7.13: sibi elégit),** as are the rich biblical allusionsin the prooe-
mium and the first two strophes (Romans 8.17; Matthew 1.21 Acts 2.11;

520 presumably discovered in 1952 in Abu Manu, 13.7 miles (22 kilometers) (north)
east of Nag Hammadi; compare Wouters 1988, 12 with n. 22 and 15 with n. 34; Kasser 1988.

521 For a concise overview, see Romer 1997, 127-28.

522 A more detailed description of the pagesis found in Roca-Puig 1965, 3-5 (papyrus,
writing division), 1943 (writing), and 47-52 (dating). Thetitle of the publication is unfor-
tunate, since the concern is not with a Mary hymn but with a Christ hymn that is directed
to the Father: pater, qui omnia regis,/peto Christi nos scias heredes./Christus, verbo natus,/
per quem populous est liberatus (proomium, |. 1-4). Compare also Emmett 1975.

523 Compare the preliminary report of the editor, Roca-Puig 1973, as well as Roca-
Puig 1971 and the edition of the passage—namely, Roca-Puig 1977.

524 The pagination provided corresponds to the first edition—namely, Roca-Puig
1965. The edition was given a detailed recension, which also contains some suggestions
for improving the text (in addition qui duodecim reges servire fecit in line 8 of the Psalm
should be retained; the same appliesto line 79 cumgratia [cf. line 69] and line 100 aquae
[the subject is Jesus]): C. H. Raberts 1967. According to Roberts, the whole fourth century
is possible for the dating.
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Matthew 11.13; Luke 1.36; and Hebrews 9.4). The aforementioned Eucha
ristic prayer of the so-called Alexandrian type (Haelst 1976, Nr. 863:
P. Montserrat || = P. Barc. inv. 154b/1554) was also included in the mixed
codex, as well as a prayer after the reception of communion, two prayers
for the sick or the ail for the sick (Haelst 1976, Nr. 864: P. Montserrat |
= P. Barc. inv. 155b/157a), plus diverse glosses and acclamations (Hael st
1976, Nr. 862: P. Montserrat || = P. Barc. inv. 154a°%). The last part of the
codex that has been identified and published to date consists of 124 Latin
hexameters on the myth of Alcestis (Mertens-Pack add. 2998.1: P. Mont-
serrat |1 = P. Barc. inv. 158-161).5%

The aforementioned prayer for the sick from the tradition context of
the so-called Barcelona Anaphora is also attested among the spectacular
new discovery of textsfrom Manichean housesin the Egyptian oasisKellis
and was therefore probably used by Manicheans as well.5?” Unfortunately,
the exact geographical origin of the bilingual book can no longer be illumi-
nated,>® and the origina function also remains unclear. But it is probably
aschool context, as the glosses and marginal notes already suggest.

If, however, in the first decades of the fourth century, an anaphora
already turns up in such a mixed codex and was most probably used in
school contexts for the purpose of instruction, then it is highly proba-
ble that one may regard it as much older than its first literary attestation
and date it to the third century. Since the so-called Barcelona Anaphora
already shows signs of the “Alexandrian type,” something about the age
of the whole text family simultaneously becomes clear.5® The Anaphora
of Mark itself is probably older as well***—for the witnesses of this Eucha-
ristic tradition text stemming from the city of Alexandria, which are dated
into the fourth century, come from provincial contexts of discovery and

525 Roca-Puig 1970; a complete edition of the liturgical texts, Haelst 1976, 863/864,
isfound in Roca-Puig 1999 (for the preceding publications, compare also Treu 1989, 1009;
1991, 96). The prayer for the laying on of hands in relation to the sick has been newly
edited in Daniel/Rémer/Worp 1997. The oil exorcism is the subject of a new edition by
Merkelbach 1996; compare Luppe 1993, 70.

526 Roca-Puig 1980 (preliminary report); 1982a (edition and commentary). On the
text material, compare also Marcovich 1998.

527 papyrus Kellis | 88; compare Daniel/Romer/Worp 1997.

528 However, in the hymn to Mary, we find the writing error naEarenum (1.11: Roca-
Puig 1965, 19), which would probably only happen to a Greek, who thinks of Naonvog
or Natwpalog. In addition, some nomina sacra are written in Greek lettersin Latin texts
aswell.

529 Roca-Puig 1972.

530 Compare the texts in Hammerstaedt 1999b, 24, 45, 109, and in Engberding 1956;
Coquin 1969; Brakmann 1981, 239 n. 1 (with corresponding documentation); Cuming 1982.
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thus, like the attestation of the Barcelona Anaphora, aready presuppose a
longer history of dissemination.>®

By contrast, it is controversial and unclear how exactly the collection
commonly titled Euchol ogion of Serapion, with thirty liturgical prayersfor
the Eucharist celebration, initiation, ordination, anointing of the sick, and
liturgy for the dead (= CPG I1: 2495), can be contextualized historically
and with respect to the history of liturgy. This collection is handed downin
the manuscript Athos Lavra 149 (eleventh century?). Its pieces were pub-
lished in 1898 by Georg Wobbermin (1869-1943), who otherwise made
more of a name for himself as a systematic theologian, after they were
discovered in the context of work on Hans von Soden’s edition of the New
Testament on Mount Athos. Wobbermin not only edited the thirty pieces
onfol. 7*—20 of the manuscript but al so wrote acommentary on the collec-
tion. Since Evyn mpoopooov Zaoamimvog Emoromou was written over
the first of the pieces and the sentence a.cal abTon evyol émtehodvTal
7RO TH|G eVYNS TOD TROOoPOEOV stood after the last, Wobbermin assumed
that it was a collection of material that belonged together and identified the
bishop Serapion named in the title with the bishop of Thmuis mentioned
in the heading of piece number 15 (ITgoogvyt Zapamimvog Emordmov
®Ouotemg). Wobbermin regarded him as the “author of the final redac-
tion.”%2 Since Serapion, a friend of Athanasius and Anthony, was bishop
in Thmuisin Lower Egypt in 339 CE and died after 362 CE, a date was
obtained in thisway, at least for the redaction of the collection.

Two years later, the text collection was edited again by F. E. Bright-
man on the basis of new photographs of the manuscript.>* Brightman
criticized the designation of the collection as EVxoAOyl0v, which was
introduced by Wobbermin and is widespread up to the present, and iden-
tified it as a (rudimentary) sacramentary —more precisely as a libellus of
the celebrant, in which therefore the texts for the deacon and the other
liturgists participating in the worship service were not recorded, either.5
But Brightman was also convinced that the collection went back to Sera-
pion. Since he read the heading for Nr. 15 as [Ipoogvyai Zagamimvog

531 Brakmann 19993, 452-54; for the Strashourg Papyrus gr. 254 (Haelst 1976, nr. 998
= Higgi/Pahl 1998, 116/118; Hammerstaedt 1999b, 24) from the fourth/fifth century; com-
pare the introductory observations and commentary in the edition of Grande 1934, 5-7,
and Wegman 1981 (for the discussion of his thesis that the papyrus contains not a section
but rather a complete Eucharistic prayer from the second/third century, cf. the literature in
Brakmann 1988, 353). On the text, see now also Ray 1997; Bradshaw 2004, 131-33.

532 \\Wobbermin 1898, 25, 31; compare now Bradshaw 2004, 133-35, and in detail
M. E. Johnson 1995, 24-42.

533 Brightman 1900.

534 Brightman 1900, 89-90.
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gmonomov Ouovemg, he even ascribed additional prayers to the Greco-
Egyptian bishop.>*> After more extensive discussions, which do not inter-
est us here, the last editor, Maxwell E. Johnson, proposed a division of the
material into different groups and regarded a pre-Nicene origin as proba-
ble only for the first group of the pieces 1—11 (thus also for the first “prayer
of offering”) and pointed out interesting parallels to other early texts. He
regarded the collection itself as a compilation of the fourth or fifth cen-
tury.>* By contrast, Wobbermin pointed out that the first piece directly
ascribed to Serapion quoted the corresponding prayer of the Didache (9.4)
word for word and therefore could well come from Serapion, since he was
friends with Athanasius of Alexandria, who also knew, used, and reworked
the Didache.®®” The question of the age of the prayer is already not without
importance because here the words of institution are incorporated into a
liturgical text.5®

By contrast, the great collections of the rel evant Roman texts emerged
much later, as a consideration of the earliest example shows: it is admit-
tedly extremely difficult to determine the age of the components of the
Libelli missarum from the Veronese collection (Biblioteca capitolare 85
[olim 80]; earlier often also called the “ L eonine Sacramentary” )>*—they
are prayer texts for the mass from the archive of the Lateran that were
collected, organized in libelli by formula groups according to the cal-
endar year, and probably not intended for liturgical use—but for our
contexts, the texts probably do not come into question: the manuscript
itself comes from the seventh century and was written in North Italy,
probably in Veronaitself.>*© Today the collection is generally dated, with
Hans Lietzmann, to the sixth century,®! and its individual components

535 \Wobbermin 1898, 25.

538 M. E. Johnson 1995, 276-77. On the parallels to the Strasbourg Papyrus, compare
pp. 255-59, 272—76.

337 \Wobbermin 1898, 25-26.

5% For a more extensive analysis, compare M. E. Johnson 1995, 233-53, and the
concise summary in Bradshaw 2004, 134-35. Criticism of the attribution to Serapion had
already previously been expressed by Botte 1964, 50-56 (it is said that the author is pre-
sumably an Arian and certainly a Pneumatomachian [55-56]); Cuming 1980b; Gamber
1967 (the original prayer consisted simply of a series of thanksgivings, followed by the
intercessory prayer from Didache 9.4 and originally a prayer over the bread alone); Nock
1929. Unfortunately, | did not have access to Dufrasne 1981, which is not evaluated by
M. E. Johnson either.

539 \ogel 1986, 38-46.

540 Thus the editor Leo Cunibert Mohlberg in his edition: Mohlberg 1956, 25-26. The
character of the collection was first specified accurately by Stuiber 1950, 77-85; Mohlberg
1956, LIX-LXIII, takes up these results. Thus one cannot speak of a “sacramentary”; the
collection is*“at best a preliminary stage for this’ (Stuiber 1950, 85).

%4 |jetzmann 1927, 30-35.
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emerged at the earliest under Roman bishops of the fifth century.>? We
can therefore ignore it in our context.

It is more difficult to date and order the various prayer texts handed
down on papyrus, of which we cannot, of course, provide acompl ete over-
view here.>? In addition to purely private, or at least more private, prayers,
we also find here pieces that were used in liturgies. Thus, for example, the
Berlin papyrus 13415 contains a page from a lost papyrus book that was
obtained at the old Hermopolis Magna and probably comes from the end
of the fourth century (= Haelst 1976, Nr. 879),% a complete prayer for
the Sabbath (capPatixn evymn: P. Berol. 13415", line 10), and preceding
this, perhaps a prayer for Friday.>* That this collection of church prayers
was originaly intended for liturgical purposes is shown by structuring
reading signs above the lines in the form of points. The community took
up “the holy words of the divine law” in the worship service (pueie[TOV]
| [tag] Tovg dylovg Adyoug Ttod Belo[v] | [vopov]: P. Berol. 13415Y, lines
5-7);5% it walks, thanks to divine grace, upon the path of truth, is fortified
in the truth (P. Berol. 13415, lines 17-18), and praises its Lord for this
in prayer: 0¢omo[ta- O]eg [mdv] | code maveniorone poviaye dyie]
| aAn[B]ewvé- (P. Berol. 13415, lines 12-14%7). If one reads the whole
prayer in context, then the pervasive grounding of the text with biblical
vocabulary and the clusters of quotations from Scripture are conspicuous.
One can almost speak of a “building block system,” in which the build-
ing blocks of the text were evidently put together from proper quotations
and alusions, which were connected by sentences inspired by biblical
language. Most of the other texts are admittedly later and come from the
Constantinian or post-Constantinian period.>®

542 For a convenient synopsis of attempts to date the collection at the time of 1956,
see Mohlberg 1956, L X1V—-LXXXV; for more recent information, see Palazzo 1998, 38—
41 (= Palazzo 1983).

543 Compare the collection in Goltz 1901, 328-53 (from church orders, the so-called
Apostolic Fathers, apocryphal apostle acts, and other Patristic literature); compare Goltz
1905b.

54 C. Schmidt 1914, 66-67; Schermann 1917. The text is also printed in Wessely
1946, 441-45, and Grande 1934, 13-14.

54 Thus the appealing hypothesis of C. Schmidt 1914, 66.

546 Compare, for example, Justin, Dialogus cum Tryphone 86.6 TV vopov %ol T
EooTAYHoTa TOU Be0D Aéyewy nal peketdv éfovhovto (Goodspeed 1984, 200; Mar-
covich 1997, 220.36-37).

547 Compare 3 Maccabees 2.2: %x0gte ®0ole Pacthed TV 0VEUVAOV %ol déomoTa
TTAoNG nTloEMG AyLe €V QYOS LOVAQYE TAVTORQATMOQ . . .

5% For the famous P. Vindob. G. 2326, which was published in 1887 under the head-
ing, “The Oldest Liturgical Piece of Writing” (bibliography of the editionsin Haelst 1976,
nr. 1004, p. 318), compare now H. Forster 1997.
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Finally, in addition to such prayer texts on papyrus, we aso have as
sources the writings of contemporary pre-Nicene theologians, which can
be evaluated with a view to liturgical questions. Here, mention must be
made especially of Justin,>*® Tertullian, Cyprian, and Origen, who have
already often been investigated with a view to these connections.>® In
these texts, we find (admittedly scattered) an abundance of information
about the liturgical daily routine and order as well as the “theology” of
various forms of worship service. In what follows, wewill in fact focuson
the Eucharistic worship service (section 2.3.4), since the source situation
for these liturgical formsis better, for example, than for baptism, ordina-
tion, and the daily liturgy or other types of daily prayer.* Our concernis
not with a complete inventory of Christian worship service forms in the
imperial period or with a comprehensive description of the prayer life of
this time but rather with the specific form of “theology” that was alive in
such liturgical performances—that is, institutionally.

2.3.4 Form and Theol ogy of the Eucharistic Worship Service

If one desires to reconstruct the position and significance of the Eucharistic
worship service for the Christian communities in the second and third cen-
turies, then unfortunately, due to the late papyrus witnesses, one must pri-
marily adhere again first (leaving aside the Didache for the moment) to the
“great theologians,” thusto people such as Justin or Origen, who wereintro-
duced in the preceding sections in their very specific institutional contexts
(sections 2.1.3.1 and 2.1.3.2). Thisisregrettable to the extent that possible
differences between the “theology” of educated strata and the Gemeinde-
glauben (community faith), to which Hermann Langerbeck pointed many
years ago, can scarcely become evident. That such differences existed
should not be doubted; such hypotheses are supported already by the differ-
ent educational presuppositions between the teachers, whom we examined
in greater detail above, and other people, for example, from the leadership
of the Roman community, whom we know of from the second century.
Langerbeck aso insisted that we do not learn much about individual piety
and the“theology” that was prevalent in the communities from public (or at
least semipublic) arguments for Christianity.>? Whether his reconstruction

549 Jourjon 1976; Rordorf 1966 (= 1986, 59-71).

%0 Dekkers 1947; Saxer 1984.

551 Bradshaw 1981, 47-71 (“The Second and Third Centuries’); additional literature
in Messner 2001, 223 and 240.

552 | angerbeck 1967. In a corresponding manner, the very careful interpretation of
the relevant passages of Justin in Salzmann 1994, 235-57, begins with observations on the
work’s intended circle of readers (pp. 235-36).
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of the conditions of the Roman community in the middle of the second cen-
tury, which starts from a“radical Paulinism of the educated and a Catholic
law-based Christianity of the naive conservative community,” is on target
or whether it reflects only the theology of a classical philologist socialized
in a Protestant manner does not have to be decided here.> Hisreference to
the Gemeindetheol ogie (community theology) remains important, and one
at least comes closer to this “community theology” when one looks at the
liturgies, which for most community members presumably represented the
ingtitution in which they came into contact with “theology.”

Wewill now go through the rel evant witnesses chronol ogically, begin-
ning with the Didache and Justin. By contrast, a discussion of specia
problems—such as the question of the place of the words of institution in
the early liturgies, which is hotly debated at present, or the question of the
various types of a Eucharistic liturgy in the first centuries —is not intended
here.®* If Paul Bradshaw is correct, then the concern cannot, in any case,
be with reconstructing aline of development; rather, an inventory of “mul-
tiple prayer units’ would have to be compiled.>®

2.3.4.1 The Didache

The discussion about the concise sections of the Didache that are related to
the Lord’'s Supper is extensive but does not need to be presented in detail
for our purposes.®® After a “two ways” teaching, the first preserved early
Christian church order®’—whose title Aoy TOV dMOer ATOOTOMDYV
is aready presumably secondary because the theologoumenon of aposto-
licity plays no role in the work®*®*—introduces regulations or texts for food,

553 |_angerbeck 1967, 175. Langerbeck, of course, rightly draws attention to the fact
that after the “undoubtedly feverish life of the years between 135-165,” we have no more
reports about prominent urban Roman teachers, which could, at the very least, speak for
theview that after the departure or death of the more prominent theologians (e.g., Marcion,
Justin, and Ptolemy), the leadership of the community was carried out by people who had
not enjoyed a comprehensive education at a high level.

554 The whole first chapter is devoted to this problem in Bradshaw 2004, 1-23, esp.
15-23 (with literature on the topic); compare now also the (not unproblematic) view of
Winkler 2004.

5% Bradshaw 2004, 121.

5% For a clear presentation of the literature see Niederwimmer 1989, 173-80; but
compare aso Klinghardt 1996, 380-86; Draper 2000; H. Lohr 2003, 421-24; Bradshaw
2002, 77-78; 2004, 24-42.

557 Bradshaw 1989; Schéllgen/Geerlings 1991, 13-21; Schéllgen 1986.

558 Without any discussion, Didache 11.4 introduces, alongside the prophet, a (like-
wise itinerant) drw6otohog (cf. Schollgen 1990). For the discussion of the title of the work,
compare the commentary in Schéllgen/Geerlings 1991, 25-26; Niederwimmer 1989.



2: Three Ingtitutional Contexts 137

baptism, and a eucharistia, using quite simple introductory categorizations
(el O¢ Thic Powoewg: Didache 6.3; el 0¢ ToD Basttiopatog: 7.1; el
O¢ Ti|g evyaootiog: 9.1). What follows under this heading is certainly not
an “order of service” (so, however, Niederwimmer) that contains all the
texts, let aloneliturgical stagedirections, for acelebration of the Lord’s Sup-
per. Rather, three liturgical texts and afew regulations for dealing with the
celebration are given. Where these texts stand in the course of a celebration
isnot indicated and does not at al lie within the interest of either the author
or the redactor. Rather, under the heading megl 8¢ g evyaQLoTiog—the
terminology oscillates between “concerning the thanksgiving” and “con-
cerning the Eucharist”>*—it provides aprayer of thanksgiving over the cup
(9.2), another prayer over the broken bread (9.3, see below), and a prayer
after the meal (pueta 0¢ 10 €uthnoOfvae: 10.2-6). These prayers are note-
worthy less because of their position in the liturgy of early celebrations
of the Lord's Supper, which can scarcely be reconstructed beyond doubt
any longer, but because of their appearance and their theological content.
For they demonstrate by example how strongly the early Christian worship
service life was shaped by Jewish prayers.® |rrespective of whether the
concern was with the meal prayers of the agape meal that preceded the
actual celebration of the Lord’s Supper (thus, in my view with the greatest
probability, Rordorff and Scholligen®™!), whether it was part of a specia
celebration of the Lord's Supper (most recently Kollmann), or whether it
did not belong at all in such connections (thus most recently Klinghardt®2),
in the texts—if one considers the linguistic level alone—Jewish prayers
and corresponding Jewish theologoumena are Christianized, as the texts
from 9.1-3 and 10.1-6 show: >

[Tel 8¢ tic evyoQLOTiOG,
oUTMg VY AQLOTIOATE

559 Compare the references in Bradshaw 2004, 35.

560 Goltz 1901, 207-20; Dibelius 1956. In his commentary, Sandelin 1986, 18628,
attempts a reconstruction of the Hebrew Vorlage (Hebrew text on pp. 220-21).

%61 Rordorf 1986, 187-208; 1970; Schollgen/Geerlings 1991, 50-54. Lietzmann
1926, 23233, assumes that here the celebration of the Eucharist preceded the agape. His
view stands in the context of a thesis about the double origin of ancient Christian meal
celebrations and cannot be discussed in detail here. For the debate, see recently Bradshaw
2004, 26-32. Bradshaw argues (“an aternative paradigm”; 2004, 32) for an independent
type of celebration in the midst of the plurality of other celebrations at other locations.

562 K ollmann 1990, 79-101; compare aso Klinghardt 1996, 373-492 (history of
research on pp. 380-86); Schréter 2006, 68—71.

563 Text in Hanggi/Pahl 1998, nr. 220, pp. 66-68.
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TEMTOV TTEQL TOD TOTNE(OV:
Evyaoiotodpuév oo, mdteg Huov,
5 Ume tig dylog dpméhov Aavid 10D Tadds cov,
Mg £yvootoag Nuiv St Tnood tod mouddg cov-
ool 1) 06Ea. gig TOVG adVaS.

mel 0¢ Tov doTov:
Evyooiotoduév oot, mdteg Nuov,
10 Umeg tig Cofig #al YvOoEwg
Mg &yvoroag Huiv St Inood Tod mauddg cov:
ool 1) 06Ea €ig TOVg aAidVaS.
(...
Meta 8¢ tO éumAnodivad,
15  oitwg evyaoLoTioaTe:
Evyoguotoduév oot, mteg dyte,
VITEQ ToU Arylov OvOuaTOS 6OV
0V %ATEORNVOOOS £V TOIS xadlag UMV,
2O VTTEQ TG YVIOOEMG %Ol TLOTEWG %ol ABavaoiag,
20 Mg &yvoroag Huiv St Inood Tod mauddg cov:
ool 1) 06Ea. €ig TOVg LMV,
00, 0£0mOoTO TAVTORQATOQ,
Extioag TO TAvTo Evexrev ToD OVOUOTOS 00V,
TQOPTV T€ %Al TOTOV EdW1OG TOlG AVOQMTOLS €ig ArTOAAVOLY,
25 (va. 0oL €0 0QLOTHOWOLY,
NIV 3¢ €Y 0QI0W TTVEVHOITIXT|V TQOPNYV 1O TOTOV %alk Comy aidviov didt
<'Incod> tod TadOg ov.
7RO TAVIWV EVY0QLOTODPEY GOoL, &TL SuvaTog &l
oot 1) 06Ea €ig TOVg aidVaGS.
pvnonTL, »OLe, TS ExnAnotag cov To Uoaobal ATV Ao
TOVTOG TOVNQOD
30 %A TELELDOOL QVTNV €V Tf) AYAmY) 00U,
%0l COVOEOV QLTI GUTO TEOOGQMWYV GvVERMV [. . .] €ig T ot Baotheiow,
v Nrolpacag ot
O6tL 000 oty 1 dhvoug »ai 1) d6Ea eig Tovg aidvac.
ENOETM Y AoLg
35 xol waeABETW O #OGUOS OVTOC.
Qoavva Td B Aavid.
el TLg AyLog €otuy, €QyEabm:
el TG oV £0TL, HETAVOE(TM:
poeavaBd: auny.

It is Jesus (Christ) as waig Oeod who has made manifest “the holy vine of
David, your servant” (9.2 = line 5; and not the people of Israel as God's
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possession); it is Jesus as mwaig Oeod who has made manifest “the life and
the knowledge” (9.3 = line 10); the church (and not the dispersed people
of Israel) will be brought together from the ends of the earth in God's
kingdom (9.4 = line 31). God—"the God of David” (10.6 = line 36)—is
thanked for al this; for the basic motif, the third prayer also offers all
sorts of parallels (10.5 = lines 29-33). Even the sequence—as is well
known, the cup word (9.2 = line 3) comes first in the Didache and then the
bread word or the piece word (9.3 = line 8%*)—corresponds to Jewish
meal 8.5 Jesus bears the same title as David: maig (sc. 0e01).5¢ [t remains
difficult to decide in detail whether the two-way mediation between God
and humanity through the servant Jesus as prophetic mediator was in
mind (so Klinghardt), whether Jesus as the mediator of divine knowledge
and gifts was in view (Hermann Lohr), or whether the soteriological
background prefigured through Isaiah 53 was also intended. But the fact
that the designation had a Jewish background should not be disputed.5”
This applies even to the introductory formulation EUyoQiotoduév
ooL. .. UméQ . . . (lines 4,9, 16), which can be paralleled with the Jewish
introduction to prayer 15 nm (“Wethank you . . .”).58

But in the case of such references to the “Jewish character” of the
prayer, which one often encounters in the secondary literature, one must
differentiate. In hisin-depth commentary on the Jewish background of the
prayer, Karl Gustav Sandelin has shown that one cannot reckon with asim-
pletrandation of Jewish prayer formulasinto Greek but rather that a Chris-
tian overall meaning was connected with the Jewish formulations:>®

564 with Niederwimmer 1989, 185, I read mteoi Tod &oTov instead of #AdopoTog.

565 Niederwimmer 1989, 181 (with documentation in n. 4); Dix 1938.

566 Klinghardt 1996, 442, n. 35, rightly draws attention to the fact that here
(as elsewhere) we find not waig 0goD but dud (tod OvopaTog) ITnood tod Tadog
00V . . . and infers from this that “maig is thus not a (christological) title but afunction
designation.”

567 Compare Harnack 1926a, 212—38 (= 1980b, 730-56), esp. pp. 218-20 (= 736—
38), on Didache 9/10, and p. 234 (= 752): “function designation.” Jeremias 1954, 698—
701, argues for atitle. Klinghardt 1996, 442—48, deviates strongly from this view. In
his Bonn habilitation thesis, H. Lohr 2003, 312-34, collected and interpreted in detail
the attestations of the title in an excursus “Jesus Christ as God’s maig in early Christian
literature.”

568 According to Heinemann 1977, 42, this formulation served as an aternative to the
(more well-known) expression »n7x nnx 712 (“Blessed are you, Lord”).

569 Contrast Klinghardt 1996, 407—27. Klinghardt reckons that the talk of Christ as
mediator “expresses Jewish Christian self-understanding without consciously intending a
demarcation (sc. from Judaism, C. M.)" (p. 410). In addition, he objects that “the prayer at
the start of the meal Didache 9.2—4 . . . isnot simply ‘lightly Christianized Jewish benedic-
tions at the start of ameal . . . but rather guidelines for prayers of thanksgiving that are to
be spoken before the meal” (p. 417).
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... VmEQ TG Aylag aumélov Aavid Tod mTadds cov (9.2 = line 5) is not
simply Jewish prayer language that was taken over into a Christian context,
but it presupposes New Testament metaphors such as tak of Jesus as
dumehog (John 15.1) and as root of David (Revelation 5.5). When Christ is
called the true vine and the Christian community forms his branches, then
it makes sense to thank the father of Jesus Christ “for the holy vine of
David”—thus probably for the Christian community that forms the vine
of David (as the people Israel once did*™), which Jesus Christ, who comes
from the root of David, the true vine, has reveaed as his branches. In view
of the formulation in the cup word of the Didache, Sandelin even speaks of
a “conflation of ideas”;®" it would probably be more appropriate to speak
of a cluster of metaphors. One can hardly imagine that such a dense
cluster of metaphors simply came into being through simply copying Jew-
ish prayers. Martin Dibelius asked whether the clear linguistic differences
from the known Jewish texts—1) dylo dumehog Aowid stands in place of
1ma1 1 (M. Berakot 6.1)%">—could not also be connected with the fact that
in hellenized Judaism, metaphors such as “the fruit of the vine” were “ spir-
itualized” into the “holy vine of David.”>” Naturally, there is no textual
evidence for this thesis in the first place because of the small textual tradi-
tion from the worship service of the Greek-speaking synagogue, but with
the “holy vine of David,” the concern must have been with an established
formula (so Martin Dibelius®™), if one does not wish to assume that the text
is incomprehensible in its present form and a late ancient or Byzantine
reworking of the original (so Erik Peterson®™). In any case, “in the enjoy-
ment of the earthly gifts,” the community thanks God for the revelation of
God in Jesus Christ, which also assigns a place to it in God's plan of

570 For the designation of the people Isragl as “vine,” compare Jeremiah 2.21 LXX,
Psalm 79(80).9, 15, and 4 Ezra 5.23. Whether by the “vine of David” Christ is perhaps
(also) nevertheless meant (so Origen, Homiliae in Judices 6.2 [Baehrens 1921, 500.6-7])
would need to be investigated once again. Considerations are found in Goltz 1901, 217
(“But the vine of David is. . . the Messiah, whom Jesus revealed himself to be"), and
Harnack 1991b, 29. Lietzmann 1926, 233-34, refers merely to Harnack. Niederwimmer
1989, 184, understands the expression to mean “the eschatological salvation” (admittedly
without providing justification). Kollmann 1990, 81 (with documentation) opts for the
expression to mean the people Israel and Klinghardt 1996, 432, for “the community as
chosen people.”

571 Sandelin 1986, 194. Sandelin 1986, 196, assumes that the statement was originally
related to the wisdom that God made known.

572 Niederwimmer 1989, 193, rightly points to the differences.

573 Dibelius 1956, 119 and 122; in detail Mazza 1995, 16-30 (= Mazza 1992). Con-
trast Niederwimmer 1989, 184: “The entire pre-Didachian liturgy comes from the early
Judaism of Palestine.”

> Dibelius 1956, 120.

7 Peterson 1982, 168-71.
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salvation. The salvation promised to the chosen people istied to Jesus, the
servant of God, according to both knowledge and content. One hopes for
the eschatological gathering of the Christ believers and a unified church
in the kingdom of God. Finally, one gives thanks for the “holy name” of
God “which you have caused to dwell in our hearts and for the knowledge
and faith and immortality that you have made known to us through Jesus,
your servant” (10.2 = lines 16-20). These too, of course, are traditional
biblical and Jewish theologoumenathat were Christianized: the theol ogy of
the name of God (mm ow) established in Deuteronomy, which vouches
for the presence of God (Deuteronomy 12.11 and elsewhere) and is an
expression of his power (Psalm 54.3), also belongs in the New Testament
to the bedrock of the formation of Christian theology.5® At the same time,
with the reference to the indwelling of the name in the hearts (and with this
to baptism®”), it becomes clear again that in this evyoQLotia, alongside the
eschatological future of al believers and the salvation events of the past,
the individual past of every single Christian is made present as well. The
intensive linking of recollection of the salvific past, on the one hand, and
request for eschatological salvific action in the future, on the other hand,
comes from the Jewish prayer tradition and shapes not only the Didache
but also fully developed Eucharistic prayers, as Achim Budde has recently
emphasized.>® We will return to this point below (see 2.3.5).

2.3.4.2 Justin Martyr

The first two in-depth descriptions of Christian worship services come
from the Roman apologist Justin and are found at prominent placesin his
(First) Apology.5”™ The concern here, as aready in the Didache, is not, of
course, with a description ad usum delphini derived from an order of ser-
vice. Rather, in the context of an apologetic argument—namely, the argu-
ment that the demons in the pagan cults, such as the cults of Mithras and

578 Compare the documentation in Bietenhard 1954, 254-58, 261-79; Mazza 1995,
20-25; Niederwimmer 1989, 186-90, and for the notion of the indwelling of the name,
especially pp. 195-96. For the triad yvdois-rtiotic-abovaoia, see Kollmann 1990, 85—
86, who draws attention to Hellenistic and Hermetic parallels.

577 Niederwimmer 1989, 195.

578 “From the thankful mention of past events springs the prayer for what is future”
(A. Budde 2000, 186); thus first Giraudo 1981, 303-6, 357-60 (see H. B. Meyer 1983;
Gerhards 1983).

57 Justin, Apologiai 61 and 65-67; for the context, compare Salzmann 1994, 235-37;
Bradshaw 2002, 98-100; Alfonsi 1979, 74-76. The thesis, which is repeatedly presented
in variant forms, that there were various types of primitive Christian and early Christian
celebrations of the Lord’s Supper (see recently Klinghardt 1996, 271-492, 500-509) will
not be discussed in greater detail here; compare Rouwhorst 2002, 308-11.
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Dionysus, imitated the Christian worship service—ashort overview of the
celebration of baptism and the Lord’s Supper is provided. In his two sec-
tions, Justin does not offer a description of the complete course of the lit-
urgy but emphasizes important elements of the worship services that were
widespread in the city and the countryside (thus everywhere), which he
strings together in a very catalogue-like manner (¢meital, eita, and %oi).
Thus attempts to answer history-of-liturgy questions of detail such as the
position and significance of the words of institution in the worship service
encounter considerable difficulties. Nevertheless, much can be inferred
from the passages for the theology of the Christian worship service and
especially for the theology of the celebration of the Lord's Supper.

The designation that the author chooses for the Sunday worship service
is aready interesting: in the framework of the second passage from the
(First) Apology, which is usually dated shortly after the middle of the first
century, he speaks simply of a “gathering” (ovvélevolg), which is a word
that could be used for the most diverse meetings or associations and one that
isalso attested in liturgical textsfrom alater date.®° The first passage that is
important for us (Apologia i 61) describes a baptismal worship service;
the second describes a Eucharist following the baptism (Apologia i 65—
67). The baptism evidently took place in asmaller circle, perhaps because
a gathering of thirty naked people in “living water” (thus, for example,
at the Tiber or in a public fountain) was neither judicious nor seemly.
Only then were the baptized handed over to a greater group of so-called
brothers and the baptismal Eucharist followed. If they followed the form
of the Sunday worship service, which is described after the baptism and
the Eucharist (67.3-5a), then the Sunday worship service began with
Old and New Testament readings, which were presented by one who read
them aloud (Gvaywvdoxwv),®! after which the “presider” (pogoTMQ)
gave an address in which he emphatically admonished them to imitate in
life the beautiful teachings set forth in the reading.5®? Finally, in the Sunday
worship service, after an (intercessory) prayer of the whole community, the

580 justin, Apologia i 67.3 (Goodspeed 1984, 75; Marcovich 1994, 129.7). For the
term ovvéhevolg, compare the documentation in LSJ s.v. (1707) from Vettius Valens’
Anthologiae I 22.19, 24 or 11 38.57, 71; IV 17.9; as well as Additamenta Antiqva 2 (7eQt
ovveletoewc) and Appendix 10.17, 20 (Pingree 1986, 45.11; 46.16; 113.28; 114.29;
180.11; 351.19; 409.33; and 410.26) and Origen, De oratione 31.7 (Koetschau 1899,
400.20), as well as from the Liturgy of Mark (in Brightman 1967, 121.24).

%81 Not “reader” (ctvaryvoTg); compare Salzmann 1994, 246. On the term “Sunday
morning,” compare Bradshaw 2004, 68—69.

562 Justin, Apologia i 67.4 1poeoTAE dLd AOYOL THV YOUBesiay %ol TEORANGLY TRG
TOV ROADV TOUTOV pnoemg oteitor (Goodspeed 1984, 75; Marcovich 1994, 129.7—
8); for the interpretation, see Salzmann 1994, 250-51. Here it is especially important that
Salzmann can show that the description of the sermon by Justin takes place in such away



2: Three Ingtitutional Contexts 143

Eucharist followed, for the reconstruction of which one can aso use infor-
mation from the first description of a baptismal worship service.*®® Here too
the celebration is introduced again through a prayer, which was followed
by the holy kiss.5* “ Afterward bread and a cup with water and wine mixed
with water are brought to the presider of the brothers’ (Apologia i 65.3).
The triad of bread, water, and a cup with wine mixed with water (VdaTog
ral ©oApuatoc™) that Justin mentions corresponds to what was aso on
the table otherwise; musings about an ascetic Lord’s Supper celebration with
bread and water, which were first made in 1891 by Adolf von Harnack and
have been cautiously renewed again by Andrew McGowan, are unnecessary,
especially as they presuppose a considerable intrusion into the text that has
been handed down.5® The presider speaksaprayer of thanksgiving; hisassis-
tants, the deacons, distribute bread, water, and (mixed) wine and also bring
something from it to those absent. Important for the theological interpreta-
tion of the event is what Justin adds as a supplement: the believers receive
what is handed to them not as ordinary bread and ordinary drink (ov yaQ
(MG 1OVOV dQTOV 0VOE ®OovOV toua) but—as they were taught (by the
apostolic writings and thus the Lord himself)—as the body and blood of
theincarnate Logos. Justin explains this connection with a construction that
isnot so simple grammatically: as through the Logos of God “theincarnate
Jesus Christ, our redeemer . . . assumed for our salvation” flesh and blood,
“s0 also the food ‘thanked’ through a word of prayer that comes from the
Lord (O €vyflg AOyou tod map” avtod).”® The reader has to add that

“that in the end it contains nothing other than his own theology” (252). This observation
confirms our cautious observations at the beginning of this section.

583 For justification, compare the detailed argumentation in Salzmann 1994, 238-39.

%84 Justin speaks simply of GpiAnua, by which he means piknua &yov or piknuc
€ipfvng, which was understood within and outside the worship service as a realization of
the fellowship of faith (thus Thraede 1972, 506). Accordingly, the kiss can later be referred
to simply through the word €igivn or pax (Tidner 1938, 255). In Justin, it still stands at
the end of the worship service of the word; it is reckoned only later to the opening of the
Eucharistic part (Jungmann 1958, 11, 400; Thraede 1972, 512-13).

585 yait nodpparog is lacking in the Ottobonianus gr. 274, a manuscript of the six-
teenth century, which contains only chapters 65-67 of Apologia i (fol. 1'-27). With Mar-
covich 1994, 7, one must first observe that the manuscript comes relatively far down in
the stemma; from this perspective, far-reaching conclusions (such as the ones presented in
Harnack 1891a, 115-44) are actually ruled out.

%8 Harnack 1891a, 115-44; reviewed by F. X. Funk 1897, 278-92; McGowan 1999,
151-55. For the discussion and on such celebrations, see now Bradshaw 2004, 76—77 and
5160, and the overview in Klinghardt 1996, 504 n. 10 (lit).

587 Justin, Apologia i 66.2 (Goodspeed 1984, 74; Marcovich 1994, 127.6-7). Compare
Cuming 1980a; Gelston 1982. Because of Apologiai 13.1 and corresponding other attestations
(32.4 and 44.9), Cuming 1980a, 80, searches for a trandation that expresses both “through a
word of prayer” and “prayer of the word” and proposes “the form of words which is from
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s0 also the food used in the Eucharist, thus ordinary bread and ordinary
drink, has assumed flesh and blood and has, through the petafoiy of food
into bodily substance that is characteristic for all food, “nourished our flesh
and blood through transformation (petafoln).”*® The sentence is not so
easy to understand because it is largely identical in its structural form (duct
LMoyou Oeod cagromombeig Inoovg XLotog O oot NWwV is more
or less parallel with Ot eVyf)g AOyov ToD maQ’ avtod evyaglotnOeloav
TeOod1V) but is nevertheless concerned with variation (01t Adyov 6eod
refersto the Logos of God that effected the incarnation of Jesus Christ; Trv
oL evyfic AOyov refers to a word of prayer). The parallel construction isnot
completely carried through either; the second component—the Eucharis-
tic food—is missing a compl ete sentence with a full verb. Admittedly, the
exact reconstruction of the Eucharistic theology of Justin is not of central
importance for our connections. More important is the question of what
liturgical processes are alluded to with the statement that bread and wine
in the Eucharist are “food ‘thanked’ through a word of prayer that comes
from the Lord (8v eyfig AOYou ToD moQ” avtod).”*® Since the words of
ingtitution are cited immediately thereafter, it still seems most likely that
“the word®® that comes from the Lord” is these words of institution. Justin
also brings them into aliturgical summary immediately after his cited sen-
tence. It does not speak against this conclusion that they are referred to as
gLy, as prayer; this corresponds to the subsequent practice of extensively
incorporating the texts into the prayers linguistically and not demarcating
or separating them formally from the Eucharistic prayer as“words of insti-
tution,” as has been done since modern times. For alatter passage makes it
quite clear that Justin is able to differentiate very well between the process
of the “thanking” and the prayer.®! The hypothetical assumption that the
“word of prayer that comesfrom the Lord” refersto textsthat are unknown

Jesus.” Gelston 1982, 173, opposes this trandation because it cannot be supported lexicaly
and because an interpretation of the expression Adyog €lyf|g in relation to the words of insti-
tution is not possible let aone attested. In his edition, Wartelle 1987, 191, trandates “par la
priére empruntée aux paroles mémesdu Christ.” Seerecently Heintz 2003, 33-36; the concise
summary of the discussion in Bradshaw 2004, 92-93; and now Schréter 2006, 82—-84.

588 Justin, Apologia i 66.2 (Goodspeed 1984, 74 / Marcovich 1994, 127.4-9).

589 Justin, Apologia i 66.2 (Goodspeed 1984, 74 / Marcovich 1994, 127.6-7).

59 Documentation for this meaning of St Aoyov can be found in Cuming 1980a, 80—
81. For the interpretation of the controversial passage dU” €0yf)g AOYoU TOD LY’ CVTOD,
one must, as H. Lohr 2003, 429-30, shows, add Justin, Apologia i 13.1 Aoyd evyfig »ol
eUyoolotiog (Goodspeed 1984, 33/Marcovich 1994, 50.3). H. Lohr 2003 provides a
clear listing of the interpretive possibilities and then nevertheless interprets Aoyou as the
Christus-Logos so that a contradiction to 13.1 arises.

%91 Justin, Apologia i 67.5 (Goodspeed 1984, 75; Marcovich 1994, 127.6-7): %ol 6
TQOECTMG VYOS OUOLMG 1AL EVYALOLOTIOLS.
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to us in the form of a prayer of thanksgiving (thus Anthony Gelston)>*
needs to postulate, at the very least, a whole series of improvised or lost
fixed texts, whereas Justin cites the New Testament text immediately after-
ward. Moreover, the mixed form in which the words of institution are cited
in the apologists aready speaks for a somewhat longer tradition of their
use. One recognizes the specia holiness of the Eucharistic event—as, by
the way, already in the Atday)—in the specifications about admittance and
exclusion: only the baptized were permitted to take part in the Eucharist.

What does one learn from these—again, primarily apologetically
motivated—passages on the theol ogical interpretation of the Lord’s Supper
in the Roman communities around the middle of the second century? At
first, naturally, only a little. The emphasis on the role of the Adyog for the
incarnation of Jesus Christ and the prayer logos for the Eucharistic food
probably focuses more on a specific feature of Justin’s theology than on an
element of the (lost) Eucharistic prayer. Unfortunately, absolutely al the
textsthat could give us material information about the Lord’s Supper theol -
ogy of the Roman community in the middle of the second century are lost.
Only formal observations remain. Especially interesting for our context is
that at two placesin the worship service, there isan opportunity for the pre-
sider to pass on results of his theological reflection to the community. First,
the presider can set out theological reflection before the community in his
address, which should, however, be related to the text of the reading—at
least in Justin’s view. Second, however, it is especially the various parts of
the prayer that present an opportunity for the presider to practice “theol-
ogy,” at least in an implicit form—after all, he may formulate these texts
freely. If one desires to speculate at al about the form of these improvisa-
tions that have not been preserved and wishesto orient oneself for compar-
ison to the preserved sources from the third century that we have mentioned
above, then these texts probably had, regardless of al improvisations, a
high degree of similar formulas, if only because of the heavy use of biblical
quotations and language shaped by the Bible. Put differently, one should in
no way overestimate the individual portion in such improvised texts.

2.3.4.3 Tertullian, Cyprian, and Origen

Time and again, writings of the great theol ogians have been drawn upon
for the illumination of the early history of the Christian worship service

592 Gelston 1982, 175: “What Justin appears to mean is that consecration of the
Eucharistic elementsis effected through a prayer of thanksgiving offered in conformity to
the pattern of Jesus' thanksgiving at the Last Supper.” A different interpretation (“a refer-
ence to the agency of the divine Aoy0g™) is advocated by Heintz 2003, 36.
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and especially its Eucharistic form. We do this here only very briefly,
since our concern is not with the explicit theology of educated “ Christian
philosophers’ but with the implicit everyday theology of liturgical texts.
The two North African theologians Tertullian and Cyprian, as well as the
Alexandrian church teacher Origen, are drawn upon here in order only to
deepen somewhat the conceptions of the form and theology of the Eucha-
ristic worship service that can be read out of the texts.

For the Eucharistic worship service (and for many other daily opera-
tions), Quintus Septimus Florens Tertullianus offers vivid descriptions in
his works. In his Apologeticum, he speaks of a “joint gathering” (coetus
et congregatio) in which God is approached with prayer,>® intercession is
made for authorities and the preservation of the world and the deferment
of the end, and the divine Scriptures are reflected upon for the building up
of faith and the strengthening of Christian life conduct.>* The description
of the triclinium christianorum that follows in Tertullian, which is cel-
ebrated in aless luxurious manner and in a much more moral way than
the pagan sacrificial meals, is possibly an indication that agape meal and
Eucharist were probably still connected with each other at the beginning
of the third century in Carthage—at any rate, the author says that the
meal of the Christians already shows “its meaning through its name (sc.
aydmn).”** Thisis supported in any case by the reference to the prayers
that precede the evening meal and to readings from the Holy Scripture
and a freely given address together with closing prayers.®® In another

59 Tertullian, Apologeticum 39.2: coimusin coetum et congregationem facimus, ut ad
deum quasi manu facta precationibus ambiamus (Dekkers 1954a, 150.5-6). For an excel-
lent overview of theliturgical terminology of Tertullian, see Dekkers 1947, 49-50 n. 2; on
this passage, compare F. X. Funk 1904; 1906; Salzmann 1994, 391-96 and 399404, for
Eucharistic worship servicesin general.

59 Tertullian, Apologeticum 39.2—4: Oramus etiam pro imperatoribus, pro minis-
teriis eorum ac potestatibus, pro statu saeculi, pro rerum quiete, pro mora finis. Coimus
ad litterarum diuinarum commemorationem, si quid praesentium temporum qualitas
aut praemonere cogit aut recognoscere. Certe fidem sanctis uocibus pascimus, spem
erigimus, fiduciam figimus, disciplinam praeceptorum nihilominus inculcationibus
densamus. | bidem etiam exhortationes, castigationes et censura diuina (Dekkers 1954a,
150.7-15).

59 Tertullian, Apologeticum 39.16: cena nostra de nomine rationem sui ostendit: id
uocatur quod dilectio penes graecos (Dekkers 1954a, 152.72). According to Salzmann
1994, 4014, one can infer with certainty from De corona militis 3.3 (Kroymann 1954b,
1043.19-22) that in Tertullian's day the Eucharist was celebrated in the morning as
well; compare esp. . . . antelucanis coetibus (p. 1043.21) and also Dekkers 1947, 36 and
111-13.

59% Tertullian, Apologeticum 39.17-18: Non prius discumbitur quam oratio ad deum
praegustetur. . . . Post aguam manualem et lumina, ut quisque de scripturis diuinis uel
de proprio ingenio potest, prouocatur in medium deo canere: hinc probatur quomodo
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passage, one learns that the Eucharist takes place in a church room at
an altar—at that time, however, probably still a movable table.>” About
ten years after the composition of his Apologeticum, Tertullian states
that Christians receive the sacramentum eucharistiae at early morning
gatherings from the hand of the presider.5%® Other texts remain difficult
to interpret, like a description of the activity of a Montanist prophetess
in the worship service,5® or are clearly overlaid by distinctive theologi-
cal emphases of the North African, like his criticism of the custom that
especially zealous Christians refuse the kiss of peace during the time
of fasting.5®

The reports in Caecilius Cyprianus are even more clearly related to
specific contexts. In a controversy with Bishop Caecilius of Biltha (in
253 CE?) over the question of whether wine can be replaced with water
in the Eucharist,®* Cyprian mentions a number of details pertaining to
the morning Eucharist celebration in passing and presents basic features
of his own theology of the sacrament. In Carthage at least, the evening
celebration—which was still combined with an agape meal, as Tertullian
probably still presupposes—has evidently been replaced in the meantime
by a morning worship service.5 It is possible that Eucharists were even

biberit. Aeque oratio conuiuium dirimit (Dekkers 1954a, 152—-153.81-98); compare also
McGowan 2004; Bradshaw 2004, 97-103. The verb cano alows no precise trandlation: it
can have to do with song, recitation in speech song, and spoken recitation (Lewis/Short
1958, s.v. [279-80]).

597 Tertullian, De oratione 19.3 (Diercks 1954, 268.5): “to stand at the altar of God (ad
aram Dei)”; compare Dekkers 1947, 49-67; Salzmann 1994, 407-8.

5% Tertullian, De corona militis 3.3: Eucharistiae sacramentum, et in tempore uictus
et omnibus mandatum a domino, etiam antelucanis coetibus nec de aliorum manu quam
praesidentium sumimus (Kroymann 1954b, 1043.19-22); on the problem of the temporal
difference between evening and morning, see Bradshaw 2004, 99-100.

59 Tertullian, De anima 9.4: Est hodie soror apud nos reuelationum charismata sor-
tita, quas in ecclesia inter dominica sollemnia per ecstasin in spiritu patitur; conuersatur
cum angelis, aliquando etiam cum domino, et uidet et audit sacramenta et quorundam
corda dinoscit et medicinas desiderantibus sumit iamuero prout scripturae leguntur aut
psalmi canuntur aut allocutiones proferuntur aut petitiones delegantur, ita inde materiae
uisionibus subministrantur (Waszink 1947, 792.24-31); compare Dolger 1940; Dekkers
1947, 47; H. Leclercq 1933, 587-89; Bradshaw 2004, 101-3.

600 Tertullian, De oratione 18.4-5 (Diercks 1954, 267.7-9), with reference to Mat-
thew 6.16-18; compare Thraede 1972, 514.

601 See Salzmann 1994, 438-45; Saxer 1984, 190-91, 218-27, 24546 (in general on
thetheology: 190-202); Harnack 1891a, 120-25; McGowan 1999, 151-55; Schréter 2006,
110-13. See also section 2.3.4.2 with n. 586.

802 Cyprian, Epistulae 63.2.1 (Diercks 1996, 391.22—23), Admonitos autem nos scias
ut in calice offerendo dominica traditio seruetur, as well as 63.16.2 (412.299-413.305),
Numquid ergo dominicum post cenam celebrare debemus, ut sic mixtum calicem fre-
quentandis dominicis offeramus? Christum offerre oportebat circa uesperam diei, ut hora
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celebrated daily.® In the current case of a conflict over the configuration
of the celebration at the worship service, it is more important to the bishop
to pressfor the ordering of the Eucharist that isin conformity with the gos-
pel, which for him directly included the wine. For this reason, he stresses
the redeeming significance of the blood of Christ that shows itself in the
cup.® Therefore, he repeatedly maintainsthat the Lord's Supper is offered
in commemoratione eius, that it should imitate as far as possible what
Christ did, and that the dominica traditio must be observed. Correspond-
ingly, the priest (sacerdos) acts in the place of Christ and presents in the
church a true and complete sacrifice (sacrificium uerum et plenum) to
the Father.%® The fact that Cyprian approaches, at least terminologically,
the pagan practice of understanding the cult above all as sacrifice is equally
conspicuous and noteworthy. Irrespective of al the biblical connections of
the imagery that is used, a bit of Christianity’s inculturation into its pagan
environment can also be seen therein.

Finally, Origen is an important witness, even if hiswitnessislikewise
moreindirect. Histheological viewsabout the Eucharist have already often
been systematized and do not interest us here. Again, we will cast only a
glance at the institutional context of the Eucharistic worship service, inso-
far asit can bediscerned from Origen’stexts, especially from hisextensive
homileticoeuvre, which comesprimarily fromweekday worship services.®®

ipsa sacrificii ostenderet occasum et uesperam mundi, sicut in Exodo scriptum est: “et
occident illum omne uulgus synagogae filiorum Israel ad uesperam” (cf. Exodus 12.6).
Compare Bradshaw 2004, 108-14 (or p. 18 for the words of ingtitution in Epistulae
63.10.1) and Markschies 1998a, 17-18; for the connection between time of day and cele-
bration, compare the pointersin Seeliger 1995, 204 with n. 53.

603 Cyprian, De dominica oratione 18 or 31 (Simonetti/Moreschini 1976, 101.332—
333, et eucharistiam eius cotidie ad cibum salutis accipimus or 109.571-588), and
Epistulae 57.3.2, ut sacerdotes qui sacrificia dei cotidie celebramus hostias deo et uic-
timas praeparemus (Diercks 1994, 304.68-69). See Saxer 1984, 38, 46-50; Bradshaw
2004, 112-13.

804 Cyprian, Epistulae 63.2.2 (Diercks 1996, 391.26-30): Nec potest uideri sanguis
eius, quo redempti et uiuificati sumus, esse in calice, quando uinum desit calici, quod Christi
sanguis ostenditur, qui scripturarum omnium sacramento ac testimonio praedicetur.

805 Cyprian, Epistulae 63.2.1 (Diercks 1996, 391.22—25), Admonitos autem nos
scias ut in calice offerendo dominica traditio seruetur neque aliud fiat a nobis quam
quod pro nobis dominus prior fecit, ut calix qui in commemor atione eius offertur mixtus
uino offeratur, and 63.14.4 (410.275-411.282), Nam si lesus Christus dominus et deus
noster ipse est summus sacerdos dei patris et sacrificium patri se ipsum primus optulit et
hoc fieri in sui commemoratione praecepit, utique ille sacerdos uice Christi uere fungitur
qui id quod Christus fecit imitatur et sacrificium uerum et plenum tunc offert in ecclesia
deo patri, si sic incipiat offerre secundum quod ipsum Christum uideat optulisse; com-
pare Laurance 1984.

808 For the theology, compare Lies 1982, passim; Grimmelt 1942; Schiitz 1984,
esp. 155-72; Salzmann 1994, 430-38 (with criticism of Nautin 1979, 391-401); Monaci
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Admittedly, there are only a very small number of concrete references to
the form of the worship service in Origen’s works, apparently because
in his view the mysteries of the church should be disclosed only to
the initiated and in this respect—Ilike the central points of the Platonic
philosophy—mediated only in the oral teaching for the advanced.®” But
one sees that, for Origen and his community, communion required the
greatest reverence, spiritual preparation, and sexua abstinence.®® The
holy ones throughout the whole world and from all times, the hosts of
angels, and the powers of the heavenly world stand around the commu-
nity when it holds a worship service. In the worship service, heaven and
earth are connected very specifically; angels stand invisible in the room.5®
With deep revulsion, Origen polemicizes against the fact that in the harbor
city Caesarea (and presumably in the surrounding area as well), people,
although they are Christians, celebrate solemnitates gentium. With anger,
he observes that many Christians do not appear in the church in order to
hear the word of God and can scarcely be seen at the church festivals or
leave before the sermon.®™® There is a daily worship service there, but it
has not yet been properly introduced and finds little interest among the
community. The Eucharist is celebrated at least on Friday and Sunday—
perhaps also on Wednesday.5®* The altar (orationis indicium), which

Castagno 1987, 50-59. Prof. Harald Buchinger was kind enough to make his lecture
“Eucharistische Praxis und eucharistische Frommigkeit bei Origines. Eine liturgiewissen-
schaftliche Relecture des Dossiers’ (Eucharistic Praxis and Eucharistic Piety in Origen: A
Liturgical Studies Relecture of the Dossier), which he delivered at the Origeniana Nonain
Pecs (Hungary), available to me far in advance of its publication. Compare now Buchinger
2007; forthcoming.

807 Origen, In Jesu Nave homiliae IV 1 (Baghrens 1921, 309.7-9): S vero etiam ad
mysticum baptismi veneris fontem et consistente sacerdotali et Levitico ordine initiatus
fueris venerandis illis magnificisque sacramentis, quae norunt illi, quos nosse fas est,
tunc etiam sacerdotum ministeriis lordane digresso terram repromissionis intrabis, in
qua te post Moysen suscipit lesus et ipse tibi efficitur novi itineris dux. Compare Homil-
iaein NumerosV 3 (Baehrens 1921, 28.29-29.2): Verum ne nimia haec operimentorum
velamentorumque cautela desperationem quandam et maestitiam generet auditoribus,
pauca aliqua, quae et nobis pandere tutumsit et vobis fas sit adspicere, quoniam quidem,
ut prius diximus, “ genus regale et sacerdotium, gens sancta et populus in acquisitio-
nem” dicti sumus, aperire temptabimus (cf. 1 Peter 2.9); compare also Salzmann 1994,
435-37.

698 Origen, Homiliae in Exodum X |11 3 (Baehrens 1920, 274.7-13); Commentarium
in evangelium Matthaei X 25 (Klostermann/Benz 1935, 34.13-20), and Homiliae in Eze-
chielem fragmenta in Ezekiel 7.22 (PG 13: 793 B).

809 Origen, Homiliaein Lucam X X111 8 (Rauer 1959, 146.15-20); Schiitz 1984, 32-34.

610 Origen, In Jesu Nave homiliae V11.4 (Baehrens 1921, 331.11); Homiliae in Gen-
esim X| 3 (Baehrens 1920,105.24-106.17); Homiliae in Exodum XI1 2 (Baehrens 1920,
264.1-5) as well as Schiitz 1984, 31-32.

611 Salzmann 1994, 430-31; Nautin 1979, 391-92 (documentation).
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evidently already exists in a somewhat spacious church room at an ele-
vated place, is adorned with ornamentation that believers have provided
and is “sanctified by the costly blood of Christ.”®*? Origen is much more
interested in reflecting on his own activity as a preacher and in making
himself understandabl e to the community through images and parabl es.®*3
We especially learn about details regarding on€e’s stance when praying, the
outstretched hands in prayer, or the crossing of oneself before prayer and
readingsif they can be made understandablein the framework of asermon
or can be interpreted allegorically.5

The specific construction of texts about liturgical order and the specific
character of theological argumentation with liturgical processes bringswith
it the fact that in many descriptions of the Eucharistic worship service of
the early period, the community is absent, so to speak, or only very briefly
present through the response texts assigned to it. There can be no doubt that
the community was of great significance for the form of the worship service
and for its theology. The community is already called AaOg, “people,” in
Justin. This community not only joins in the prayers by shouting “amen,”
but it also participates very intensively and apparently perceptibly in the
worship service through gestures. Unfortunately, we know only very little
about the gestures in the Eucharistic worship service prior to the fourth
century; but for such gestures, the writings of Tertullian and Origen are
especialy relevant:®™ the person who was praying lifted up his hands®®

512 Origen, Homiliae in Numeros X 3 (Baehrens 1921, 73.21-22): . . . quoniam altare
orationisindicium est. Compare also In Jesu Nave homiliae X 3 (Baehrens 1921, 360.10—
13), Verumtamen sciendum est, quantum ex huiuscemodi figurarum adumbrationibus
edocemur, quod, siqui tales sunt in nobis, quorum fides hoc tantummodo habet, ut ad eccle-
siam veniant et inclinent caput suum sacerdotibus, officia exhibeant, servos Dei honorent,
ad ornatum quoque altaris vel ecclesiae aliquid conferant, non tamen adhibeant studium,
ut etiam mores suos excolant . . . ; In Jesu Nave homiliae Il 1 (Baehrens 1921, 296.20-21),
Cum vero videris introire gentes ad fidem, ecclesias extrui, altaria non cruore pecudum
respergi, sed “ pretioso” Christi “ sanguine” consecrari . . . (cf. 1 Peter 1.19). Compare
also Harnack 1918, 65-88; 1919, 122-29.

613 Compare Markschies 1997a, 39-68; Monaci Castagno 1987, 75-81.

614 Schiitz 1984, 136-42.

815 For in-depth discussion, see Dekkers 1947, 82-105; Salzmann 1994, 408-15, 424~
27; Saxer 1984, 207-11. For amore concise discussion, see Rordorf 1978 (= Rordorf 1986,
109-21). See also the summarizing treatment in Kétting 1978, 895-902 (lit), and Severus
1972, 1158-61 (gestures in pagan prayer) and 1219-34 (in Christian prayer).

616 Tertullian, De oratione 14 (Diercks 1954, 6-8); Apologeticum 30.4 (Dekkers
195443, 141.17-20): Illuc sursum suscipientes Christiani manibus expansis, quia innocuis,
capite nudato, quia non erubescimus, denique sine monitore, quia de pectore oramus,
precantes semper pro omnibus imperatoribus. Additional passages in Severus 1972,
1231-32.
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and head (not of course proudly but modestly),®*” he struck himself on the
chest®’® and crossed himself,®*° he stood or kneeled®® (or avoided kneeling
on Sunday and feast days, since it was viewed as a specia sign of abase-
ment®2). It is not really certain that in the opening dialogue, the presider
lifted up the hands for the posture of prayer and that the community fol-
lowed him in doing this while standing.®? We are admittedly completely
in the dark about the extent to which the community really understood—
acoustically and theologically—the Eucharistic texts that we discuss here.
Through theritual of approach canonized in the catechumenate and through
the festive configuration, the majority probably understood that it was an
especialy holy matter, but whether subtleties such as the specia presence
of Christ inthe meal and the elements or the sin-forgiving effect were clear
to them al may be doubted. Admittedly, the general comprehensibility of
a liturgy celebrated according to heavenly and time-of-salvation models
wasnot at all intended, aswe saw in our consideration of the angel liturgies
(section 2.3.2) and the texts of Origen discussed in this section.

The nearest relevant text chronologically that has been drawn upon
for the description of the order and “theology” of Eucharistic worship ser-
vicesin the high imperial period isthe aforementioned reconstruction of a
church order that is usually called Apostolic Tradition.

617 But cum modestia et humilitate . . . ne ipsis quidem manibus sublimius elatis, sed
temperate ac probe elatis, ne uultu quidem in audaciam erecto, Tertullian, De oratione
17.1 (Diercks 1954, 266.1-4); compare Severus 1972, 1230-31.

618 Tertullian, Adversus Marcionem 11 18.6 (Kroymann 1954a, 532.16-18): . . . geni-
bus depositis et manibus caedentibus pectus et facie humi uol utante or ationem commendare
debuisset; Severus 1972, 1160, provides only pagan attestations for this.

619 Tertullian, De corona militis 3.4 (Kroymann 1954b, 1043.27-31): Ad omnem pro-
gressumatque promotum, ad omnemaditum et exitum, ad uestitum, ad calciatum, ad lauacra,
ad mensas, ad lumina, ad cubilia, ad sedilia, quacumque nos conuersatio exercet, frontem
signaculo (sc. crucis) terimus. Additiona attestations in Severus 1972, 1217 and 1232-34
(making the sign of the cross over the forehead and eyes), and Dekkers 1947, 89-94.

520 Tertullian, De oratione 23.1 (Diercks 1954, 271.1-4); Cyprian speaks, by contrast,
of standing while praying and cites immediately thereafter the opening dialogue Susum
corda (sic) . . . Habemus ad Dominum: Cyprian, De dominica oratione 31 (Simonetti/
Moreschini 1976, 109.561, 567-68); detailed differentiations can be found in Severus
1972, 1216-17 (standing) and 1228 (kneeling).

621 Compare Pseudo-Justin (Theodoret? Didorus of Tarsus?), Quaestiones et respon-
siones ad orthodoxos 115 = Irenaeus, fragment 7; Harvey 1965 (CPG |: 1315[2] = I,
6285): 1O 8¢ év nvouomd] ) nhivewv yovv oOpuPoldv €otu mg avaoraaswg &%
TOV AmooTohMx®V 08 XOVmV 1] Tola ity ouviOelo ENafe TV aQynV, ®admg (pnow
0 pandolog Eignvaiog . . . v 1@ mepl 1o I1doya Aoye (Harvey 1965, 1I: 478-79).
Compare also Tertullian, De corona militis 3.4 (Kroymann 1954b, 1043.23-24); Odes of
Solomon 27.1; 35.7a; 37.1aand 42.1a; and Dolger 1936.

622 Contrast Jungmann 1958, 85-89; K ohlschein 1992, 213 (reference H. Brakmann).
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2.3.4.4 The So-Called Apostalic Tradition

In the various texts concerned with church order that have been traced
back since the beginning of the twentieth century to a Grundschrift
called Apostolic Tradition (Traditio Apostolica), we do not find a
description—in contrast to what we find in Justin—of an ordinary Sun-
day Eucharistic worship service, but there are references to this celebra-
tion and individual elements of the liturgy communicated in words.5?
If one analyzes these pointers, then it becomes clear that the separa-
tion between a worship service of the word, which was equally open
to the not-yet-baptized catechumens and to the baptized, and the actual
Eucharistic part, to which the catechumens were no longer admitted,
had already taken place.®* We will, however, concentrate again on the
Eucharistic worship service and especially on the anaphora preserved in
the material. While it was ascribed to Hippolytus for along time and its
allegedly “archaic” elements—such as the talk of Jesus as the maig Oeod
(puerustuus lesus Christus or taig 0od Inoodg XoLotdg) and the men-
tion of the “angel of hiswill” (angelus uoluntatis tuae or dyye,og Tig
Bouliig or dyyehog Bouviilc ocov) as a citation from Isaiah 9.5 (there O
ueydaing Pouifig dyyehog)—were interpreted as intentional archaizing
by Hippolytus,5 aview that reckonswith alonger process of growth that
reaches into the fourth century is now becoming more predominant.52
Despite all the debates from the most recent period, however, it remains
unclear when this liturgy arose, when the process of its literary growth
was completed, and whether it reflects Roman or Egyptian conditions.®?’

623 Salzmann 1994, 235; Jungmann 1967, 65-78; Lietzmann 1926, 181.

624 Thus the appealing analysis of Traditio Apostolica 18 in Saltzmann 1994, 36781,
which is admittedly contained only in the Sahidic, Ethiopian, and Arabic texts (Schdlgen/
Geerlings 1991, 250.8-13 = Till/Leipoldt 1954, 12). Bradshaw/Johnson/Phillips 2002, 102,
point out that all the other attestations of the ritually performed distinction between the two
parts of the worship service stem from the fourth century but do not want to draw the conclu-
sion that the passages of the Traditio Apostolica should therefore be dated to thistime aswell.

525 Documentation in Bradshaw/Johnson/Phillips 2002, 37; compare esp. Connolly 1938,
35069 (texts, retroversion into Greek, and commentary). In Commentarium in Danielem I
32/33, Hippolytus also identifies the “angel of the great counsel” mentioned by Isaiah with the
viog ToD Oeod and the Ldyog (Bonwetsch/Richard 2000, 120.7-8, 25-26 and 122.5). Justin
and Irenaeus, however, aready do so aswell (documentation in Connolly 1938, 356).

626 Already in 1950, Ratcliff had attempted to interpret the L atin version of the Eucha-
ristic prayer more strongly asacompilation of the fourth century. The article concludeswith
areconstruction of the theological topoi of the original version (Ratcliff 1950, 133-34).

827 For Egypt, see Hanssens 1965, 506—11; Jungmann 1967, 73, refers, however, to six
passages in the Eucharistic prayer “in which favorite ideas of Hippolytus come to expres-
sion, namely ideas that recur in his authentic writings.” These references are indebted to
Connolly 1938, 355-69. But can one really conclude anything from the fact that the for-
mula ¢Elog ol dirawog, for example, occurs also in Hippolytus (Connolly 1938, 355:
Hippolytus, Commentariumin Danielem |11 4 [Bonwetsch/Richard 2000, 140.3-4])?
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To address these questions, a careful linguistic comparison would first
have to be carried out. Thus Connolly reports the observation of Armit-
age Robinson that the expression corda habere, which he himself ret-
roverts into Greek according to the normal form as xodtag €yerv, is
“native Latin,” and this conclusion would fit well with the observation
that the formula is first attested in Rome and North Africa.5?® For our
purposes, however, such an investigation is no more necessary than a
renewed debate over the connection of individual theologoumena of
the text with the urban Roman theologian Hippolytus: it can be quickly
shown that many of the theological topoi expressed in the Eucharistic
prayer are attested in alarge number of authors of the time.®

The Eucharistic worship service is thematized above dl at the beginning
of the reconstructed church order in the context of the specifications relating
to the hishops, their election, and their ordination, not in a passage of its
own that one could designate from the context as an “order of worship” of
a Eucharistic worship service of the third or fourth century. This addition
of information into the context of a specific line of argumentation connects
the material of the so-called Apostalic Tradition with the earlier texts, espe-
cialy the Didache and the passagesin Justin. If onefollowsthe Latin version
of the Veronese manuscripts of the Apostolic Tradition, then from the Eucha-
ristic liturgy that the bishop leads, cumque factus fuerit episcopus (“after
he has been made bishop”),%® only the thanksgiving prayer (gratias agere/
gLy aoLoTelv)® with a preceding opening dialogue is imparted. We quote it
here in the version of the Veronese manuscript (fol. 617V) and, when neces-
sary, supplement it with the other trandations and revis ons:®2

628 Connolly 1938, 355.

629 Thus the view of Mazza 1995, 102-9 (with extensive documentation); affirmed by
Bradshaw/Johnson/Phillips 2002, 45.

830 Ty aditio Apostolica 4 (Schol gen/Geerlings 1991, 220.19-20 = Tidner 1963, 123.25);
asemerges from Traditio Apostolica 18 (Scholgen/Geerlings 1991, 250.11-16 = Till/L eipol dt
1954, 12 = Duensing 1946, 48.17), the kiss of peace appearsto belong in addition to the end
of the worship service of the word (so also Bradshaw/Johnson/Phillips 2002, 99; by contrast,
the kiss of peace mentioned in Traditio Apostolica 21 [Schélgen/Geerlings 1991, 264.28—
29 = Tidner 1963, 132.3 = Till/Leipoldt 1954, 22 = Duensing 1946, 60.1-3] is probably a
postbgotismal ritual [so Bradshaw/Johnson/Phillips 2002, 134; contrast Thraede 1972, 514]).

! Traditio Apostolica 4 (Schélgen/Geerlings 1991, 220.3 or 4-5 = Tidner 1963,
124.32 or 124.34; the prayer is lacking in the Sahidic and Arabic text). According to Jung-
mann 1967, 74, “the worship service of theword . . . after the consecration of the bishop is
just as dispensable as in Justin after the administration of baptism.” But it is, in fact, very
improbable that in the order the complete form of the first worship service of the newly
ordained bishop isimparted; at the end too all the concluding pieces of the worship service
are lacking, without one being permitted to draw conclusions from this.

832 |n the Berlin edition of Tidner 1963, 124.30-126; a retroversion into Greek is
found in Lietzmann 1926, 175. A synoptic presentation is found also in Hanssens 1965,
432-33; compare Hanggi/Pahl 1998, nr. 280, pp. 80-81.
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Christian Theology and Its Institutions in the Early Roman Empire

Dominus vobiscum
Et omnes dicant:
Et cum spiritu tuo.
Sursum corda.
Habemus ad Dom<inum>.
Gratias agamus Domino
Dignum et iustum est.
Et siciam prosequatur:
Gratiastibi referimus, Deus,
per dilectum puerum tuum lesum Christum,
quemin ultimis temporibus misisti nobis salvatorem et redemptorem et angelum
voluntatis tuae;
qui est verbum tuum inseparabilem, per quem omnia fecisti
et bene placitumtibi fuit; misisti de caelo in matricemvirginis:
quig<ue> in utero habitus incarnatus est
et filius tibi ostensus est ex spiritu sancto et virgine natus
qui voluntatem tuam conplens et populum sanctum tibi adquirens extendit
manus cum pateretur, ut a passione liberaret eos, qui in te crediderunt;
qui cumque traderetur voluntariae passioni, ut mortem solvat et vincula
diaboli dirumpat et infernum calcet et iustos inluminet et terminum figat et
resurrectionem manifestet,
accipiens panem gratias tibi agens dixit: “ Accipite, manducate: hoc est corpus
meum, quod pro vobis confringetur.” Similiter et calicemdicens. “ Hic est
sanguis meus qui pro vobis effunditur; quando hoc facitis, meam
commemor ationem facitis.”
Memores igitur mortis et resurrectionis eius offerimus tibi panem et calicem
gratiastibi agentes quia nos dignos habuisti adstare coramte et tibi ministrare.
Et petimus, ut mittas spiritum tuum sanctum in oblationem sanctae ecclesiae;
in unum congregans des omnibus qui percipiunt sanctis in repletionem spiritus
sancti ad confirmationem fidei in veritate,’®
ut te laudemus et glorificemus per puerum tuum lesum Christum, per quem tibi
gloria et honor, patri et filio cum sancto spiritu, in sancta ecclesia tua et nunc
et in saecula saeculorum. Amen.

The prayer of thanksgiving consists of the opening dialogue D(omi)
n(u)s uobiscum and the actual Eucharistic prayer, which is described

833 Tidner 1963, ad loc (p. 126 apparatus), explains as follows: “in unum congregans

(sc. omnes sanctos) des omnibus, qui percipiunt sanctis, sc. ut oblationem (panem et calicem)
percipiant in repletionem spiritus sancti” (additional interpretations are also provided there).



2: Three Ingtitutional Contexts 155

in the Sahidic text with the Greek word mQoo$00a.%* As its introduc-
tion already makes clear, the high prayer is a prayer of thanksgiving.
Although it is made up of an anamnesis of the salvific significance of the
life of Jesus Christ (lines 11-21), the words of institution (lines 22-25),
and an epiclesiswith aconcluding great doxology (lines 26—33),%%° and it
is sometimes claimed that the epiclesis has been added secondarily,®® it
nevertheless gives the impression of being a connected unity in its pres-
ent version. The very emphasis on the idea of unity in the concluding
epiclesisin which the petition for the Holy Spirit is connected with the
confession that God gathers the church for unity (lines 28-29, Et peti-
mus, ut mittas spiritum tuum sanctum in oblatione sanctae ecclesiae: in
unum congregans or xol dEodpév o, dmwg roTOTEMPNS TO AYLOV
00V TTveD P €L TV Buotav TG [aylog] éxrAnoiog. <ijv> évioag)s’
makes