NYCTAGIES
NYCTAGES, heretics described by Isidorus

Hispal., as opposing vigils on the ground that
God made the day for “work and the night for
They took up merely the same round
rinst Jerome and the subdeacon

sleep.
as Vigilantius ags

Timotheus against St. Nilus, ef. Nili Epist. i. 26,
(Isidor. “h}‘.l] de £ s, Offic, i, 22, in \11 me’s

Pat. Lat. t. 83, l"ll 59.) -

NYMPHA, a virgin saint of about the fifth
century, honoured in Tuscany and at Kome |
(Peter Natalis, lib. x,, ¢. 42, p. 197§ Tillem, iii.
942, 343, 41'9) Li,'-. H.]

NYMPHIDIANUS, FLAVIANUS,
scholasticus of Philadelphia, who renour
Quartodecimanism at the council of
(Mansi, iv, 1355, v. 610, vi. 893).

[G."

NYMPHODORA, martyr in Bithynia in
the reign of Maximian, w ith her sisters Me
dora and Metrodora (vid. those names in D, C

and Tillem. v. 160). [c.
NYNIA, NYNYANE. [NINIAN.]

0

OAN, princeps, that is, abbat, of Egg in the

Hebrides, died A.D. T24. ( Ann. Ult.; Reeves,
8. Adamn. 307, 38 [J. G.]

OBINUS (Ourxus), the fourth name in the
mythical list of the Britis h ]JI\]IHE\\ or arch-
bishops of London (Godwin, de fracs s, ed.
Richardson, p. 170 ; Ussher, Antig. 1639,
p- 67.) Ihe l\l]llllil\.T of the list in which the
name oceurs was Joscelin of Furnes, a monk
of the 12th century, of whose life and materials
nothing satisfactory seems to be ascertained ;
and the MS. from which Ussher and the other
writers excerpted it has not been

ed.

(Hardy, Cat. Mat. i. 64; Fabricius, DBiblioth.
Lat. s. v.). (5]
OCCILIANUS, addressed by Gregory the

Great in A.D. 599, on his appointment

tribune of Hydruntum or Otranto by the exar
requesting him to redress the wrongs done bj
his predecessor Viator to the inhabitants of
Gallipoli, by exacting forced services from them,
and otherwise oppressing them, about which
Sabinus, or Sabinianus, bishop of the place, had
written to complain. From another letter it
appears that Occilianus had personally visited
Gregory (Epp. ix. 99, 100, 102). [F. D.]

OCEANUS, a Roman of noble birth in the
4th and 5th centuries, connected by birth with
Fabiola (q. v.) and the Julian family, and
friendship with Jerome, Augustine and Pam-
machius. Jerome speaks of him as his son (Ep.
Ixxvii. 1, ed. Vall. and Ia 10), but as the
spiritual father of Marcellinus, the Roman
governor (Ep. lxxvi. 1, A.p, 411). He was,
perhaps, like his friend Pammachius, a senator
(comp. their letter among Jerome’s Ixxxiii. with
his expression, Ep. xevii. 3, Vos Christiani Sena-
tus lumina). He probably became known to

as

Jerome during his stay in Rome in 383 He |
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was a zealous upholder of orthodoxy and strict
discipline, and first comes to our knowledge by
a public protest which he made against Carterius,
a Spanish bishop who, having married before
his baptism and lost h\:, wife, had, as a Christi an,
married a second wife. Jerome points out 11|.1t
there is no law or principle condemning such
marriages, and urges him to silence. This was
about the v Either in that or the
previous \'111.1 Oceanus, in ¢ n]n]ﬂ.\\ with Fabiola,
visited Jerome at Dethlehem, whence they were
driven by the fear of the invasion of the Huns.
While there, he appears to have made acquain-
tance with Rufinus, who, according to Jerome’s

r 397.

insinnation (Adv. Ruf. iii. 4), had an Origenistic
document placed in O wom in E \'s
house, with a view to 3 him with that
tendency. Rufinus having gone to Rome the

ame year (397). and having published shortly
rwards his edition of the Ilepi *Apyar,
wnus and Pammachius watched actions
with critical eyes, and, on the appearance of the
work, wrote to Jerome (.]l:l'- y.
him to deny the insinuation of
was only completing a work begun by
and to furnish them with a tr
Origen’s work as it really was.

Jerome,
lation of
Oceanus, no
doubt, took part in the subsequent proceedings

which led to the condemnation of Origenism at
Rome. On the death of Fabiola, ut 399,
Jerome wrote to Oceanus his Epitaphium of her
(Ep. 77), accompanied by his exposition, which
had been intended for her, of the 42 resting-
places of the Israelites in the desert. At a
later time, in 411, Oceanus, who had maintained
his eorrespondence with Jerome, and poss
his books against Rufinus and other of
works, interested himself specially in the que
tions which arose in connexicn with the Pelagian
('ulll[]'ls\'l:['?-_\'. the oricin of souls. Jerome
.ll' ux(.lrju 126)
who had consulted him on this subj jec t, referring
them to Oceanus as thoroug 1
in the law of the Lord ” and c 1t
ing them.
with _\11‘“114111\‘. who writes to him in the ye
the twe subjects on which he

red from Jerome, the origin of
the passage in Galatians relat
of St. Peter by St. Paul at Ant
speaks
resurr
to Oceanus, and of lette 2
from him. The tenor of his Ie 1'-1 ine |Le‘-'m his
deep respect and comsideration.  Oceanus
placed by Migne with Pammachius, among the
ecclesiastical writers (ff{ff-"u)l.'{, vol ‘P) but

his

on
writes to Marcellinus and Anaps

one

ble ¢

Oceanus was also in correspondence

of instr

hs -!
and

souls,

the

re

Jerome’s on the
rl M'--l'trut |\ Orosius

another work of

is

no writing of his has come down to us except
the letter to Jerome ( 83). [W. H. F.]
OCIALDUS, disciple of 8t. Richarius,

whom c. 645 he succeeded as abbat of Centula
or St. Riquier in Picardy. (Aleuin, Vif. S
ichar, § 14, in Pat, Lat. ci. 691; Gall. Chr. x.
[C. H.]

OCLEATINUS, forbidden by Gregory the
Great in A.D. 591, in letters to Severus, bishop
of Ficulum, and to the governor and inhabitants
of Ariminum (Epp. 1, 57, 58), on W hat grounds
it is not stated, to be chosen bishop of that city.

[F. D]




G4 OCTAVIANA
OCTAVIANA, wife of Hesperius, nsed her

husband’s influence with the usurper Maximus
in favour of a Tertullianist teacher whom she
had brought with her from Africa to Rome.
(Praedest. Haer, 86.) [G. 8.]

OCTAVIANUS, an archdeacon and martyr
in the Arian persecution under Hunneric, (Greg.
Turon. Hist. Franc. ii. 8.) [G.=L8e]

OCTAVIUS (1).
OCTAYVIUS (2), Nov. 20 (Usuard. Mari.),

one of the martyrs of the Thebaean legion, com-
memorated, together with his companions Ad-
ventitius and Solutor, at Turin. They were the
subject of a homily by St. Maximus, bishop of
Turin. DT:\KIMi'a‘.(lG).] (Hom, 81, De Natali

[Mixvcivs FELIX.]

Lat, lvii. 427). [C. H.]
OCTAVIUS (3), a presbyter of Sirmium,
who, ¢. 366, subscribed with INNOCENTIUS (28).
[C. 5]
OCTAVIUS (4), a bishop at the council of
Nismes in 394 (Hefele, ii. 405). In 401 he and
two other bishops, Remigius and Treferius, were
:mluithwl at the council of Turin (ecan. 111.) on
formed some unlawful

3). [C. H.]

[Lxoxs, MARTYRS OF.]

the charge of having p
ordinations (Hardouin, i,

OCTOBER.

by some to have been
sert I11L, king of the Franks,
d to B or
after his «
m, and specially to active wo
e suffering and poor. She died
, and her relics are preserved at
Amay. He t is Oet. The authority
is a late I ¥ an anonymous writer, given
with wvaluable commentarius ius by the
Bollan ists (deta SS. ut she is a
favourite with Frenech writers as » pattern
of chaste widowhood. (Chevalier, Repert. Moyen

Age, 1661), [J. (_\'.]

ODDA (Opa), virgin, patron of Rhoda in
Brabant, commemorated Nov. 27. She is called
1ighter of a king of Scotia ; Dempster say

Eugenius V. In her lecend there is n

Bogeus, duke of

of charity to
about A.D. 7!

¥

H. E. 8cot. ii. 509: U'“:mﬁun, Ir. 88, ii. 12,
giving a useful résumé.) [J. G.]

ODDO, of Mercia.

[Doppo.]

ODHRAN (Opraxus, ORAN, OTTE
a name often met with in Irish hs .
and perhaps is allied to the Latin Adrianus.
(For lists of Odhran or Odranus, see Colgan,
Acta §5.372n.'7, 540 n.?)

(1) OpHRAN, monk of Iona

under St,

Columba, to whom he was closely related. His |

feast is Oct. 27. Colgan (7. 7. 506
him monk of Derry, and Skene (Celt.
might accept the gloss of Aencus
ing him with Odhran of Latta
dates prevent it.

3) calls
t
identify-
agh, but the
Of his life there is no aceount
till the close, when the curious legend is told by

|z :
Columba’s arrival.

35n.) |

- 1g | died Dee. 13th
distinctive beyond her residence at Rhoda in the | ¢

6th or Bth ecentury, and the elevation of her |
remains by bishop Othbert in 1103, (Dempster, |

| (HiLpurrus.]

ODILO

O’Donnell (Colgan, 7. 7. 411 c. 12) of Odhran’
choice to die and be the first of St. Columli’g
followers to take corporal possession of Iona,
His death is assigned to 563, the year of St
His fame in the West of
Scotland is attested by the number of dedica-
tions, On Iona the Reilig Odhrain, and S,
Oran’s chapel, dating from about the 12th
ury and said to have been the place of
al for the Scotch, Irish, and Norw egian
s, are well known. (On St. Odhran, see
elt. Scot. ii. 353 Boll. Acta S8, 27 Qct,
xii. 542-4, with full Sylloge Historica by De
Buck trying to diseriminate the many Odrani
and believing this to be St. Adamnan’s Brito;
Reeves, S. Adamn. 203 et al., ed. 1857.)

(2) Opuraw, disciple and successor of 8t

- : ) | Senan at iscathay in the Sh: )
S8, Martyrum Octav., Advent., et Solut. in Pat. | Senan at Iniscathay in the Shannon about A.p,

530. (Cotton, Fast. i. 431; Colgan, Aeta S8,
[3. 6]

ODILBERTUS (EDELBERTUS, ODBERTUS,
OLIBERTUS, ALIBERTUS, ALIPERTUS, OLDI-
BERTUS, OLDEPERTUS), archbishop of Milan, to
whom Charlemagne addressed a letter of ques-

| tions on the subject of Baptism (Baluze, Capitu-

aria, t. i. p. 483). He presided from 805 to 8§14
(Ughelli, Ftal. Sac. iv. 75; Cappelletti, Le

hicse d’ Ttal, xi. 134, 202; Ceillier, xii. 185,
: [C. H.]

ODILIA (OpiuA, Ornrcia, OTTILIA), virgin
1 , has an abundant literature, but her
phy is based on a life of the eleventh cen-
tury, which is entirely unhistorical (Mabill
A. S8, 0.8.B. iii. 2, pp. 441, ed. 1734, As I
and ially of Hohenburg, where her
¢ are still largely resorted to, she is held in
great repute on the confines of France and Ger-
many. Very briefly stated, tradition represents
her as daughter of Adalric or Ethico, duke of
Alsace, and Berchsind his wife. Being horn
blind, she was exposed by her father’s order, but
afterwards rescued from death, and at the age of
twelve baptized by a bishop called Erhardt,
when her eyes were at once opened (but see
Boll. A.S8S. Jul. iii. 212, 214 sq., upon this bap-
tism and miracles, and elaiming them as the
work of St. Hildulfus of 'I ;3 the father is
Ethico or Athicus). Her father in remorse built
a nunnery for her at Hohenburg, where she
She is invoked in
ions of the as as her symbol two
eyes lying upon a book (Herzog, Real- ol ¥
197 ; Iist. Litt. de la France, viii, 89-1).
[J. G.]

ODILLEOZ, a monk sent to Aleuin in 796
from the brethren of the church of St. Liudgar,
which may have been at Autun, or else at
Miinsterthal in Alsace (Alcuin, ep. 52 and note,
in Pat. Lat, ¢, 217), or Murbach (Diimmler, Mon,
Ale. p. 340). [C. H.]

ODILO (Oriro), dux of Bagoaria (Bavaria),
who greatly encouraced the mission of St. Bonie
face among his people, and in conjunction with
him established the first four bishopries of
Bavaria (Othlo, Vit. Bonif, num. 31, in Pat, Lat.
xxxix. 649), MUs  MOGUNTINENSIS. ]
His marriag Chiltrudis or Hiltru=

slis: the daughter of Charles Martel, and his
defeat in 743 at the Lech by Carloman and




ODLANDUS

Pippin, are recorded by Fredegarius (Pat. Lat,
lxxi. 681) and some anonymous annals (Bouquet,
v. 83, 196, vi. 97, 137). [C. H]

ODLANDUS, 10th abbat of St. Bertin, eire.
795-804. There is extant a document dated in
the 20th year of Charles the Great’s reign pur-
porting to be a grant by him to Autlandus or
Audiandus, and his monks, of the privilege
111|111J'|lg wild beasts in the monastery domain, but
not in the royal forests, for skins to bind books
for the monks and make them gloves and belts.
This document was published by Mabillon in the
De Re Dipl. p. 631, and thence transterred into
Migne’s collection (Pad. Lat. xcvii. 976), but it

is rejected as spurious by Le Cointe. us
ac 1 for his foundation sever: 5,
in

1ere

improvement of the channels )
flour-mills, for he afterwards
the grant of a monopoly. The church of St.
Martin in the same parish which d been
destroyed by Northmen, he re-established, and
attached to it ten monks. (Laplane, Les Abbés de
Suaint-Bertin, i. 39-42; Gall. Christ. 487-8))
[5. A, B.]
The first is

which acquired

ODOACER (Opovacar), king.

the generally received form of the name, but the |

latter is correct. (Opovacar, Cassiod., Chron. and
MS. in Marini Papiri Dipl. n. 82; OnovacHAR and
OpoBAGAR, Eugyppius, Vita S. Sev. 14, 40, in
Migne, Patr. Lat., 1xii. 1176, 1192; AUDOACHAR,
Or. Gent. Lang. in JMon. Germ. Hist. woeript.
Ker. Lang. 3, the last form supporting Grimm’s
derivation from and vakrs rood
watcher, Pallmann, ii. 168.)  His father’s name
was Edecon (dn. Vai, Ant. M. 209), who has
been identified by Gibbon and others with the
Edecon mentioned by Priscus, and with Edica,
king of the Scyri (Jord. Get. 130), but this
identification, though possibly correct, is
proved. He was a Teuton, but of what tribe is
uncertain, The statement that he was a Se;
(Ant. M. 209) seems the most probable, thougl
Jordanes (Rom. 44) makes him a Rugian.
any rate he sprang from one of the four kindred
tribes, the Scyri, Rugi, Turcili or Heruli,
who in the middle of the fifth century dwelt
between the Danube and the Carpathians in
}\‘E'.at is now Northern Hungary. He was born
I A.D, 433 (Ant: f). He is first mentioned as
one of a band of young barbarians who visited
t!w hermit Severinus on their way through
Noricum to seek their fortunes in Italy., The
saint predicted his future elevation. “ Go,”
said he, “to Italy. Thou art now clad in skins,
but shalt soon be able to give costly gifts to
1y.”  (Eugyppius, ubi supra.) He probably
took service in the Foederati, the barbarian
auxiliaries who had become the backbone of
t]lle Roman army, and in A.D. 472 had risen so
hlﬂ_l that his adhesion to Ricimer in his revolt
against Anthemius is expressly mentioned (Ant.
M. 209). In the summer of 4.1, 476 the foederati,
whose suspicions may have been aroused by the
attempts of Nepos and Orestes to remove them
from Italy to defend against the Visigoths the
Temnants of the HRoman possessions in Gaul,
demanded from Orestes, the father of the
Puppes emperor Romulus, a grant of one-third
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of the lands of Italy (Procopius, Goth. i. 1).

A refusal was followed by a mutiny, which
probably broke out in the north-east of Italy.
Reeruits from the Rugians, Scyrians, Turcilingi
and Heruli may have marched across Noricum to
join their kinsfolk, thus supplying a ground

| for the false conception of Odovacar as a barbarian
| invader of Italy. i

re of |

rn was a short cne,
On August 23rd (An. Cusp.) Odovacar, then
one of the imperial guard, was proclaimed king,
On the 27th, Pavia, where Orestes had refreated,
fell, and the city experienced all the horrors of
a storm, though Epiphanius did all he could to
protect the inhabitants. [Epipnanius (13).]
The next day Orestes was taken and executed
at Placentia. Odov: marched on Ravenna,
Paulus, the brother of Orestes, at the
Pineta on September 4th, put him to death, and
took Ravenna, where Romulus had tal refuge,
From pity or from policy he spared his life, and
mted him the Campanian villa of Lucullus
with an annual pension.

The fi act of Odovacar was to negotiate a
treaty with Genseric, who ceded him the greater
part of Sicily on the condition of his naying
tribute for it (\-'_'lcl:‘ Vit., de Pers. Vand. i. 4,
in Patr. Lat, lviii. 187). His probable motive
was to provide for the corn supply of Italy,
which had been seriously diminished by the
loss of Africa. He anted his soldiers the
lands Orestes had refused (Procopius, ubi supra),
but the execution of Count Brachila on July 11th
of the following year (An. Cusp.) seems to indi-
cate a mutinous tendency amone them.

His relations with the anid the conquered
Romans were in a critical state. The latter
could not reconcile themselves to the dominion
' a barbarian, and the orthodox clergy could
still less tolerate the supre y of an Arian.
It is remarkal in the Papal correspondence
how completely Odovacar is ignored, and Zeno
regarded as the sole legitimate monarch. The
emperor Nepos, too, though a fugitive from Italy,
retained his hereditary dominions in Dalmatia,
and was acknowledged by the fragment of Gaul
that remained Roman. After the restoration
of Zeno at the close of A.p. 477, envoys from
the different parties in the West appeared at
Constantinople. The deposed Romulus (no doubt
at the instigation of Odov sed the
senate to send Latinus and Madusi inform
Zeno that they required no s
in the West, but that one would be su
for the whole empire. Odovacar they
qualified to govern by his ability in both civil
and military affai and they asked Zeno to
grant him the dignity of patrician, and commit
to him the government of Italy. From Odovacar
a separate em y came, and Nepos also sent to
congratulate mo on his restoration and to
request his aid in recovering the empire. Zeno,
from the influence of his wife Verina and a fellow=
feeling for the misfortunes of Nepos, was inelined
to favour him, but lacked the power; he there-
fore returned diplomatic answers. He reproached
the envoys of the senate with having killed one
of the two emperors they had received from
the Last and with having expelled the other.
They knew, he said, what their duty was, namely,
to welcome the surviving emperor on his return.
He directed Odovacar to seek the dignity of
patrician from Nepos, but added that he would

The camj




66 ODOACER

grant it himself if Nepos did not anticipate
him. He trusted that Odovacar would welecome
back the emperor who had granted him such an
honour, and in his letter to Odovacar, he
addressed him as patrician (Malchus). It was
probably on this occasion that the imperial

regalia of the West were sent to Constantinople |

enve

(An. Val. 64), and lul'ulazlb'\f also that
from the fragment of Gaul that was s
Roman appeared at Constantinople, and that
Zeno was inclined to lean to the side of Odovacar

as against them (Cundidus).

After the murder of Nepos in A.p. 480,
Odovacar invaded and conquered |).:7 natia,
putting his murderers to death. This war
apparently occupied the ye: 481 and 482

(An. Cusp., Cass, Chron.). Odovacar’s dominions
me conterminous with those of Zeno,
wct which did not tend to improve the rela-
»tween th In 484 lllus sought the
Odo i in his revolt against Feno,
he vefused, but two years later he made
tions to assist him (Ant. M. 214). Zeno’s
1¢ Rugians against
In the war which followed in A.D.
letely suecessful, almost
ms and capturing their
who was
his queen (Eugypp. 54,
5 He sent, perhaj

tions
aid

exterminating the Rt
kine Fava or Feletl
sxecuted, and Gisa
An. Val. 48, 4n. C
irony, a portion of spoils to Zeno, w ho
simulated a tion he did not feel. An
invasion by Frederic the son of Fa
year was repelled by Onulf, Odovacar’s br
and Frederic fled to Theoderic. By Odovacar’s
orders, Northern Noricum was then e ated by
the Romans that r ined there. (Eugypp. xii.)

So far the n diplomacy had failed,
but Zeno’s mnext move was more successful.
"Theoderic, the king of the Ostro-Goths, had in
486 and 487 made two invasions, on the second
of which he had penetrated within twelve miles
of Constantinople. Zeno now by a master-
stroke of policy persuaded him to und ke an
expedition thus ensui the
destruction of one or other of his enemies, and
the removal of the st dar his
neichbourhood, The fugitive
threw his influence into the same g
there was apparently some tie of relationship
between Theoderic and the l{u‘_"inn roval f
In the winter of 488 Theoderic with the G
nation evacuated Moesia and marel
Odovacar was defeated on August
the Isonzo, and a month later in a second
battle at Verona, and fled to Ravenna. M
and Pavia surrendered, and the greater par
Odovacar’s army, headed by Tufa, his ma
militum, went over to the conqueror. Tufa was
sent to besiege Ravenna, but by a double treason
went over to his old master, betraying to him
Theoderic’s officers. Odovacar was thus enabled
to take the offensive; he marched in the spring
of 490 on Milan, and besieged Theoderic in Pavia
(Ennod. V. Epiph. in Patr. Lat, 1xiii 5). He
was rescued from this perilous position by
reinforcements of the kindred Visigoths from
Gaul, and a third great battle on the Adda on
August 11th ended in the total defeat of Oduvacar,
5till he defended himself bravely for two vears
and a half in Ravenna, making i‘rf‘qllvnt g‘;l]'\l-.\-‘
including one on July 10th, 491, on the side of

15 in
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| and when he escaped was put

ODOACER

the Pineta, which caused great slaughter on
both sides. His position grew more |,.|l,,.},_,“
Cesena alone outside Ravenna was held for him
provi v very scarce,and in August 'HJ‘J).
Theoderiec blockaded Ravenna Lj’ sea. On tl'.é
other hand the Goths were weary of the long
i , and on February 27th, 493, a peace “:";
anged by the mediation of John the aycha
1op of Raven rnellug
. Pent. in Seript, Rer, Lung, 303), Ui--\'.u-n;-
ing his son Thela or Ocla, whom he hag
proclaimed Caesar (Ant. H.), as a hostage, on
the terms that Theoderic and Odovacar should
ign jointly over Italy,

dered on March
1d not be a durable one, and in
just ten da Theo h

a (_] TOCH]. whi supra ;

ct lasted
_"rll-*”_\'. 5115
inst him, and
to anticipate him. Odovacar was
¢ in the ]-.l_‘ wee of Lauretum, when two of
his men entered and seized his hands as sup-

;. Armed men who 1 been waiting in
ljoining rooms immediately rushed in, but
tated to strike. Theoderie, however, plunged
out, “So
thou hast treated my kinsfolk. brother
was shot to death in the church where he had
taken sanctuary, his wife Sunigilda starved to
death, and his son first was banished to Gaul,
to death (Ant.
H.). The remnants of Odovacar’s army shared
his fate (An. Val. 56).

as been previously noticed, Odovacar ins
te d little ecelesiastical matte and is
but little noticed by ecclesiastical writers.
Though an Arian himself, he have

ted the orthodox with mi
or his accession he wr
promisir
40), and at the req
mitted for five y«
V. Epiph. in P
oceasion on which he took ¢
church matters was at the I
the death of Simplicius, of wi
is given under ix III.

The significance of Odovacar’s place in history
is due to two fa that by him the separate
line of Western emperors was extinguished, and
the first German kingdom established in Italy.
Thus the field was left clear for the develop-
ment of the Papal power, and for the eventual
establishment of a Teutonic emperor. Yet no
contemporary seems to have marked the signi=
ficance of the deposition of Romulus or to have
realised that the Western line was to end with
him, There had been previous interregna, and,
not to mention Romulus and Glycerius, Nepos was
still emperor de jure and ove - a considerable ter-
ritory emperor de facto, The newly discovered
fact that Odovacar, probably as a la
proclaimed his son emperor, shews that it was
quite possible that the Western line micht have
been restored. Again, Odovacar ruled in a two-
fold capacity, the Teutonic part of his subjects
as king, while over the Roman part he wielded
as patrician what was in theory a delegate
authority. It is noticed (Cass. Clhron.) that hs
did not assume the purple or other royal ornis
ments, and he seems to have styled himself
simply king, without adding m\."y tribal or

The only
1t part in
tion after

i
account

t resource,

territorial designation, He is once indeed called
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rex Italiae by a contemporary writer (Victor
Vit. ubi supra), but this is probably a descrip-
tion and not a formal title. Insecure as the
1...5ili:m of his successor was, that of Odovacar
was far more so. The * was hereditary
king of a united and o nation, while
Odovacar could only rely |.1| 1‘|L support of l].--
army, (ll!ﬂ]Nl:ﬂ.li of fr agments of different and
discordant trib
autho

for histor
1eAsT wgmentary.  The p
the (hluut(]n k!‘u\\ n as Anonymus Cus)

(4n. Cusp. ), the fragments discovered by

his

( An. Val. ), Jordanes (ed. Mommsen
} + and cially John of
-‘umm h, many f -mnnz\ of whose ma.u]\ are
pr n]hlwl in i ragmenta  Hist H
iv. (Ant. ), and ntlu ors, including one «
value, by Mommsen in Hermes vi. (Ant. J1).
Modern accounts of Odov: given by
Tillemont, Eip. \'i ., Gibbon, ch. 36, 39, Dahn,
Dig Kinige der Germanen ii., and a very f full one

Pallmann (G te der Vilker
rkin's fnvade

Mr. Hwil_-

by
ii.).

fery

8 r;f
excellent account of his history
The relation of the diffe rent ¢
been examined by Waitz (Nac/ri
1865-81, and Holder-Egger, N, drc/

Ll
ODOARIUS, first bishop uf Lugo, after
recovery from the Mahom:
before the invaders, and after | :
on the recapture of ILu by Alphonso I,
turned there with a number of his retainers and
others, rebuilt the city, which he found wasted
and uninhabited, and 1 1 ~]1<-;r= it. He
built various <':1111¢-Jw.~, and ».I.]‘.l his retainers
in various villages in the surrounding ecountry
and planted vineyards and orchaxls
of his are extant, one of which i
747, in which he styles himself
pus.” By them he the z
churches he had founded to the see of
He also assisted in repeopling Braga after
recovery. According toan ancient Kalendar,
died on Septemb st, 786. (Esp. Suag.
Gams, HNirchengeschichte von Spanien, ii.
251.) [F. D.]

ODOBECCUS. [Evosicnus.]

ODRENE (Oprixvs, HUIDHREINT,
DREN), bishop of \Iuwlm. co, Down,
694. (Ann. Ult. A.D. 693; Reeves,
152; Cotton, Fast. Hib. iii. 219.)

ODUINUS, a presbyter, to whom Alenin
addressed his epistle De Baptismi cae
(Pat. Lat, ci. 611). LG 1]

ODULFUS (AuDULFUS, AOTOLFUS), count,

a friend of Aleuin, who asks Arno .l.t.llh ]|up

shment,

re=

d: .h--] in

\,IJ.

gave

he

Hour-

of Salzburg to remind him to be in
judgment and merciful to the poor ( 153;
Froben, 113, and notes in Paf. Lat. ¢. 403 A),

The letter belongs to the year 805, when Odulfus
Was a missus regius :n1=|n=m‘[1\' with Arno (mf
the second r"x}n u].m, of that year, capit.
Baluze, Capitularia, t. i. p. 425; and \1-| I
beck’s Historia Fr -ru:;r_qzsis, t. i p. 2, Insts
118, 123, pp. 90, 93). He died in 819, as re-
corded in the Breves Annales Ratisponenses
gwon by Mabillon (Vetera Anc Iu,c,f({, 1723,
P 368), [C. H.]

.
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and OETHILRAED
[HopILRED.] [C. H.]

OEGETCHAIR, bishop of Mahee Island,

OFFA

OEDILRAEDUS,
(Kemble, C. D. 85).

co.
Down, died A.D. 735. (Adnn. Ui, A.D. 734,
l':ﬂlin_‘_f_ him OEDGEDCAR. ee nlso Reeves, Feel.

Ant. 149 ; Cotton, Fast. Hib.

OENGUS

iii. 218.) [J. G.]
(1) (AENGHUS), son of '

or Tipraite, priest or abbat of Clonfad, county
Westmeath, is known uul\ fnr ]lj-: i
E of St. Martin,
= and in Jmh ulli‘ ty ; it is ]‘m
l;_'.' Dr, T f}- m
From t Prefac
it was wi ¢ s]-u-( tation of a visitation

of St. Colum-cille in Ireland by

| the abbat of the 3¢y St '\l'lll‘l:'.ilﬂ,
probably at the close of the Tth century He
died A.D. 746. (Ann. Ult. A.D. 745) [J. G.]

S (2), son of Crunnmhael,
Meath, died A.p. 783. (-

sy CO.

I (;'.j
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OENGUS (3),s0n of U king of the
Picts. }'1~ name assumes many forms—ANGUS
Oexcus, Huneus, Uxgus, Uxust, UipNu
Uxuisr (Skene, Chron. 496; M. H. B.
662-3). He was one of the most power

kings of Pictavia and Hungus of the Legend of
8. Andrew, but it antedates the occur
four ce: pass. ;

Crit. L

ence by
Innes

[J. G.]

Chron,
UNGUS.]

20, Mac una Lai
nty

d, ant

OENNA,
of Clonms:
founder
(Ann.

as a ]un)up (O’Hanlon, fr.

Jan.
2, King’s C
g AD, D
usiusj Gs -\n\,
S5, 1. &

chisi, abbat
seeded the

OFELLUS, bishop of ("nnp wtris
Mentioned in the paschal letter c
bishop of Ale 1 for the year 404 (l
by Jerome, and forming Ep, 100 in
as then recently appointed. i

OFFA (I) the young
king of Northumbria (A.p. 533-617),
second wife Acha, daughter of Ella
Edwin (Symeon Dunelm. ed. Sur

:st son of Ethelfrith,
l\'

his

teas

218). Dur he reign of Edwin, Offa and his
brothers took refuge in Scotland, and several of
them, at least, were baptized at Iona (Id. 210;

Vita S. Columbae, i. 113; 8. C. 20,
'y returned on the death of Edwin, but

we hear no more of Offa. [J. B.]
OFFA (2), a son of Aldfrith, king of

Northumbria (A.p. 685-705). His mother,

] ly, was L'l.‘.iw]nn'h, sister of Ina, king of
Wess: Symeon of Durham (/. K. sub anno
750, and H. E. Dunelm, ii. 17) tells us that to
escape from his enemies, he fled for protection to

the body of St. Cuthbert at Lir
when half-dead with hunger, he was dragged out
and He had probably incurred the
animosity of Eadbert, king of Northumbria,
who also imprisoned Kynewulf bishop of Lindis-
farne, and p Ilt, his see in commission. The king
was prob onted with the ]mh:.p for
allowing Offa  to take sanctuary (Pref. to Sy |nrc-|\,

farne, whence

slain,

I, R ed. Surtees Soc. xvii. —xviii.). [J. &.]
2
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OTFFA (3), king of the East Saxons, son of
Sighere and nej \}10\\. of Sebbi, who, .1rh.‘r a reign
of thirty years, died about the year 6 bi,
according to Bede, was ded b'v 111% sons
Sichard and Suefred (A. E. iv. 11). Offa’s ac-
cession may have taken place either on his
father’s death, the date of which is unknown, or
on his une death, when he may have obtained
his father the kingdom, or on the
death or wiii])i wement of his cousins. Bede

81

s share of

(H. E. v. 19) describes him as a ¥ th of great
beanty and devotion, most beloved by his
I"-‘"l’]‘l’-- Out of a spirit of 1-1-1\ ]u‘ left his
country, wife, lands, and ki r the sake
of Christ, that he might receive a h indredfold
more in this present ] and in the world to

come life eternal.
Merci
Otfa accom]
and spent the

lingly, when Coenred,
), went on pil
ed him,

rest of his life

king of
to Kome,
tons
monk

To this story a few other pmhnh 's are
added by later \\11*01‘ Fl Worce
(Appendix, Mon. Hist. Brit. p. 6 n) :||J
ta was ;v‘. £ 101 to go to Rome by
witha, the daughter of Penda, whom he wished
to mart and that he was accom lvnmul l:\
hop of Worcester, who on the oct
ourney obtai |'»\1 from pope | Constantine a
stion of his foundation at Evesham (ibid.

Trecelv

2, as a

eges

Kines-

Ecowin,

. William ut Malmesbury repeats the

P. lib. iv. §180; G. R. i. § 98),
adding th 1t by IKiness he w ¢ edoctus
ami mutare in melius.” As Penla, Kin

witha’s father, died fifty-four before the
pilgrimage was undertaken, tl".ﬂ y must have
been too old for ( s bride, and counld har

the wife whom Bede mentions him as for
She may, however, have been an instructress

years

adviser. The connexion of Ecgwin’s i
Rome with the pilgrimage of Ofia and Coe ue.i
is also brought out in the Evesham charters

which are incorporated in the life of
AA, S8 0.8.B. saee. iii. pt. 1, pp. 31
Eegwin himself is made to mention l'lu-il‘
i ipi undation ¢ h'urn] (p. 320
cf. Kemble, C. D, 645 Chron. am, ed, Ma-
cray, pp. 17-20); and the two k re Tepre-
sented as a¢ with and confirming the
rter of Constantine, which likewise mentions
ir visit to Rome (Mab. 1. c. p. 3213
Evesham, p. 171; (o &e., ed. Haddan and
Stubbs, iii. 281, 282). The life of Ecgwin by
drihtwald further im':\]u's that the two ];iuf_':.k.
returned from Rome with the ||i5&h0[‘| (Mab. 1..u‘
p- 324), but this is at variance with the state-
ment of Bede, and is mixed up with some other
unhistorical statements.

The name of Offa appears in other charters
in connexion with Ecgwin, A grant of lands at
Scottarith, Hnuthyrste, and Hellerelege, made
Offa, “rex Merciorum,” but attested by
Ecgwin, is referred by Kemble (K. €. D. 55) to
Otfa of Essex; and Offa, as king of the East
Angles, is made to join with Coenred in an Eves-
ham charter granted at Rome (K. C. D. 61;

Chron.

by

Mon. Angl. 15). This confusion seems to
have misled even Wil]lmn of Malmesbury. who
talls UIL\. king of the Angles (G. P. §§ 160,

180, 232). This has lmt to another mis l1|\t.'
the Hast Anglian kings being descended from
an early Wuffa, bore the name of Uffings : some

OFFA

confusion of this name with that of East Saxon
Offa, whose sanctity was well established by his
rimage, led pt]h aps to the idea that the
ngs were a saintly stock, and to it acco
Ercenwold and his sister I thelburga are r

H
name, Offa, father of
descent from Woden (M

: in
. Hist. Brit. p. 628),

(8

OFFA (4)‘ king of Merc
(ifa o« ‘*“i” [0 8 mnm’ nn]n rtant p ]\n e in the
history of the Eng nation in the

ig I\ih cen-

tury. He is the most powerful king of the
itest of the English kingdoms; his extant
rters ave more numerous than those of any

other king of the age; his relations to both
pope and emperor are more definite, and the
general impression as to his character and policy,
which the history of the time leaves on the
mind of inves tors, is at once more distinct
and more imposing than that left by any other
contempor 1~\' sovereign except Charles the
Great. Yet it must be ¢ 1 that the mate-
rials for forming a consecutive history of his
reign are extremely jejune: they are -ltch’nu
but very meagre, and legend has been unfor-
tuuth]‘,’ active in filling in the outlines, The
following sketch conts uw: no more than is re-

of his career, the mor
have been treated under
)fa was the son of Thingferth, the son of
Eanulf, who was the founder of the family
monastery of Bredon, Eanulf was the son of
Osmod, the son of Eowa, the brother of Penda,
and first cousin to Ethelbald, Offa was
eighteenth in descent from Woden, and thire
teenth from Offa, the son of Warmund, whose
i history, geing far into heathen
was a part of the common stock of
and Seandinavian d. It may be

nt parts of which
er titles.

was

mythol

Il nes,

here stated that the lives of the two Offas,
ascribed, but on incertain authority, to
Matthew Paris, are wpt to bring the

connexion, with the
ting the Mercian Offa

two heroes into histor
unfortunate result of m:
almost as shadowy as his pred Accord-
ing to this fabulous narrative, the mother of
Offa was named Marcellina, and he himself in

childhood b the name of Winefred.
On the death of Ethelbald, which we have
good reason for dating in 757, the Mercian

throne was filled for a short time n\' a tyrant
named
the

»d, whose name is not found in
rrees, and who plr-~h(~1 within th_i!
being either driven into exile his
1"“‘[ le, as Matthew Paris circumstantially states,
or, as is perhaps more probably put by fllorence
Worcester, being killed by Offa (M. Paris,
Major, i. 342, 343 ; Flor. Wig. M. J. B.
The chronicle merely tells us that he
was expelled, Wessex and Northumbria expe-
rienced a change of sovereigns about the sameé
time, or in the following year., Offa retained
his authority without recorded disquietude, and

Beorn

his his 7 is & blank for several vears. th~b
Ethelbald’s power had been -.anl\r diminished in
the closing years of his reign, or the influence

of Me had eolls apsed under Beornred, Offa
must have inherited a claim to the super:on““

over the East Anglian, East Saxon, and Kentish
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Eincdoms, a brisk rivalry with Wessex, and a
position of triumphant seeurity on the side of
the Welsh. It is probable, however, that in
most of these respects he had heavy work to
maintain his authority : we find him in the

course of his rei dealing severally but sum-
marily with each of his neigchbours, and the
annals of the time breathe mo suspicion of any

break in his continuous successes.

After he had been for fourteen years on the
throne, we learn from the Northumbrian annals
]n._;,un_d }n Simeon of Durham (M, H B. 6 rl)
that in 771 he subdued the He
terious notice, which cannot be \
explained. Possibly the Hestingi are the East
Angles, of w hose hhtor\ at the time nothing is
]m-m.n but that they were under the rule of
Ethelred, the father of Ethelbert, who subse-
quently married a daughter of Offa. His next
recorded victory was over Kent: in a battle
fought at Otford in 775 (corr. for 773, Chr. 8.
M. H. B. 334) he defeated the nati onal army.
Unfortunately we do not know the name of the
king of Kent, who must have led the host; for
Alrie, the son of Wihtred, whom William of
Malmesbury represents as defeated on the «
sion (G. 1. i. § 15), must have been long
[ALric; KeENT, Kixes oF]. The blow
to have been successful ; although

satl

Offa’s reign, the kingdom was pra

pendent on Mercia until it was won by Eg

about 824,
In the year

779 (Chr. 8. 777) Offa fought with
Cynewulf of \‘. essex a decisive battle at Ben-
si.ngtuu. in Oxfordshire. The victory which he
there obtained added Oxfordshire permanently
to Mercia, and gave the opportunity, taken some
half-century 1.1tu, of hllh"’l]lﬁ' the episcopnl see
of Middle Anglia from Le to Dore
It is unneces minutely into the
possible cause of the between two
states which by positi ry could not
fail to be rivals. Following 1.1‘ the string of
Offa’s successes, we next come to his relations
with the British tribes on Hw western border.
The Welsh annals (3. H. B. p. 834) mention two
devastations by Offa, one in a second in
784. Possibly we may refer to these dates the
construction of Offa’s dyke, the great boundary
fortification between Mercia and Wales, which
The interest,
of the years 780 to 790 is mainly
al and diplomatie, and will be noticed
;r on, The years were a period, if we may
argue from the silence of historians, of internal
peace, and marked by a policy intended to
secure the consolidation of the Mercian power.
In 786 the death of C ynewulf made for
Brihtric to ascend the West Saxon
[BEoruTRIC].
influence of O
there, he w

ster 1ester.

7..‘1,

extended from the Wye to the Dee,
however,

way

1{‘ is possible that, although the
a may

not have placed him
. 8 vd ]a}‘ Mercian support
against the claims of Ecbert, who had f:
pretensions in both Wessex and Kent [EGnerT].
Brihtrie with Eadl

llhe mm'l‘i:u_‘;u _:\t: ) a
daughter of Offa, intended to ure ace
between the two king s, took place ]n T8

(Chr. 8. 787). The marriage of another dauch-
ter, Ealhfleda, with Ethelred, king of Northum-
bria, which took place at C atterick on Se pt. 29,
992, was probably a political measure als

throne |

nily |

great

| that
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although it is more probable that Ethelred
needed the support of Offa than that Offa feared
danger to his northern frontier in the disturbed
condition of Northumbria, It was possibly in
the same year, or more }rul;‘ﬂ;]\' in 794, that
rdered the ian king Ethelbert to
eaded L

an act which not
only suggested a topic > embellishments of
legend, but has left on memory its one
stain. The circumstances are ob-
scure, but the tradition of the
it cannot be dh]:m\eu] In 795,
the Annales Cam 2y a was
hostilities with the Welsh, and ravag
The movement in I\mr in favour of
Praen, which was ¢ less in preparation about

very
fact is uniform, and
according to

this time, did not break into war until E_ui;l’s.
death, which occurred in the following ¥
This short review of his wars shows that mi I|.|<'

and e

his

stern England were entirely under

hand during a great part of his reign, whilst
during the latter years, by the marriages of his
daughte he s«

ured a hold on Northumbria
s no doubt justified foreign
rding him as the chief ruler of
n, in which character he : 11 pears

and Wessex,
nations in r
the whole na

in the correspondence of Alcuin and also of
Charles the Great. Our knowledge of his re-
ons with Charles dates from the p yoint of time

» his abode in the Frank
781.

trace of O
letter of Adrian 1.
rom the
nation of
rles,

suin took u
yut 780 or
the ear
in

rli;;fnna' 4

8

a

The pope hll he:

Charles.

U.H

king
) the
1 to him, that
enemies of both had
that Offa had proposed to

the

kings,

persons,
:d the poj

to :11] him and appoint a Ger
pope i his plac Charles, at Offa’s 3
contradicted the story, and Adr epted lhx-
contradiction, adding that until informed by

Charles he had heard no such report, and that

}\ would receive with welcome the envoys of
e English king (Mon. Carol. ed. Jaffé, PP 97
As Adrian and Offa were clearly on g

terms in 786, this letter must belong to an
earlier year. In 786 the [u-|-|- sent the
George and The tI'I]I‘ lact to England 5 tl

.l:‘u'-m]w:mi--{ ] \\ thod, a abbat, ~.||f,

with them by (_n.'lll s. Their first visit after
thn- reception in Kent was to Offa, who res
cei them with great honour, and, after
holding a conference with the West Saxon Cyne-
wulf, took Theophylact with him into Mercia
and the British border, whilst George and
Wighod went into Northumbria. One result
of their mission was the holding of the legatine
synods of 787 ; another, the institution of the
soe of Lichf 1: a third, ]1u]ulm the consecra=

as his coadjutor
8s0T. » Jast two mea-
solidate the accumu-
[See Grorcrus (33);

the son of Offa

r

afrith,
nd presumptive succ
sures were intended to cc
lated power of Mer

Jaexserr.] The canons of the legatine coun-
cils, although very inte ly,. aftord
little that belongs peculi They
were, however, read in synod, "‘1,:” Latine
quam Teutonice,” and afford important data as

to tithes, royal succession, vestiges of paganism,
{”Ilmullll. m]w!ninm and visitation, and the
differences between monks and canons, the latter
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an order which had
been introduced into Britain. The southern
synod in which these acts were passed was
tended and its acts were confirmed by Off: nth-
bishop Jaenbert, twelve bishops, four abbat
due or ealdormen, and one * come

three 4 o
((‘ ouncils, Haddan and Stubbs, iii. 161:, }\llwcitls,

OFFA

at
at=

1

5

a3

i. 151). But the report of the

rently 1n\u|~|| Jlete, and no mention is m3

either of the division of the province or of the
consecration of Egfrith. i:-1.1 these measures
were carried through the next year. We learn
further, from a letter of pope Leo 111 to Kenulf,
that in synod Offa undertook to pay an

aunual subvention of 365 mancuses to the pope
for the support of the poor and the maintenance
at St. Peter’s (H: n and Stu
ils, iit. 445, 524). In 790 the two l;';:]:_f-: had
quarre Ln-! ; mercantile intercourse wa broker
oft. and Aleuin thought it likely that he would
be sent to Offa on an embassy of peace (4 Ale. ep.

not yet under that name | history of his reign.

14, Mon. Ale. p. 167). How this puts -ml-i
we are not told, The name of Offa does not
oceur in connexion with the proceedings of
Charles on the question of image worship, but
he must be understood as acquiescing in the
doctrine promulgated by Alcuin in the name of
the princes and s of DBritain (Sim. Dun.
M. H. B. p. 607 c

It is probal ielheard, the archbishop
who suee t in 793, was a Mercian,
and owed his promotion to Of ; he
ce l:wmlt aided with the Mer under
Kenu \inst the Kentish or West Saxon party
under Eadbert Praen. Whether or no he was
apprehensive of an alliance between the Kentish
men and their great nei across the
Channel, Offa must have fe fer with a de-
pendent of his own in the chair of Augustine.
A few letters of Charles in the later y

Offa’s reign concern
ticular. In ome the ki " the Fr:
to Offa to urge the recall 1;--1:w. 0
priest who has eaten Hesh in L

Jant 1 and Ke

in par-
nks writes
Scottish

|{,, and is now
1esident at C 351), In
another, CI rd :-w inte

with Offa on behalf’ of certain exiles, attache
to a person named Umhringstan, who had
1ce, and who may have
st Anglian trot ibles whi |h &
, or in the Northu
ed with the death of Et
-Ih_\‘ 498). A letter of

been conc

‘hn'

is

| pe

| and

Ve

nt, in which Charles 'ill.'ﬂ'l:l]*l,‘.\ to Offa immu=
for pilgrims on the way to Hom
informs him that he has sent presents the
ep of Mercia in memory of pope
Adrian, who died in 795 ; in another letter from |
Alcuin to Offa we learn that Charles has dis- ‘

nity

and

(-\'llill sees

patched the gifts, but is sorely grieved to hear
of the murder of Ethelred, which to ok place in

April 796, This is the ] f Offa in t
direction, He died on the 796, leavin
his kingdom on the eve of outh of rebellion

in several quarters, the history of which bels
to the next two reigns. ¢
left by these letters is that both Charle
Alecuin he

1 confidence in the good faith of Offa,
and regarded him as the great man of the island.

We turn next rela to the
churches ef his

4
q A very lone series of
illustrates the monastic and synodic: al |

The general impress

tions

OFFA

The largest number

found in the Worcester Cartularies (Kemb h.
| ¢ . Nos. 105, 117, 118, 123, 125, 126, 197
128, 129, 131, 1 139, 140, 141, 142, ”;;:
145, 146, 150, 154, 156, 164, lh'i} 167); others
record gifts to Pet ‘I-nj.-mgh (K. C."D. 165,
168), Evesham (sb. 130, 134, 147), Minster (,;}
106, 112), |.wl]u~t- 111, 132, 152,

Christ Chu bury (ib. 121, ’ .
158), S (@b, 107, 1<M 109, 119),
(‘hu.m\ the family monastery ag
Bredon and to some private per-

Th

s0ns

(

re

aTe among them
r, connected with
162), Crowland (i,
the Worcester and

ll]-'Lt\“-'
St. Alban’s (
163), and Wes
Canterbury gifts
articles on the respective bishops.
ne ninety pages in Kemble’s
e ;ml o %I‘]‘Iiw charters of the ]\\ ntish
South Saxon kings granted with the conse ut
attested with the confirmation of Of
St. Alb and Westminster founc
necess: Offa the
According to
by Mattl
Vit. duor. Off. ed. Wats,
ii. 214), the murder of Ethel-
East Angles, wus contrived by
ta’s f|.11< en Kinethritha, in order to plac
Anglia at Offa’s disposal. The king was bitterly
rieved at Hu murder, and banishe {
from his socie ety. She died soon after, and Off:
was left free to fulfil a vow which he had made
some time to build a monastery. B
miracle, the place where St. Al 3
buried was revealed to him ; he went with his
bishops Ceolwulf and Unwona to Verolamium,
and translated the saint. Oifa then went to
Rome to procure privileges for his monastery,
was g_f1"'c1u'-u_~ll'.' Té red h'\- the pope, to whom
he !l'lJ]I.]i'\lll the te of I pence, and
on his return four and endowed the abbey, at
the head of whi he placed Willegod as the
first abbat. whole of this seems to be
fabulous: the charters which are assigned to the

L Di18T,

tminster 3 of

most have been noticed in the

11ll

J.h:\

us,

or

the
word
found

is is
r of St.
1 and

Alban’s.
embelli

before

:h

mere invention,
that Offa ; the fi
seems to have beer
century, and it
Huntingdon and Wil
Westminster he was re

» belief in the tli\e‘
{hul as true by Henry of
Malm ahnj. At
1 2 |-ft])c

Conquest as a restorer,

may be genuine (Mon. |u 1. i 1\.~nu'm‘ L o
149). His relations to l-l\-:';s;.mugh rest on 3
little better aunthority, or at least on more
ancient fabrications, and the evidence of the

terpolations in the Chronicles. His confirmation
of the possessions of Chertsey is ['L‘lh-‘]" OHE
degree nearer to authenticity, though st il

picious (Mon. Angl. i. But many small
Mercian fo IlI‘]l'LIILI‘w likewise looked back to
him as ]'11‘11-[‘ and it is 1|\]|,.]nt||] le that \\|‘11{

so much is ascribed to him some little part of

the tradition should not be true. A ant. 10
the abbey of St. Denys at Paris, dat

and sealed, bestowir nds in Sussex, is pri

in Birch's Cartulay Sazonicum, vol.

360-362
. - . - - he
s laws for Mercia were in existence in the
from

Alfred,

who selecte l, as he
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them as well as from those of Ethelbert and
lue, those which were fitted for his subjects
(Thorpe, Ancient Laws, p. 27). It is possible
that the remnants of reco A[lli Mercian law may
be fraocments of a code of Olfa, but we have 1
warrant for allirming that tl e so0, and
would be very natural to asc any trace
its most

national customs in any kingdom to
famous king.
Offa’s wife was Kinethrithaj his only son

was Ecgferth, or Egfrith, who reigned for a few
months atter him. Of his daughter:
the wife of Drihtric, had an evil
miserable end [EADBURG \ﬂ_ #
wife of J",!'[i--||- of Northumb }"\, and
pier end [EvrrLepal; Ethelbu

was a i | of Alcuin [ETHELBURGA

of Wor r, who does not m or
Ethelburga, names a daughter lluh who
lived in virginity, and may be the who
was wooed by the unfortunate Ethelbert. An-

other, named Ethelswitha, occurs only in the
Chertsey Charter (K. C. D. No. 151).

The date of Offa's death is misplaced by two
years in some of the MSS. of the Chronicle, and
1\' other writers who have copied the mistake:
it really took place on the :ch ui July, 796.
(See Will. Malmesb. & R. i.
Kemble, Cod. Dipl. i. pp. 128-20

OFTFOR (EsTror,
W. Malmesh. &. P. § 136), the
Worcester (Mon. List. Brit. p.

0\|il]..‘

pupil of St. Hilda, with whom he : mm-h
vime in both her monasteries of Hartlepool and
Whitby, in study of holy scripture, Havi

exhausted the means at his disposal in the n
thern monasteries he went to archbishop Theo-
dore in Kent, where also he spent some time in
study. Thence he proceeded to Rome, a work
which, as Bede remarks, was at that time esteemed
of great virtue ; after his return he we
h among the Hwicceii, then under
, and after long service, was, on t
ion t-f ]|Lm|r-l) Josel, elected “l-
ju licio” to fill his p This l‘\'l']lt ]. Pl
when \\'1]1111 was a sh lhhl\]: of

the rule
ne

1Ce.

lh]lnl) The mlnlc' an l l}\' appointment of
sor, At the command of king I
Oft was consecrated by Wilfrid (u\ le,
iv. 23).
Biede, and is s
date of Oftfor’s short episce ]:siv =
is the date of the coincidence «

in Mi Anglia, and of

chelred,
H. F.
All this information is derived from
ntly circumstantial to fix the
691

the vear
Wilfrid’s w

the \'Fll.‘L;lL_\,- at Can-

orence of Worcester (‘I H B, !)

ath u\ {Jllﬁnl \lllll t.u suce ession H!

”I)]]w

ficate to less than two years; it may, hm\'u\'cl',
be questioned whether this limitation is not
conjectural, and whether the date of Eegwin’s
accession can be really ascertained.

The Worcester Cartulary (K. C. D. 32) pre-
serves a charter of Ethelred of Mercia, in which

the king bestows on Oftfor thirty at
Heanburg and Aust, for the church of &
at Worcester (cf. Mon. Angl. i. 584).
charter is undated, and attested by }'I\Jl-}w

Headda and Of tfor; it is not open to any “"‘t
cion. Another grant, by the

OGDOAD

forty-four cassates at Fladbury, also to {!.t.- ;
rejected as spurious, and with xl a
Ecgwin which mentions it (K. C. 1%
Angl. i. 585). Kemble’s objection to this docu-
ment is based upon the fact, that in it Ethelred
.~]u-:ll~:.~' of 'l.\lh:‘_\ih as “ conjug cluuu-l;-.m meae,’
whereas Osthryth was alive until 647, and Oftfor
is understood to have died in 692, pposing
Oftfor, however, to have lived longer, that ob-
jection would vanish. A more valid one p
would be found in the fact ; the p
which is generally a distir eature
charter, i 7

the Hea

rhaps
_hllllhlc,
of a

r charter. As the dat 1's
appointment ultimately in the w of
Florence, the date of Oftfor’s death must remain
undeeided.

Oft
Hwicel

ests

r attests a charter of Oshere, king of the
in which land is granted to a comes or
gesith named Cuthbert, to construct a monastery

or the abbess Cutswitha (Kem D. 363
.U-.nu. Angl, i. 583). This line, but it
i-' HIL'] ited. l[ 15, i]lf\\'t’\'l

OGDOAD. The number an
important part in Gnosti but it
| is necessary to distinguish llm dilferent forms
i mtered in difl s of the

W T4 1. We need not hesitate to place
rliest that which has , ribed in the

» Heppomas (Vol. IL. p. 850). ono=

1 ‘-nri-.-.-e 1 introduced the conce 1 of

sSeveén E i n b])nl‘]".n' \\;.i.['\ i ove
them, the \}wn y of the fixed the
rliest Gn systems includ of

seven {II ave
the Ozdoad.
1hlist

s, and a supe reele
When the V: L||J||J
belief in

(see

MesoTEs); but was ( 1ts
earlier name, In addition to the references
iven in the article HeppOMAS, proving the
mtinued use of the name Ogdoad in e

even among Valentinians, we cite & .
ex script. (Clem. Al p. 954).
d 6 + 2. In the system of Valentin

us,

i‘.l'l'.l

the heavens, the region

seven even ve
them, were re | as but the lowest and I
ge of the exercise of creative power. Above

tum was the Pleron where were exhibited
the first manifestations of evolution of sub
nate existence the preat Firs
In the earli  tl evolutic
(Iren. |
first Ogdoad.
order of evolu

from

1 we |

Aeons coust

Ogd los nd

<l]\ n

Loy

of the l.\(l npmr_‘wt of lh.xt system the lower

| Ogdoad must cle 'l}' be pror need the first,
and the hicher only as a subsequent extension of
the previously a ction of an O
Possibly also the tian doctrine of
pri \ gods (Herod, ii. 145) may have contri-
buted to the formation of a theory of which
Egypt was the birthplace. In any case an

Ogdoad 7 + 1 would hav. been inconsistent with
a theory am essential part of whic ‘h was the
eoupling its characters in pairs, male and fem:
Hippolytus (Ref. vi. 20, p. ||h] ol
systemm of Valentinus with that of

cis

the
in

2o,
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which the origin of things is traced to a central
first pnn.lplz- together with six “roots.” 1f
for the one first prmuple we substitute a male
and female principle, the 6 4 1 of Simon bec omes
the 6 4 2 of Valentinus. This very question,
hrme\er. whether the first principle were to be
regarded as single or twofold was one on which
s themselves were not agreed ;
nces as to the manner of count-
f the primary Oy 1 confirm
aid as to the later origin of this

ing the
what has been s
doctrine.
Ogdoad 4 4 4. The doctrine of an Ogdoad
of the commencement of finite existence having
been established by Valenti those of his
followers who had been imbued with the Py-
thagorean philosophy introduced a modification.
In t]mt ]:'h]l.n,n]m\ the Tetrad was regarded with
pec uliar veneration, and held to be the foundation
of the sensible world. The Pythagorean oath by
the Tetrad is well known. For references see
Meursius, Demiurg. Pythag. ch. 7, ap. Gronov.

nus,

Thes. Gr. Ant. col. 9; to which may be added
]HH‘”]‘ ].'«_;.r'. 23, p: 179, We d there
(Iren. I. xi.) of Secundus as a Valentinian who

divided the Ogdoad into a right-hand and a left-
hand Tetrad ; and in the case of MARCU ( )

who largely uses Pythagore | 1
numbers, the Tetrad holds the highest

[Marcus (17).]

OIDDI, a priest who assisted Wilfrid in the
conversion of the South Saxons (Bed. H. F. iv.
13). [Puen, s. f. [C. H.]

OIDILUALD, hermit of Farne (Bed. v. 1).
[ETHELWALD (3).]

OIDILVALD, of Northumbria.
wALD (1).]
(IN (O1ssENE, OSSENEUS,
surnamed Fota (the I

n spec

the a‘_\'?«h]t].

[ETHEL-

O183ENTUS,
ong), abbat of

C |<-|1ul1 ). Meath, died A.D. 654 (Ann. Tig).
He is referred to as an undoubted autho-
rity by St. amnan ( Vit S, ol i, e 2

[_.‘o]g:m', T. T, 339). His feast is May 1.

(1G]

OISSENE ), abbat of Clonmac-
noise, King's : . 706, (dnn. Tig. s
Ann. Ult. A,p, 705.) [J. G.]

June A.D.

636 and January A.D. 6
T .‘5.-\'--1‘11.-1 was :1!)\'0 in A.D. 6

A.D. 638 and A.D. 656, when UI IRIC
p for some ye -1~ (r’ S, -
la y Ramiro, Col. de ( (m de

fire in the reign of Maximian 1-||
sacrifice to Juno, is commemorated in the Basil
Menology, May 4 and 29, In one place the see
is Anea, and the persecutor is the hornmun
Julius ; in the other Aelianus, hezemon of As

ites, In the M Ju-,ur:m
29, the imperial »
consuls are Alexander
gides Julius and Aeli A synarary civen
by Boll. Acta S5, 29 Mai. vi. 101, twice

Graecorum,

the

n is the same,
and Maxi mus, the pr

men-

OLYBRIUS, FLAVIUS ANICIUS
tions the name., Under 4 Mai. i, 458, Henschen
quotes all the Greek sources, un]u-hn{’ the
Menaea for May 29. He nmkm Olbianus the
Latin Ulpianus, “and L\r“_-. Anea or Enea on the
Carian coast r-}]\n-,l'(‘ S Amos, under the metro-
politan of Ephesus, in the provinece of Asia,

(Cf. Le Quien, Or. Chr, 1. 717). [C. H)
OLCAN. [Borcan.]
OLOMUNDUS (OLEMUNDUS), abbat of the
monastery of St. John the Baptist, honourably

mentioned by Aleuin in a letter to the monks
(Ep. 217 Frob., , al. 226). The monastery, also
called Malaste, and subsequently Mons Olivus
(Montolien), was in the dioccese of Carcasso nne,
Mabillon puts his deach on Dee. 11, 827, (Gall.
Chr. vi. 971, Instrum. 4123 \I;ﬂ.ll;..n, Annal,
t. il. pp. 250, 251, 420, 517,

OT OPUEN (Lo-PUEN), first Nestorian bishop
Sighanfu in India, A.D. 636 to 699, (Le Quien,

. 1269.) [J.G]
OLYBRIUS (1), ANICIUS ]TT‘l MO-
GENIANUS 1 of Sextus Anicius Probus

and his wife ‘\,u ia Faltonia Proba, husband
" Juliana and father of Demetrias (q. v.), was
when still very young, with his brother

nus in the

me (FEp. cxx

: He is described by
e. 3, ed. Vall.) as a }inl‘r
>, a kind master, a
t teous citi k a distinguished
part in the senate, ‘n-i while still y
amid the of all Rome, not long before

the city was sacked by Alaric (410). [W.H.F.]

T

but

OLYBRIUS (2), FLAVIUS ANICIUS
peror of the West.
great Anician family. After the capture of Rome
by the Vandals he withdrew to Constantinople.
When Genseric released Eudoxi
the widow and daughter of Valentinian I11.,
latter was given in marriage to Olybrius
grius, H, E.ii. 7 in Migne, Patr. Gr.
2517). Genseric employed this m:n'ri~
excuse for continuing his ravages, d
should

 ©Til=
He was descended from the

and Placidia,
ﬂ‘.u

be conferr

wished the empire 16
brother-in-1 of his son Hunnerie, who had
married Placidia’s sister (Priscus, p. 74 4). While

living at : Constantinople, according to the Vita S

Futh i (in Cotelier's FEeccl. Graec. Monum,
iv. .~H, hn wrote to Eudocia, the widow
Theodosius II. and the grandmother of his wi

abandon the Eutychian heresy,
which she appears to have done [i upoca (4))
He also with his wife built a church dedicated
to 5t. Euphemia. In A.p. 472, Olybrius v
sent by the emperor Leo to Rome, where ci
war was raging between the emperor Anthe §
and his aw count Ricimer. There he
was proclaimec emperor by Ricimer and his
party, according to the Clron. Pasch. (in Patr.
Gr. xcii. 820), against his will. Rome fell after
a five mo ge, in which the inhabitants
suffered
was mu

urging her to

I

S00-11

rdered by Gundobad, Ricimer’s IL(‘["“'“‘)
in the church of St. Chry oconus, where he had
taken refuge. (Joan, Ant. 209, in Miiller, Fray.
Hist. Gr. iv. 617.) Olybrius survived his rival
only about three dying at Ro
dropsy on October 2 3y about seven months after

mnmhw




OLYBRIUS

he assumed the Imperial title (Cassiodorus,
Chronicon in Patr. Lal. Ixix. 1246), The only
recorded act of his reign is his ereating Gunds
bad a patrician. He left one daughter, JULIANA
(9) ANICIA. [F. D.]

OLYBRIUS (8), presbyter, addressed by
Nilus (lib. il. ep. 191, in Pat. Gr. Ixxix.).
[C. H.]

OLYMPIANUS. [Ovvuerus.]

OLYMPIANT
Cappadocia, a
most elogquent ox
(Ep. 234 al.
volume containing

(OLYMPIUS)
ed as an exc
ator by G

who asks

governor of
1t judge and
Iy zen
im to return a

s epistles. [C. H.]

OLYMPIAS (1), the elder, queen of Arn
She was the daughter of ABrLAvVIUS, the fa
pretorian prefe in Constantine’s reign, and
was betrothed to his son, '!]IL emperor Constans
Constans after her father’s execution toc
of her as long as he lived and brm
as if she had n his wi but apparently
marriage never actually took place. In A.D.
360, ten years al death of Cons
brother ey in marri
Arsaces III., ngr i
St, .-'Ll!mu.l»-ms,
§ 69, in j’-m-. Gr.
Ann, &

nia.

10US

7
i 4

UL

Baronius

have mar
“him the mother
¢t of the
suppousition seems

D.]

_younger, widow, a
church of Con-
in all res

uut-.-u:il.-rn (’I‘El'u:m.' xi. -11-.5)..
OLYMPIAS (2), the

celebrated deaconess of
stantinople, the most e
of the band of holy gh-born wo
whom Chrysostom Lf;lt]\f>1'|"1 him
family to which ll,\m]q 15 belonged was
of high rank, but pag: Her birth is p
by Tillemont in or : 8, A.D. Her father,
Seleucus, a count of the en young, and
her mother beir
at an early age
of immense n

en
The

one

n heiress of a
Hapypily for Olym;
her uncle PIULUII 15, under whose
she was placed, was a man of hich
intim friend- and correspon t
_.\:: zen. ‘\.n, was equally

.Jm\hm

cter, an

fortunate in her
: e sister of St. Amphi-
'.nc}uus e.\f' Iu- mm_. M om (m-gu 1
young girl to set
pattern of Christian
deed. During Gre
nople, 379-:
the bright and b
about twelve yea
Olympias,” and de

her constantly as a
allenee both in word and
’s residence at Constanti-
ame much attached to
autiful maiden, then probably
old, calling her * his own
ited to be called * father
by her, (Greg. z, kip. 57; Cann. 57, pp.

34.) Olympias had many suitors. The
ected as her husband ]n- her gua n;
opius, was Nebridius, a young man of hi -h
rank and excellent characte Y, to whom she was
married in 384 [Nesripivs], From Olympi
own words, as 1||n1hd by Palladius, her inti-
mate 1HU1U[ concer umn' th‘ mlu,umm of 1 1z
freed from the hes wy yoke of matrimony, and |
from service, SouAelws, to a husband whom she

|
|‘ ith his ki )

> | VIt Nis Kinsman, ¢
|

|
- St
| would desire her {
|
|

1 the | s
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f‘nnnd it Impossible to please, uh Ewrx,uéyny arBpl
apéoat, there can be little doubt that her married
life was not a happy one (Pallad. Dial. p. 164),
In less than two years Ul)'ln]d;l& was left a widow
\\‘1'1'||--nt children. irded th'n J:]v
bere:
that she was nn.\mte:d to the married ]m', and
| ought not again to be united to a hushand. But
it was by no means in accordance with the will
of the emperor that one whose fortune was a
prize to be coveted even by men of the hig
rank should remain a widow. Th
her out as wife to a young Spaniar i, a kins:
i pidius. Enamoured at once of
1d tmtnnr’ of the fair young wi
ught her hand with the utmost im-
But ‘Js\'v]]ll'l\' steadily refused to
suit, not from any expressed dislike
rom her fixed determination
e herself with the cares of
= dosius, indig t at her
to his will, and resolved that she

‘ portunity.
| listen to hi

to her suito
not

t'J t'l\'l‘
¥ ]ml- ic
1 attal
orders were
mess at the

the i I
cu\tud_\" and

the cit whole of

until

it
The i
s0 much
of her lover, who

t him for her
lden to go to

A r 1o ac
d, that she was even forbi
rch for her oti
ial society of the leading
reply to this act
ism was a letter of di fmlu-i sarcasm
she thanked sodosius fi
| relieved her from 1]1. he
| ristration of h
he would increase he
rtune to be distributec
the poor, and towards the support of
1 long since renounced the
vh distribution h
: thv icl

s, Or to er

| pias’s only

r burden

of the :

|' should the
The la
the qui
behaviour,
against .\]
and restc
{ estates (]
Olympias
to the service of
luxuries only, but the ordi
the dec
ies, denying h
i from the bath

nnl lI
‘J‘THJ‘I from
1 I'h“'\“l\
to her the mana
pp. 164, 165).
voted herself and her wealth miul ly
I. ]u‘\--\"ll\l‘- not

vt -' the
ith food a
d wearing none
and worn ~out rel. Her whole
gth were given to ministering to
I r and sick, and to the hos-
nt of bishops and other
| visiting the imperial city, who
i never left her roof without I pecuniary aid,

but coar:
time and
the wants of

sometimes in the form of a m or an estate,
| towards the reli n which they were

ous Works
others Pa
itimus (whose eyes she closed
on his death-bed), the two brothers of B:
Gregory Nyssen (who dedicated to her the C
| mentary on a portion of the Song of S
‘\\mcn he },,-1 \\urh-n at her request ((m z.
Ny in nf. tom. i. p. 468) and Peter, and
41v11'1hmi:." ¢ ("\i'-l"\l‘ as well as the t]llu. whe

ius enumerates
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signalized themselves subsequently as the un-‘

3 of Chrysostom, and even of
i nd Severianus.
first

OLYMPTAS

cius, Atticus a
ts that Theophilus, the
of the cab: inst C
ome gift from her, with
prostrated himself before UI\ mpi
her which the h woman, asl
to beheld a bishop an i

E a,hl dius .ilwn asse

knees, on

such

Asst

threw herself with tears at his feet.
also tells us that when T iilug found that

m's A

Olymp acting under (

dismis him with ifts and pre-

el eatables, his di tment vented |

it in virulent abuse o ber tress |

(Pallad. Dial. 151, 155). Her house was the |

common home of the clergy, as well as of the
‘Lui vireins who swarmed from al]I
f the ( I| stian world to Constantinople. i

s was the
charity

It is unneces te that Ol

victim of mu

l lerate that Ch
sostom interposed his authority to limit it, re
presenting to her that her wealth was a trust
to her from God, and that she was bound to use
it in the most prudent manner for the relief of

the necessities of the :m-l :‘.:ﬁnuf- , not in
ng presents to t 0}

H. E, viii. 9). mpias 1--J.w wed Chry-

’s advice, whiel upon her the

whi
mark

illwill of those
r made a
far from r
f his wise counsels, Olympias only
votion to Ch
's tender care

philus, had pre-
rish

resenting these

mani-
sostom, ex-
his i_lUliil_V
\ icent, She
ments for his being lied with |
to his enfeebled stom at proper
and ]TI wwented his abstinences being
nged (Pallad. p. 165).
'wﬁtl“ under t

t- u{ suits 1k
inter 2

too

1 he was a
‘.\l‘ ce (l "al -
as been alre
her

an -l his active

charity, not tinople, but in dis- 'r.w ruth’s s
tant provir ; souree of y Chrysostom in
"'l the rian monks, known | ment. tulating O

le in 401, the d. for w

ug tably, and ‘ the living G

r own house
wdionant ren

ad

her with

i
|
th (hid, |

favour to the
On Cl

Constanting

W

take a

|
to last farewell of tl deeply ¢ ‘
bishop and friend, and to receive his -1-.‘-.1‘ r
benediction and commands (ihid, 89, 90).

of having instrumental

&1 \I-"-h\n been
conflagr i of the cathedral which imm
followed the departus ostom fromn
walls, attached tu! lympias in common with the

in

OLYMPIAS

other ladies who had shared the 1

.<itx\1|’5 f]-‘m”,l_
ship. Ol

ins was brought before the prefect
1 subjected to a brutally severe ex.
No -“ 1estion being made of the s

d of her why sl

amination.
it was Hmut]\ demar

on fire. The ealm cor
y of her replies h.,.. 1 the ].
that on condition of her q,t,.m,.

with Arsaci
the investi
.}‘»\]1--1 1d be

s p\mll sp

us, as some
ition
freed

utuc
should be
from further

d and of
h the pr
was a \11iii-'i nt ref

}'U}'\‘t.‘ would th. uns:
held communion with 1};.‘\D
and true religion forbad her to
request that she might have a
r the pur| .-H|L\t'rﬂ1 with
s as to the proper means of dis-
]'|||1|1.iu~1< cusations was
2 The severe confl
1pias h 1 | susts mn-] hmutfhr on a severe and
almost fatal illness, wpds éaxdras dramvods, in
latter part of the year, the intelligence of
ch caused much distress to Chrysostom in
his banishment (Chrys. £p. 580 ¢.). On
the recove " her health, in the spring of 405,
she left Constantinople, whether voluntarily or
by compulsion is uncertain. Sozomen seems to
speak of a voluntary irement to Cyzicus. Bub

to

wose of ¢

a9

vi. p.

the language of Chr tom (Ep. 16, p. 603 ¢.)
leads us to believe was never allowed to
remain long in one , her persec utors hoping

that by perpetually hurrying her from one p lace
to another (rdrous &k Tdwwy duel {Bew, Kal mdy
rofer éhavveodar), and exy ysing her to the
treatment of seldiers and mm r public o
this nohle spirit n
that she 1 e induced to

and
s hope

wo ]l‘ -‘I.

ht

yield.
s was once again sum-

who, on her renewed
It ¢ with Arsacius, il
on her of 200 p unds

This

* all \\ull!l\

quire such great sp viritus 1

. 604 A). We know notl
)  the remai of Olym
life, nor can when it tex
Ve m: E: the later I

tales of the Nicephorus (H.
24), who states that she was fin ban
Nicome ] s tri

1 t
trustworthy
inthe letter

his

source of in IZ;J ms:

seventeen in 11n1|1't‘1‘ soma
bulk of long religious tr 8y
 which relieved the tedium of
: him almost forget his mises

.11,
1 to []w

banishme

swel

the ¢




OLYMPIODORUS

vies. We gather from them that Olympias was
subject to frequent and severe attacks of sick-
ness, and that the persecution of the
Arsacius and Atticus was violent and u
The L.m‘irllcnr\' dispersion of the
young females of which she was the
who had copied her resolution in refusi ne tu

hold communion with the intru ps
W a creat sorrow to her Ep. 4,
p- 577 A). But the dates of these tters are
uncertain, and it would ]'\_ lost labour to see
to a » the various to Olympi
eiren s in chronol y l][e\ 5

in which Olympias is

sponder

and pat

E.\'. “at once l|-1-c
1 (r.nt.una.. Ch

a highly-wrou

tary " tone, 1'11||uf“llu-‘\l;:ml]‘u'hi: praise ” of her
many s hich is ““ too widely remote
from the mind and taste of our own times to

»

be fairly estimated by us.” We cannot con
of a woman of any delicacy at the ]I:‘(‘--L-u“. t
recei such fulsome effusions without bei
grievously offended by I]h!l‘, and re
writer as a base and sha
the standard of honesty iveness
varies with the age, and it is u to meast
past generation at of our own day.

I[lu

‘e

Bes

the letters Chry om wrote for
consolation a sp 1 treatise on the
“ No one is really inju except by him

Ori TOV éauTiv .“"i Gtk
Stvara: (tom. iii. pp.

oUfels wapaBAayal
30-553); as well as one
“to those who were offended by P
mpbs Tous gravdaAiolévTas éml Tails Suanuepiois
Tais yevouévars (ibid. pp. 555-612). To both of
these reference is made in his fourth letter to
Olympias (Ep. 4 The ¥

urTo

adversities

the death of de

She was ev alladius pu \b-
lished his Di but was no
longer alive when the La ory Was ;-||--

lished in 420 A.p. Olympias is com

in tém Latin church on the 17th of
and in the Gree elc ehurch on H-L 25th o
(I .i”lll‘ s, Dialoqus Historic I
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mont, Jnul, Eeel. vol, xi.§ S

sostom; Thierry, St. Jean, C

OLYMPIODORUS (1), historian of the :
century. He \\1|1(~ a work in twenty-two
on the history of the empire under Hono-
rius from A.D, 407-425, which
gerved fi or us in bridgment b;

nas

Photius (Cla

included in Niebuhr’s edition of the

e Historians. He covertly att the

ians, and especially Olympius, who is so
warmly praised II\' St. Augustine. [Onym- |
PLus (10).] liv was a pag Hierocles dedi-

cated to him w on
See for a fuller aceount
AND Roat, B10G. ; and Cave, i.

Fate.
R

k and

ce

OLYMPIODORUS (2). Various philoso-
phers of this name lived at Alexandria during
the Christian period. One was the of
Proclus [ProcLus]. Another was the philo-
sopher of selebrity in the Neo-Platon
school of Alexandria., He lived in the first half
of the Gth century under the emperor Justinian.

teacher
i

any e

party nf '

OLYMPIUS 75
l A third was a disciple of Aristotle, who taught
his philosophy at Alexandria about A.p. 565
after the Neo-Platonic school had become extinet
A fourth of this name was a follower of Plato
and a t}\'x'r‘_'{’..‘-'].\ull-.li']\.'\ of Isidorus of Pelusium in
5th century. See the Dict. Gr. and Rom.
for a full account of them. [G. T. 8.]

OLYMPIODORUS

Aml.u who lived in the

(3), a deacon of Alex-
arly years of the 6th
ed by the patriarch
5(13)). He
Ezra, Nehemiah and
Pat, Graec. t. xciii.
For an sount of the controversy

other works attributed to him,
treatise on the soul
the bof Vs xii, 912,
iceount of mm 111 the and

and
a
I1| m

the state of
Ceillier

1 Jigt.

see

Gr.

x. 67.)
()1 Y \11 10D( :h

3 (4), an eparch addressed

1|-1 nment of a church he
). iv. ep, 61) 3 another person
but ne ted his precepts,

\f Pelusium (lib. ii. e
1 n how the
ans recoil on themselves (iv.

OLYMPIUS (1), a bi
a 'I‘WI ‘\' T || e ]Ih[]\ lli com

[EuNoMIuUs (2).]
OL \ MPIUS

p, sent to rie
pany with Eun

[H. W. 1

3 (2), bishop of H:
ed the views of Or
ody.
. Maximus on Di
. CAP. (Le Qu

igen

15 ment

vii.
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OLYMPIUS (4), a §j “‘-~_11|~}||\ g
me of lona, aceor line of
not cert Wi,

once as
h, rank-

1 |1\|1 witl E'_\i
and quotes \'.,1 1 \u-|w|r|\\1| a
loei t se of hi sin,
wi not now hop Olympius
was present at the c A.D. 400,

5 17

][ 1T¢ |u 1in, i“‘.
i 415) [H. W

lay

trusted

(Aug Jul. 1,3
Gennadius, de Vir.

29§
192 »
»

wealthy of
and friend
s, After the publica-
tion of the calumnies of Eustathius Basil \\'1'--{3
to Olympius (. 373, A.n.) telling him how dee

he had been wou 1 by them, and 1 in

to them, or to \u\]‘.rt

not to g any ecreder
| him of agreeing with ,'\|u-..1,. ris. Duringz his
retirement il wrote Olympius other

seldom

le
1 (&

80

ters, comp W1

12 171], 13 [172]), and rallying him fox




76 OLYMPIUS

chasing away the poverty which had been his
home-companion and the helper of his studies
by his generous gifts (£p. 4 [169]). In AD.
375, \\hun the people of Neocaesarea were load-
ing Basil with 1]l:~L.\t and ridicule, he wrote to
Olympius to thank him for his friendly l-.-t_tr:rT
and still more for the sight of his sons who had
convey it, whose company had cheerec him
and n im forget his trials. He written
some letters people of Neocaesarea to
and to warn them of the
i " conduct, and would
ikely to come of

to
him:

ate

OLYMPIUS (6), solitary of Antic
friend of Gregory Nyssen, at whose desire he
wrote the life Maerina (G1 Nyss.
Vit. Macr. pp- Ul\'ml-iu\ request
that he would » him some rules for attaining
Christian
L6 '

ion was also the cause of

model o

Migne, vol. i

INZETE ente

ey occasion of extoll ]‘

rence for

ckness, which G
morates, Fourteen
to him are still
these are petitions i

1[-\
s ul-Lull\ i
written ‘n}' Greg
The gr 1
of persons who had either some fa
from the ', OT some pu
deprecat e number of thes
’s influence over Oly

1 evidence
and of

ness with which his
He writes on !
deserter (f'.'l,r-. 78); of Leonti
had 1 depo for
danger of punishment (%
of his own, Eustratins (J
(Ep. 173); of the citizens
committe

ywyter who
1l was in

offence, for w
2d to ra

gov

CILY

wsband Nicobu-
5 : -

l}; of l hilumens
of \Ll anus’ daughter, \\Jlum
]ILl own will

176, 21 ] ].

1ses himse

iJu‘l Wi 1
divorce from h-.‘]'
In another letter
weglecting the e ( 1ds convey
Olympius to attend the Council at Consta lm--] lL
m 332, on account of age and weaknes and
requests Olympius to act as his mediator, 1 I-
ing {:u: fact, that the same cause had hind JL\F
him from }\.1\1r"‘ his respects to him on ente
on his r-lnue (Lp. 76); on his retirement
which he writes a ¢ ful and highly
al ]I\'ttt'l' (E, )} The only rry letter
2 whole ser lls upon

11

in

| 5 is one in \\hi-_
Olympius to use his .n‘HulJt\

punish the Apollinarian party d.t..\;l.z

I to
inzus,

OLYMPIUS

who had taken advantage of Gregory’s heing a8
the warm baths to elect a bis shop of their own
and get him consecrated (Ep. 77). The COrTee
\}m' lence herwis ")\ 25 a \'LI\' ]’ulm,sm r 1'1Ltll"e
of the relations bBetween le,""Olj' and the pro-
vincial governor. [E V]

5 (8), (OLYMPUS), heathen phily
andria, ), said }v ‘&.

OLYMPIUS
.\'f\JIH!'l at A
sius to have come
Alexandrian
tians ‘uu‘ tl
tion of the tum[u‘v of Baech
5 is as a fortress, Olympius d tlu
olaters in their re \ul.. by assuring Lm.m that
they should pre fer death to the neglee
ancestral gods, and that

1d that of

o their
. the destruetion of the
in the rrmiw',-u was no warrant for for-
he “u]\hi]x. as the statues were perish=
able materials, but the gods, t
had only removed to heav
philosophical view of all idol-worship, when the
heathen were ssed by the Christian argument,
When The ius issued an edict favo
the Christians, and inviting the p
Christianity and peace, and when Olympius saw
that the tem of Serapis was about to be
surrendered, he fled to Ite but explained his
that he had heard a voice in
ng, Alleluia. Sozomen [H B,
i .) s the only authority for the story
Olympius; but Ruffinus and other authors
seribe the destruction of the temples at Alex-
ia (Baronius, Annal, A.D. 389, cc. 76 sq.;
vy, H. E. xix. cc. 28, 29 ; Tillemont, Hist.
s Ei v. 136 sq. ed. 171 2.) [J U.]

OLYMPIUS (9), the name of various
persons addressed by Nilus; a scholasticus
(lib. i 52, 153), monk (ii. 77), a bishop
(ii, 190), a quaestor (ii. 305, 306). [C. H.]

statues
sak

2in worshipped,
. This was tha

OLY \l'l IUS (10), a native of a province on

the bor of the Euxine Sea, who by the favour
of Honorin ld an im ant military com-
-lwlu,ml palace. sed to

, but in the opinion of Zosimus,

\\1:“5.'3 oy dop Gy st ol 1aps be taken with

ication, his profession was c.l‘]\ a
il depravity. It was he who in-
ed Honorius, on his way from Bologna to

tious de s of Stilicho, .\L\\'
inrratiated himselt with
by visiting the in the

, made use of the opportunity
minds against him. When,
utiny at Pavia, Stilicho went to Ra-
was again Olympius who obtained an
us that he should be arrested.
L hristian ¢ but having
s asylum under a iurnn " safety, he
':3 1\1-1 |lilf to de v Heraclis
r of the

on, esct w---l hu a ti j
1 a church at Rome, but was afterwi
mt to death, Deuterius, im-
in _(praepositus cubiculi), and
or chief of the notaries (E-mu.-
cerius notariorum), having refused toacknowledge

for themselves any cc :1|]\J]Lu_xt\' with Sti'icho, oX




OLYMPIUS

to inform against others, were beaten almost to
death with clubs. When Alaric was on the
point of entering Italy, and was threatening
Rome, it was ow m-r to Olympius that Honorius,
relying, says Zosimus scornfully, on the prayers
of his minis refused at the same time both
the powerful military aid of Sarus and his bar-

barians to repel the enemy, and the moderate
demands which were then made by Alaric on
behalf of peace; and when, after r: g the
blockade of Rome, Ala allowed the senate

ain the

to send commissioners to Ravenna to obt:
consent of Honorius to the terms prop
him, it was U‘;_\'m|-il s who persuaded his weak
master to refuse them, and to send back the
under

comm ners an escort only numerous
enough to provoke destruction. One of the very
few who escaped, Valens, the comman

reached Rome in safety,
act in some degree the cruel system of confis
tion ]71mnn‘f‘~1 by Olympius towards

e
all th

e

friends of Stilicho. He succ gaining
with the Hunnich auxiliaries a trifli 58
over the invading Goths, but his lency

was soon to come to an end, for being
by the ennuchs to the emperc
public disaster i

and, fe 'nlj_'. fur hi ft Ravenna, and fled to
Dalmati 409. According to O] :nl'-iv-lurus,
he htumc-- m[ was in Ill-|u iced a s

and third time, and then, after being «
of his ears, was beaten to death with ch

order of Constantius, the husband of Pl
(Zos. v. 32-46; Olympiod, ap. Photium,
80, p. 57 ; Hoxorius, Vol. 1IL. pp. 144, 147.)
These details, which belong more to general

than to special church history, are nevertheless
important in this latter r ect so far as they
bear witness to the char of Olympius in
his relation to St. Augustine, from whom two
letters addressed to him are extant, both of them
Lxlm-«:ns: warm admiration and frienc |-h1 and
belief' in the sincerity of his Christian pro S
The first of them was written soon after his pro-
motion to the post of master of the offices, on
which it congratulates him, but with thc }u- e
and belief that he will not be m-lnl\
thereby. Its purpose is to reg
interference on behalf of Bonifac 5
of ('dupu in \ll.l]llhz-l, who was in trouble
tn the possession of some land purchased by

er

as

Paul, his prede essor, under fraudulent condi-
tions. At a time when he was \lrn-lu 7 in debt to
the imperial treasur v, Paul 1 e a surrender of

his ]nu]»dtv but reserving [- n:mw]_‘,' a tain
portion, which he placed on bond in the hands
of a person at that time in high office, [m-s-:il ly
as Tillemont suggests, Bathanarius, hr-. her-in-
law of Stilicho, to 119 laid nut. in buying by
auction some land, mominally on behalf of the

church, but 10(1]1\' to pmncle himself with a |

m\tntv-].lm e, and made an arrangement with the
nominal purchaser that, w hout paying the
debt due to the treasury, he should not be mo-
lested by the tax-gathéerer., When Paul died,

Boniface succeeded in due course to the pm-'

perty as bishop, and, as belonging to the church,
might have held it without dl-\l:ulmue, but had
Stlulsivs of conscience as to his right of enjoy-
ment ; and though he might [nu‘m!;]v have
obtained this semn!v by ‘-Illl]li‘«' petitioning the
emperor to remit the small amount of payment

nd was able to count el— {

nounced |

from his office,

1 | towards Stilicho was “ murderous ;m:l inhuman,”

-
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which had become due since the ])‘H'lh?h(‘, he
rred to lay the whole
ly to abandon the props
clandestinely. To

se before him, being
ty rather than enjoy

it

his application on this

point no answer had been received, and Aucus=

| tine wrote to Olympius, as his friend, and in his

| opinion a sincere Christian, to request him to
| intercede on behalf of this small boon, sug

ht perhaps arra
nt nI‘t.‘r:« land to himself,

y'l'lll
\‘hlu:l\-.l }Il‘nt(l\\' it

by obtaining a g
that Iu', in h

letter me

which Aug

ine wrote to “].‘ mj S00n .liw]-

wards on .||.nl,.(=l matter. The ps of Pro-
were much dist by the

ur  both rs and of

death of Stilicho

[Evoprus (: J), h and sent a depu-

tion to the emy pex
ainst the -lmn:‘-ue of
should be put in force.
he members of this depu
re of a presbyter from D
his way to Home, b
, to send a letter by him to Olympi
the matter on his atte nrn n U

T

mg

{dicts for the repression of 1 L-TJul
sectaries were issued at wvarious times from
A, 407, ¢ 0 11111- of Stilicho
i L odos, xvi, . ) ho was
| m lunl in August, 408, and the decree of
: ius to Olympius, master of the offices,
| ar ¢ pagans from being e
in milits ary service \\1llnu the palace, is

wlm-l Nov. 14 in the
cessive edicts ay
peared oz Nov.

| , 42). Sue-
‘1.’!11 Jan, 16, 4
| of

i

|

8 :111-5 others ap-
o 408, and one
, which last o hrllu 1S Tree
ult of this appeal (I’ H.r-r-‘!.
The point at issue is tI\.z_l extent
ine's knowledge of the true ch:

4, anc

nt the 1
, 43-46)

rac IK’J

op pumut
on was no thing but a clos

A to (Jl
scription e

bitter

for his ini-
'l'w‘n rus, whose de=

ur

and if any ecredit at all is to 1 ren to the
narrative of Zosimus, his unreler Ing persecu=
tion of the friends of Stilicho after his death

appears to justify this character
of Baronius and T

In the opinion
the favourable men-
tion of hi Augustine outweighs any un-
favoura Judgment on the part of Zosimus,
but there is no evidence to shew that Augu
had any personal acquaintance with him; and
while, as both ]Sa.:-mus and Tillemont remark,
some deduction must be made from the opinion
of Zosimus, who never misses an ill-word against
Christians, some allowance on the other side is
also due on the ground (1) of the exaggzerated
complimentary phrase y Yy, attri-
| buting to Olympius in any case a higher rank of
merit than he probably deserved, and (2) of the
very natural, though not entirely excusable,
warmth of expression on Augustine’s part to-
wards a man undoubtedly a Christian by pro-
fession, probably up to that time in outward
appearance sincere, and now ap l-runtv-l toa lu;[\.
office in the place of one whose Christianity was
at the best doubtful, and who, whatever the

emont,

ha
15

]
10




78 OLYMPIUS OMAR

demerits of his opponents may have been, was | by Cosmas. (Cotelerius, ,].ﬁ_aumn_,. Graec. Eccles,

iilty of aml lesie inst | t. ii. num. 103, p. 286 ; Le Quien, Or, Clrist,

wernment, which Olympit s 1 | iii. 689.) [G. T. 8]

i -\'”“N;'W“’:.;: 11\.“[1\“ |  OLYMPIUS (19), an Arian who died sud-
"I_\' in blic baths of the empress He

: 15t le, in the year 498,

by several writer

ancel wh |Jl.‘L‘l\‘|I\"|'l]in"' the orthedox doctrina

of the Trinity. The | destroyed him by

lernont. -J."w:rr, fire or bo g water, though he was in the cold

- Dot of bath at t time, The emperor Anastasius

1 a picture of the miracle to be painted,

f Damasens in Orat. 3, de Imag. tells

OLYMP adiressed by Firmus | the story out of Theod, beck Tieip e ;'iuwr
. evis " rc. H.1 | Tunnun, Chronie. A.D, 498 ; Ceill. xi, 103,

(Ep. lxxvii.). [C. H.] | (6. 7. 8

OLYMPIUS (12), the name of various OLYMPIUS (20), exarch of Ravenna, sent

[sidore F Pelu i & | by the Emperor Constans, c. 649, to enforce ac-

> of the Type in Italy. For his dealings

., see MARTINUS (3), vol

, in an expeditiox

f a pestilence that

nt. Vita Martini, in

g

). [F. D.]

uard sent by the emperor
st pope Martin for his
He is said to have at-
tion of the pope. His con-
n is, however, involved in
| much obscurity. [CoxstaNTINUS IV.; Mag-
TINUS (8) in t. iii. p. 854.] [G.T. 8.

undoubtedly g
the existing
succeeded in d
pitched too |
out a full

hardly |

s to have be

hies, as was the
s to point out. (
v. A.D. 408, p. 3
13, 174, 175; (
G. and R. Biyg. v

Ap. XXX. XXXi. ;5 ) t
p- 913.) [H, W P.] Tohn

IU
27, in Pa

S
t.

f
ot

1\[ Irsons @

7. 105) )
OLYMPIUS (18) L,
capital of the i 1 of
in the “R

iv. 117). Hev
fly met:
emperor
to the d
caused in I

chi

n and the troubles
t by Timothy Aelurus. (/0

OLYMPIUS (14) II. (OLy

bishop of C ia in Cyprus, i
Justinian, I
press Theodora, who w
tl t

OMAR, the second of the caliphs and one of
the numerous fat s-in-law of Mal He
s one of Mahomet's three chief
whom the government and organi
followers devolved on the death of the Pro-
He was forty-five years old when that
oceurred A.D, 67 He succeeded to the
in It does not fall

tionary to trace his

ad of the new movement. ' has
y done in Muir's Annals of
can only note his
anity. Under the rule

of Omar, Syria, Palestine and Egypt fell into
Mahometan hands. [Corric Cut H.] Jerusa

1e emperor’s leave to enfore

prus from the
» de Lu
! 3 Le Qui
Chr. ii. 1048), [C.

OLYMPIUS (15),
and , WaS pr
cedon, A.D. 451,
Bassianus was tric

3], Olymp

ra @ 1 1 y lain : s 3 1
was calle plain his ;I\\I; I nvtha il ved for two vears, and only suc-
tra I 1 the ] ne =5 . 4! S Snter
k i I_lt e Ay 1 when Sophronius, the patria inter-
take 2 at was to be a canonical ; reed to surrender the eity if Omar
action, and was t forced by po ar tumult o s person to Ie ve its
= L wid me 11 s01 t :

1 on  of DBassianus.
to have acquitte m of blame.
. vii. per Conc. Chale., Actio xis 3
]_Hln‘usa. Conc. ii. pt. i. 127 sq.; Le n, Or,
Chr. ii. 9813 Fleury, H. E.
mont, Hist. Eecl, xv, 460 ¢

OLYMPIUS (16), a d
Antioch, by whom, togetl
presbyter of the same «
Antioch had written to I
whom he sent his reply

(Leon. Magn. Ep, 119 [9
0_[;5':\11':[ IS (17),a messenger from Anatolius |
of Constantinople to Leo the Great. (L
Epp. clv. cap. 1. clviii.) [C. G.]
OLYMPIUS (18), bishop of Scythopolis in
Palestine, from A.D.452 to 466. He was succeeded

us. The

capitulation. No caliph had hitherto :Lil‘l'_l
beyond the boundaries of Arabia, but Omar did
not care about pre nts when a useful object
was to he mtwi.n-_ul. He at once set out for
salem, received its formal surrender, and
shewn over the celebrated sights and holy
laces by the patriarch himself. He }Il‘(-\'ftl
himself a very tolerant conqueror, imposing only
a light tribute upon the Christians, and in some
cases even endowing Christian institutions and
praying in Christian churches, as at llethla:h::!u
in the church of the Nativity. While visiting
the holy places of Jernsalem the patriarch is
said to have shewn Omar a stone venerated as
Jacobs pill It was covered with filth and
clay; so the caliph with a humility which
always characterized him, at once applied him=
[ self to clean the sacred spot with his own hands,
| and laid there the foundations of the mosque of

he Great,
»d June 10th

:
|




OMER, ST.

Omnar which still exists,
toleration for Jew
features of his character

Humility indeed and
and Christians were marked
He hated all kinds

of display. On one occasion he was making a
journey into Palestine, and was entering a
Christian settlement near the head of the culf

of A

ing in crowds

He knew the people would be rush-
to see him, so he cha
with his camel driver, and when
came demanding where the caliph
simply replied, *“ He is before you,” whe
they rvushed on, thin ]Je was in

| ]a}.’h".’.\

he crowds
he

wis,

g

ONESIMUS
by Ruricins (lib
Pat. Lat. ]\m)
de:

. 18 ii. 27, 56, and notes,
arded as the Ommatius
5 as the 12th bishop

(li”]'nm'n‘, aman o 1l family in Auvergne,
| and of large estates, which he be »d to tha
| churches of those towns Werea

At Tours he

sitnated.

e I
ining the walls, and ¢
e to complete, the basilics
wall. He died after an epi

anid

but did not
Mary beneath
of either

mmenced,
v oof St

th

or four years and five mon and was
Meanwhile, Omar had hlm‘i nietly to r buried in the basil of St. Martin at Tours.
Christian h1-.11up-. house he tarried | The Chr. gives him the altern
during the heat of the day. He had torn his | of and from the Cliro
coat on the journey, and he gave it to the | hi cession to the see in
bishop to have it repaired. The hop not only | A F. iii. 17, x. 31; Bon
mended the rent, but prepared a new coat Chir, xiv, 17).
present, which, however, Omar 1sed,

ring his old garment. He was
kinds of luxury, ostentation a
Mahometar and to carry out ri
ously the discipline and precepts of the Pro
The conquest of Antioch and Dar

vice amd
strove

great trial for Mahometan discipline. Wine
was a great temptation to the true believers.
At Damascus an immense number w

the numl
med and

of drinking it. So lar
the governor became
Omar as to his co of conduct.
reply was this, ‘“Gather an assembly and b
them forth. Then ask, Is wine lawful
forbidden ? If they say forbidden, lay ei
stripes on each., If they say it is lawful, be
them every one” Three great \1.:'1-1|ntm
arrangements are ascribed to Omar. (1) He
arr: d and committed to writing the Cors
which was previously preserved by oral tradi-
tion merely. (2) He (_ stablish 1 il e Mahome-
tan era of the Hegira or F Mahomet,
beginning with the new moon of thez 1*.1‘.\t month
in the year of the prophet’s flight from Mecca.
(3.) To him is also ascril 1 the
“ Ordinance of Omar™ which to this day is the
formal law regulating the condition of Jews and
Christians in Mahometan lands. Muir thinks
that Omar was not its author, as he was too
tolerant and too fr ndly to Christians to have
devised it. The emperor Heraclius and Omar
had some kind 1._' and courteous communications
notwithstanding their frequent wars. [HERA-
cLivs.]  Theophanes (Chronographia) gives us
some information about Omar. Muir’s book
the best modern authority. Gibbon, in his fifty-
first chapter gives a good account of Omar and
the conquest of Jerusalem. [G. T. 8.]

the code calle

OMER, ST. [AUDOMARUS.]
OMMATIUS (1), senior, a man of 17111\
Auvergne, whose daughter ll:m ia was the
of Ruricius the el ler, bishop of le-- £
Sidonius mentions him in his n\]-nlmlumum to
Ruricius and Iberia (carm. 10, 11), and addresses
to him carm. 17, which is an invitation to a
family birth- day féte. Through Iberia he was
the grandfather of OMMATIUS (2), bishop of

Tours, [C. H.]
. OMMATIUS (2) (Ommacros, Omacrus),
unior, grandson of the preceding, son of

Ruricius and Iberia, addressed and mentioned

OMOLINGC, OMULUNG.
OMOTARIUS, bishop

seventh century (Gall Chr.

[HomoLuxcH. ]

Laon late in the

ix. 512). [C. H.]

ne n‘ of Jerome

ONASUS, of

(anno

from Nasus. L\\. H. 1\.]

ONCHU (Oscrow, Oxonvo), Mac-i

-Eeceis

(som of the poet), poet in Con in
the middle of the 6th century, embraced the
Christian th and settled at Clonmore, co.
Carlow or W he set himself to gather
relics of all the Irish saints into on i
His Jutt 18 Feb, 8, where Cq

; 1lon (£ S 40

memolrs.

ONESICRATIA, a lady, a spondent
of Chry ) to whom he wrote, from
Cucust of consolation on death
of her « which had s

hter,

some pre

ONESIMUS (1‘; bishop of E ]\nn-l. :
the Ephesian church to meet Ignatius
y to Rome. (Ignat. ad Eph.

)
ONESIMUS

puted hushand of Flavia Domitil
1ent the IH:II‘[I\ r, and :l':lll-ll
name of Tit. Flav. Onesimus appears on two
ions in Gruter (Cor ] and
ne being a monument erected by him to

The whole question about the Domi-

on his w
Euseb. i

FLAVIUS,

daughter

(2), TITUS

re-
of

e of Domitian.

p. cexlv,

inserip

celii.)

his

tillas is in a state of confusion which these in-
seriptions ine: 1wce tradition !<-1\1n'al1|‘r~ the
younger Domi as living a virgin. [G .T.8.]

ONERIMUS (3) a correspondent of MELITO

[tl L‘]

bishop of Soissons,
ns of Hu{:l“‘}f

of Sardis.

ONESIMUS (4), ST.,
said to have destroyed the rer
in that region (Gall. Chr. ix. 334). The Bol-
landists (Acta SS. 13 Mai. iii. 204) give a Vida
of him with notes by Henschen, who assigns
him to the year e. 360. [C. H.]

See Vol. IIL. p. 896 a.
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QONESIMUS (5), bishop of Nicomedia in
Bithynia in latter part of the 4th century.
(Le Quien, Or. Christ. i, 587 3 Philostorg. H. E.
i. v.) [G. T.S.]

ONESIMUS (B), one of those who at the
C il of the Oak bore testim st
Chrysostom or urged the council to come to a

edy decision, (Phot. lix. p. 60.) [E V.]

ONESIMUS (7), the name of two persons
addressed by Nilus; a monk (lib. ii. L}J 1), a

ny s

primate (ii. 177). > H.]

ONESIPHORUS, bishop of l(:nrximn about
A.D. 450. He present at the gen
council of ( and also at the Rob
gynod of Epl

He declared

e
149,

a l"mu 'y

not otherw

ed. Frob,),

ONOEL. I’]llj]:lnnf\[,\‘.‘«, Vol. I1
ONUPHRIUS

June 12, an
monks of the
brought up, for the rem

Hi

(1) (‘)\Hl

3 the
h whom he ]l'tl been
sol ‘ll.ll

by the ann
holy :\' _ when the anchoret Paphunutius in his
Jjourn discovered him, having more the
appearance of a wild be a man, As
hrius was narrating the ry of his life an
me pallor wa ed to spread over his |
i near and

en blessing
to God he
body in a
in a cr
p. 9935 Boll.
B

or would
and committi
utius w

of the ro
Acta S8. 12 Jun. ii. !
Jameson (Legend. Art

h
gl'_ J. K.]
(%) (HoNorPHRIUS),
tary of Emesa in Phoenicia, by whose p1
Leucippe, the wife of Clitophon, is said to
been relieved of her barrenness upon her
saking paganism, and to have become
mother of St. Galacteon. y i
p- 99 ; Surius, Le Prob. S8

ONUPHRIUS

(B K
mmaticns addresse

i "'".":“‘ 1N EE:
3, iii, 31, 70, 92, ¢

OFHELIUS (1), a g
by Isidore of 1nhmum (
ii, 42, 55, 119, 255, ¢ )3, 94
iv. 105, 162, ‘.!UU); (2) a scholasticus (ii. 154,
201). [C. H.]

OPHELLUS. [OreLLUS.]

OPHIANITAE, heretics, in the list of
Sophronius (M 90 D). In Hardouin’s
version they appear as ’A¢omral and Aphoni

;;UH lmt-;}nw-nl asc

| ration of the serpent appears to be of e

gilard. iii. 1291 A). LC. H.]

OPHITES

OPHITES [Oduavol, Clem, Alex., Ori
*O¢irat, Hippol., Epiph.] Among the peculiaris
ties of several of the Gnostic of the 2pq
:ntury, there was one which was felt by mem-

of the church as most striking and most
1sive, namely, that the symbol of the serpent,
ch to Christians generally re ])]i'\tn[gll 1“"
source of all evil and the enemy of the human
s, was by these hereties held in reverence an
honour. Accordingly, though “ Gnostics” was
the title which these people claimed for them-
selves (Hippol. 7 v. 1, 11), the Catholics
ealled them Ophites, or else, in places where it
Hebrew word for serpent, Nahash,
appeared in their '1-;]"”“ NAAS
and ul 1tely some of mselves tnuk pr
those titles. It is so natural to regard as most
fundamental that characteristic which gives the
name to a 't, that it is useful to remember
that this name Ophite seems to have been at
first 1|1|}-|--L1 from with out, 1 that the chaa
racterist -lum which it is ¢ ed was common
to many of the Gnostic sects, and in most of
them was not entitled to be counted their most
prominent feature.

The honour paid to the se

sects may 5\ trac m! to a twofol

whic

sp eculati

favourite sol llmun
in matter. It fol-
of the Jews to whom the
s the creation of
therefo
the Supreme
» Old Testament went on to
had of 1 to teach our
first parents know l to them wise,
and how the Creator God had cursed them for
embracing this offer, it was a consistent theory
to maintain, that in this the serpent had shewn
.If to be the friend of the human race, and
or its enemy. We n thus to havea
ient account of the use of the serpent as an
emblem of wisdom, and of the honour paid it by
those who held it to be a point of duty to run
counter to the God of the Jews. But intruth vene-
ier date
than opposition to Judaism. We cannot pretend
to trace the history of the totems or animal
symbols which ditferent rded as
peculiarly their own: but there is sufficient
evidence that in the countries where Gnosticism
most fourished, a heathen use of the serpent
emblem had previously existed. Sanchoniathon,
quoted by Lusebius, in a chapter uon!aini:'._g
' s of ancient serpent worship
honour paid the
They admired the
‘l"“ kness of it ts motions though destitute of the
instruments of locomotion (m[]mui by ('l]{“'
animals, They ¢ ved how, by casting 1is
skin it renewed its youth, and they not or nly
ascribed to it great length and tenacity of life,
but even fancied that except by violence from
without it would never die. A religious use o
i-H‘ wtpent emblem was common to lhe Phoeni-
gyptians. We may indeed iden=
'“\ the names of the Phoenician Taaut and the
Egyptian divinity Thoth, both of which are con=
nected with serpent wor ship.  The L&,\pt,lms
are said by the same authority to have derived
from the Phoenicians the name agathodaemon,

of the o 1
was that u,l was inl
lowed t th

had th n done a bad work, anc
not be identical w

Whe

@

e




OPHITES

which a later writer (Lamprid. Vit Heliogah.) | of appendix a desc

tells us was given to the pet snakes which they
kept. The serpent represented the vital
ciple of nature, the world being
figure like the Greek theta, a cix
In the same (:'n::luurruf' Eusebius,
Phere yrius is said to have derived from
the Phoenicians his representations of the god
Ophioneus as serpent-formed; but as we know
from Celsus (Origen, vi. 42) that Ophioneus was
described as a Titan and an opponent of Kronos,
Pherecydes would seem to have more in common
with those who made the serpent typify the evil
rather than the good principle. For the pur-
poses of this article, however, it is needl to
ascertain the details of ancient serpent worship ;
it is enough to know in a gene way that
there was such a thing, for then we can under-
stand that among theeclectic speculators, included
among those known by the name o
adopted only such elements of Christi: ity as
harmonized with their system, there would be
some whose previous training would indispose
them to share that hostility to the s
which was common to Christianity and Ju
and who would be willing to give the e
an honourable place in their schemes,
ingly in one Gnostic system (Iren, I,
Nous, the source of intelligence, is
formed ; in another (I, xxx. 14), S¢ phia 1
identified with the serpent.

church were ingenious in fin

i

prin-
ymbolized by a
le with a s

in the middle.

ol

rdes

Gnostics

of
rets, natural or artificial,

the figure

e Guostics were eq ingenious in dis-
ring the figure of the serpent. By anyone
who would lift up his eyes with
might be seen holding a presidir

the constellations of heaven (H V. 1B, pi
134). It was to be seen in the form of the
brain (Hippol. iv. 51, p- 81, v. 17

p. 137), and
in the convolutions of the intestines (Iren. I.
3xx. 14). It was the serpent who gave wise
counsel to Eve, the serpent rod by which Moses
wrought his miracles, the br
gave deliverance to the il 2
wilderness, it was he in whose ness the Son
of Man was to be lifted up (Hippol. v. 18,
P- 133); nay, the serpent was identified with
the L 208 But perhaps even the wildest
extrav ce of Ophite theory was not so revolt-
Ng to Christians as a practice with some of
these Guostics to allow the tame snakes which
we have al ioned, to crawl about and

their , thus, as it
seemed from a Christian f view, binding
themselves to the author of evil by a sacrament
f_)l' abomination (Ps.-Tert. 6; | 2
2 P. 272).  The story is repes
(Haer. 17) and improved on by
tus” (i, 17), 3
_In what precedes we have collected the prin-
cipal characteristics which Justify the applica-
tion of the name Ophi ¥

serj ¥
people in t

by Augustine
¢ Pracdestine-

te to these sects: hut
we have already imated, the name has
applied to sects of dif it degrees of antiq
and differing a good deal in their principles.
18 advisable therefore to state se
we'l_\l‘:u‘n from different sources of information,

: The Uphites f Irenaeus,—Irenaeus having
given (1L, xxijj.— xviii.) in what seems intended for
chronological order, a list of heres 5, i
with Simon and ending with Tati '
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as
'n
¥y
It
parately what

h}a:. ning
sin a kind

ke |

OPHITES 81
iption of a variety of Gnestie
sects deriving their

origin, as he maintains,

from the her sy of Simon. Irenacus does not
use the name “ Ophite,” but Theo who
copies his deseripti s that title to them,
and he has been fullowed by later writers.

gave the following account of the
The first princ iple was a light
15, blessed and incorruptible,
which these heretics called the Father of all and
the First Man. His Thought or Conception
became a Son, which they called the Second Man,
and after these was the Holy Spirit, which they
called the First Woman, the mother of all living,
the name for spirit in Shemitic languages being
fon e. [On this trinity see Vol. II. p- 683.]
Beneath lay, in a sl ss, the four e
m viz. T, d s, abyss, and chaos;
while above these moved the Holy Spirit. And
of her beauty both first and second Man became

1amoured, and they ed from her a third
male, an Incorrupt y called Christ. But

ugeish 1
1

ents

the excess of lig h which she had been
impregnated was more than she could contain,
and while Christ her right-hand birth was
borne upw: with his mothe forming with

cond Man the true he ly church,

into the world of mat
and Prunikes. By this arrival
were set in motion, all thines ru

)y embrace

the Light, and Pr 0s wantonly playing with
the waters, assumed to herself a body with=
out the protection of which the li

dang letely absorbe
Yet by the an

surroun she strove to esi
and ascer r mother, the 1
down, and she could do no m
herself above the waters, constitut the
isible heaven. of time, however,
intensity of d e was able to free her-
" from the encumbrance of the body, and
d to ascend to the ion imz
lled in the lan + of another
on.  Meanwhile a son, Ialda-
r from her contact with the
g in him a e cath of the
ht left him from his mother, by

ess

Q=

waters
incorrupt

means of he works, m the
waters a son without any mother, And this son
in like manner another, until th were seven

en hes

in all, ruling the
ao, Sabaoth, 5
phaeus; a Hebdomad which their mother com-
pletes into an Oodoad. [See the ar
DOMAD, Vol. IL p. 850.] But it ¢
hat these sons strove for mastery
father Ialdabaoth, whereat
ction, and casting his despairi
of matter below, he, throu
ated his longing and obtained a son Ophio-
morphus, the se pent-formed Nous, whence come
the spirit and soul, and all things of this lower
world ; but whence came also oblivion, wicked-
5, jealousy, envy, and death. laldabaoth,
himself over his upper heaven, had
that
was anything higher than himself, and
! fe vith pride at the sons whom he
had begotten without help from his mother, he
cried, I am Father and God, and me

dabaoth,

Oreus, Asta-

Adoneus

Ze on the
_J_'ll them, con-

shut out from all below the knowled
th

@
r

above

G
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there % nonelother. On this his mother, hearing ]
him, eried out, Do not lie, Ialdabaoth, for above

thee is the father of all, the first man, and the ‘
When the heavenly powers mar-
Jaldabaoth, to call off their
¢ Let us make man after our
powers formed a gigantic
ance to

gson of man.
Wt this voice,
n, exclaimed,
»  Then the

image.’
man the mother Sophia having given &

the design, in order that by this means she might
recover the Light-fluid from Ialdabaoth. For
the man whom the six powers had formed, lay
unable to raise itself,
until they brought it
breathed into it the
emptied himself of POWET. But th
man having now Thoug d Conception (Ne
and l",ht'n_\'ilu-.\l-;)_. forthwith gave thanks to the
First Man, disregarding those who had made him. |
At this Ialdabaoth, being jealous, planned to |
despoil the man by means of a woman, and formed |
Eve, of whose hl':llil_‘; the six pu\\:r‘l‘w being ena-
monred generated sons from her, namely tht‘.|
angels. Then Sophia devised by means of the |
serpent to seduce Eve and Adam to transgress
the precept of Ialdabaoth ; and Eve, acce g ‘
the advice of one who seemed a Son of God, |
also to eat of the [nrln:'.-lun|
ate they gained know-

writhing like a worm
to their tather, who

of life, and so

persuaded A

tree. And when they
yich is over all, and 1'o—|
had made them. There-
upoen yaoth cast Adam and Eve out of |
Paradise; but the mother had secretly emptied
them of the Light-fluid in order that it might

S0 t

not share the curse or reproach.
. down into this world, as w¢
in working against

ca
pent who had been detected
He brought the angels here unde
and himself generated six sons, a
counterpart of the Hebdomad of which
father was a member. These seven demons
always oppose and thwart the human race on
whose account their father was cast down,
Adam and Eve at first had it and clear
and, as it were, spiritual bodies, wi ich on their
fall ame dull and gross; and their spirits
were also languid because they had lost all but
the breath of this lower world which their maker
had breathed into them; until Prunikos takir
pity on them gave them back the sweet odour
the Light-fluid through which they woke to
lee of themselves and knew

his father.
his power,

as

of

a knowle
lilnl}' were naked.
a version of Old Testamn
laldabaoth is represented as making a series of
efforts to obtain exclusive adoration for himself,
and to avenge himself on these who refused to
pay it, while he is counteracted by Prunikos,
who strives to enlighten mankind as to the
existence of higher powers more deserving of
adoration. In particular the prophets who (as
explained Vol. 1L p. 850) were each the organ of
one of the Hebdomad, the glorification of ‘whom
was their main theme, were nevertheless inspired
by Sephia to make fragmentary revelations about
the First Man and about Christ above, whose
descent also she caused to be predicted.

And here we come to the version given of New
Testament history in this system. Sophia,
having mo rest either in heaven or on earth,
implored the assistance of her mother, the First
Woman. She, moved with pity at her daughter’
repentance, begged of the First Man that Christ

The story proceeds to give
nt history, in which

should be sent down to her assistance.
appr]zv-l of the
advent by John,
pentance,
ot ready
-om Christ, in order that when he came there
might be a pure and clean ve
him, namely Jesus, who, be

by
righteous than any other m:
descended through the seven he:
form of the sons of each as he came down, and
depriving each of their rulers of his power. For
wheresoever Christ came the Light-fluid rushed
to him, and when he came into this world he
first united hims
they refreshed one another as bride
bride, and the two united descer
who thus became Jesus Christ. Then he began
to work miracle |
Father, and to declare himself manifestly the
son of the First Man, Y
other princes of the Hebdomad, being angry,
sou
Sopl
drawn themselves into the incorruptible Aeon.

ch
hold of the kingdom of God,”
and spiritual
miracles,
first united to Christ, or after his resurrection,
when Christ had withdrawno himself from him.
Jesus the
tion eighteen months, at first himself not under-
standi
revelation subsequently made him,
taught to a chosen few of his disciples, and then

his |

Wi

that |
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_ Sophia,
coming help, announced his
prepared the baptism of re-
d by means mt_hel‘ son, Ialdabaoth,
a woman to receive the annunciation

ssel to receive
ng born of a virgin
divine power, was wiser, purer, and more
1. Christ then
vens, taking the

" with his sister Sophia, and
oom and
d into Jesus,

| to announce the unknown

14

Then Ialdabaoth and the

cht to have Jesus crucified, but Christ and
2 did not share his passion, having with-

sut Christ did not forget Jesus, but sent a

power which raised his body up, not indeed his

al body, for ¢ flesh and blood cannot ].'t}'

ut his animal
ly. So it was that Jesus did no
either before his baptism, when he was

n remained on earth after his resur

the whole truth, but enlightened by &
which he

r

s taken up to heaven.

We need not doubt that
trine here expounded claimed
from the revelation thus made to the ch
few (see the article PisTis SOPHIA, W

ac is civen of a later work of this
ool). y proceeds to tell that Christy
sitting on the right hand of the father Ialda-
baoth, without his knowledge enriches himself
with the souls of those who had known
inflicting a corresponding loss on Taldak
For as righteous souls instead of returning to
him are united to Christ, Ialdabaoth is less and
less able to bestow any of the Light-iluid on
souls afterwards entering this world, and can
only breathe into them his own animal breath.
The consummation of all things will take place
when, by successive union of righteous souls
with Christ, the last drop of the Light-ﬂlfILl
shall be recovered from this lower world.

The system here expounded evidently
a considerable knowledge of the Old Testament
on the part either of its inventor or cx]munder-
It begins with ¢ the spirit of God moving 0B
the face of the waters,” and it summarises the
subsequent history, even mentioning the sacred
writers by name. Yet that it is nob the work
of one browght up in Judaism is evident from
the ]u]sti]it;’ shewn to the God of the Jews, who
is represented as a mixture of arrogance a0
ignorance, waging war against idolatry from mere
love of self-exaltation, yet constantly thwarted
and overcome by the skill of superior knowe

the Gnostic doe-

to be deriv

him,
yaoth.

implies
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lalge. We have already remarked that the
fominine attributes ascribed to the Holy Spirit

indicate that Greek was not the native lan-
guage of the framer of this system, and
this conclusion is confirmed by the absence
of elements derived from Greek philosophic

systems, If, for instance, we compare this
tem with that of Valentinus, we discover at
once so much agreement in essential features as
to assure us of the substantial identity of the
foundation of the two systems: but the Valen-
tinian system contains several things derived
from Greek philosophy, whereas that which we
have described can be explained from purely
Oriental sources. We are entitled therefore to
regard the latter as representing the more o
nal form. The reporter of thi
acquainted with the New Testament, since he
adopts a phrase from the l-lpistliz to the Corin-
thians; he knows that our Lord habitually
spoke of himself as Son of Man; and in deny-
ing that our Lord performed miracles before his
baptism, he adopts the history as told in our
Gospels in opposition to that told in apocryphal
Gospels of the Infancy. We have : rore-
marked (II. 683) that ‘the place which the doc-
trine of & Trinity holds in this system indicates
that it proceeds from one who had received
Christian instruction.

Although, following Theodoret, we have given
the name Ophite to the system described by
Irenaeus, it will have been seen that not on ]\
does the doctrine (l)]]\,t‘l]l]] serpent form
very subordinate Inwt of the system, but :1isu
that the ;u.u.:r it assigns the serpent is very
different from that given it by those whom we
count as properly to be called Ophites. For this
name we think properly belongs to those who
gave the serpent the place of honour in their
system, but the present system ses with
Christian doctrine in making the serpent and his
attendant demons the enemy and persecutor of
the human race. If we were to single out what
we regard as the most characteristic feature of
the scheme, it is
attribute of licht as the property of the
principle. This feature is still more st
he derived system of Pistis Sophia, wi
mention of light is of perpetual occurren
the |1|_rn|[v of every being is mea
brilliancy i It is natural
a4 eonnexion the system Zoroaster,
which the world is made to be a
t and the
This suspicion is con-
to what Plutarch tells

the prominence given to the

good

with
the history of
strugele lmr\\- en the kingdom of li

" dark
\\"m n we r

king '-lnm ¢

(3

of the system of Zoroaster (De Is. et Osir. 47),
for there find other coincidences with our
y Which can scarcely be accidental. In the

em, the opposing powers, Ormuzd

'IN \u]umn each gene ite six derived beings
to aid in the contest, y in the same way

pr
nnl U}luv 1wrphus
x subordinate s
: : story of So stretching out her
80 as to form the visible heavens has a
parallel in ar myth told about Ormuzd
enlar

have each
nd derived

iuulv

his bulk, and there is a likeness to

doctrine in the account which Zoroaster

gives of our resurrection bod s, which are to be
50 clear and subtle as to cast no shadow. (See

also the Persian representations of seven heavens

system is cleax ]\' |

[ and an eightn region above them (Ori

83

. Adv. Cels.
v1, 22).) On the whole there seems good reason
to believe that the Gnostic system deseribed by
Irenaeus is the work of a disci iple of /n|..3 ter,
half-converted to Chris 11'lrn.\ As to hi
tions to previous Gno stems, see Sar
NINUS. In the section rnl Irenaeus imme liate
preceding that of which we have just given i
account, there is a summary of a system which
called Barbeliot, from its use of the
BARBELO to denote the supreme female
principle. It contains the essential
features of the scheme just described, of which
it seems to have been a development, principally
I ized by a great nm\‘h of nomenclature,
and, with the v\nlimn of the name which has
given a title to the system, all derived from the
ireek language, .\frwu. in the pa:
diately following the chapter we have an lysed,
Iren: ieus st with a section of
the d Ophite in the
word, some teaching that
pent, some glorifving
es of the God of the Old
CAINITES,
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heen

F‘:!

name

some of

e

imme-

aintance
be eal

may
 the

ras the se

and other enemi
ament See

and
gives no

3 tions Cainites
7, p. 900), but
ets, Nor do we suppose
1hen t.v:v any to connect with this
sect his reprobation of the 11\3 of serpent orma-
ments by women (Paed. ii. 13, p. 245)

is reason

is led to speak ui the Ophites (Adv.
Jels. vi. 28 5qq.) by an accusation of Celsus that
the Christians counted seven heavens, and spoke

of the Creator as an accursed divi h
as he was worthy of execration for eursine the
serpent who introduced the first human \-1>il|-:~;

1 and e Orig
replies that Ce had mixed up matters, .111{
had confounded with the Christians the Ophites,
who so far from being Christians would not hes
the name of nor own him to have been so
much as a wise and virtuous man, nor would
admit anyone into their assembly until he had
cursed Jesus. It may be doubted whether Origen
hasnot here been misinformed about a sect of which
nows but litt Ac
authorities the Opl nr's, ela
] Elsewhere (!
1 elasses the s 18 heretics
't with the followers of Marcion
Apel The identity
that these Ophite
he 7 rian sect
d by Irenaeus, and therefore justifies our
ation of the na that
of the se es of the Hebdo-
mad, as given by Ori zompletely with

to the knowl

Jesus,

he intimates that he k
ing to all Hl]](‘l

oman. in St. My

s, and

iture prove

itinus, Basili

of the nomer

es.

sect.

names

the list of Irenae m also gives the
names of tl ¥ Hrllnnl\n
Yol. 1L p. 8 r-nI\ cives the 3

of their chief, but that one i
a more than accidental co since it
name we should not have 1 to find as
the name of a demon, namely, Michael. The
name Prunikes is also found in the report of
Origen. gives what must have been one

wugh to establish

nee, is a

expec

valu: ll le

of the secrets of this seet, viz. the
formula to be addressed by an ascending soul
to each princes of the hebdomad in
order to prop him to grant a ssage

pa
G 2
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dominions.  Perhaps the sccret

been more jealously

through his
would have

were not that in a n to the use of the
formula, it seems to have been necessary to
produce at each gate a c n symbol. These
would only be in the pos n of the initiated,
and we may imagine that they were buried Wiih

them. We may note a point of which Origen does
not seem tohave been himself aware, namely, that
he gives the formulae in the inverse or ler ; d.e.

first 1he fm muh to bn used by a soul which has

mula to be used
st heaven,

in order to ¢ gain admission to the hi

and so on. Orig so gives a description of an
(Il.mrl» diacram, which Celsus likewise had met
with, :u|1~1~1l'1' of an outer circle, named
Leviathan, denoting the soul of all things, with
ten internal circles, variously coloured, the
diagram containing also the figures and names

of the seven demons,
ticisme, 1L, p. 22

Matter (Histoire du Gnos=
plate I. D.) attempts to re-
produce the figure from (¢ Jrigen’s description, but
in truth Origen has not given us particul
enough to enable us to make a restor: ation with
fidence, or even to enable us to understand

'S

co

what was intended to be r nted. In all
probability the picture was not intended to
explain or illustrate lh\'-l“'] r. but merely was

al virtue., Ori

."1[]9

posed to }u.mu-\\ some At

names Eu + of the doe-
trine of hich he deseribes, whence we
may (‘r‘['l.uillll lLJJHI‘\U‘a (l)" !}Nif '])L

earlier lln 1
(Vol. II.
contained :1 E

tion on the Ophites,
that on the Nicolaitans, with whom they were
brought into conne Philaster has trans-

posed this and two ot sections, nning his

T

treatise on Her s with the Ophites, and making
the Ophites, Cainites, and Sethites [---u—t'hl'iﬂtim
sects. We may set this aside as a mere blunder
into which Philast was led by the names.

The section of Hippolytus
a condensed account’
told by Irenaeus. In g
however, he
lll”' (
-1 tm sec

ppears to have given
the mythological story
1g the name Ophite,
have brought into
Irenaeus the charac-
ed by the word, their
rhom they even preferred
ting him because he taught
ledge of good and evil,
nces to the brazen serpent
;r Testament, and their intro-
rpent into their Eucharistic

of

:lmu-:u'-- to

our first pe
their use of
in the Old and N
duction of the
celebration,
creat difference between the earlier and
the later treatise of Hippolytusis that the former
a mere compilation, his account of

The

was
opinions of heresies being in the main derived
n the lectures of Irenaeus; but at the time

o the latter, he
heretical writings,
ctract in his treatise.

a contemptuous mention
pany with the
as her
compl

had himself
of which he gives
In this book he makes
of the Ophites in com-
Cainites and Nochaitae (viii. 20)
ties whose doctrines did not deserve the
1ent of serious exposition or refutation,

guarded if it | pect that these heretics h:
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And it is strance that he does not seem £0'sus
any connection

with those who form the vject of his fifth

book., In that book he treats of sects which
yaid honour to the serpent, giving to the firsg
| of the » name Naasse i

he knows is derived from tl ame for

serpent. Possibly Hippolytus restricted the
name Ophites to the sect described by Irenaeus,
which h s ]ltth\ in common with that

st heaven and desires to |

the |

read seve-
an |

Another identifiea-
led to make has also
* as we know, all his

i ] of the

which he 1
tion which I
been overlooke: l
previous rea lers
5th book treat of
and no |!nult 'j
works w

and wl

]mht 18

ssenes and the
account of two

LI; ]11- supp( ipresent 1.hu’n!|i..
nions of two distinet sects of heretics. But a
careful comparison of the two sections shews
that both works must have reached Hippolytus
from the same quarter, both having evidently
procee led from the same workshop. The doc-
trines of the hereties of the two sections agree
so completely that the st: itements of the ome
may be used to clear up obscurities in the state-
ments of the other, several technical words are
common to the two sections, and in both the
same not very obvious illustrations ave
ployed, DBef giving the detailed proof
these assertions, it will

em-
of

be convenient to state

ore

the doctrines of each sect as described by Hip-
polytus.

The book of the sect which he
a name not heard of elsewhe

contain heads of discourses communicated by
James, the Lord’s brother, to Mariamne. A
very interesting feature of the book seems to
ha\'v been the specimens it gave of Ophite hymn-
ology. The doctrine has little in common
with the Zoroastrian Ophites described by Ire-
nacus, the contrast for instance between light
and darkness not being once insisted on. The
writer is in fact not Oriental, but Greek. He
indeed wuse Hebrew words Naas and
Vols. I 425, I11. 589) these
¥ ]msuml into the common here-
50 as to become known to many
cqus m-tud with Hebrew. He does shew a
knowledze of the religious mysteries of various
nations, yet as it ap pears to us not a pmwnﬂ
but a literary knowled For instance, he
dilates much on the Phrygian rites, but the
whole section seems to be but a commentary on
a hymn to the Phrygian Attys which had fallen
into his hands. If must be remembered that
without ever leaving Rome there was oppors
tunity to become acquainted with the religious
rites of \"11‘im:'~ nations.

does

ol
bl

The Naassenes so far agreed with other Ophites
that they gave to the I\n,t principle le the names
Man and Son of ) calling him in their

hymns Adamas. Instead, however, of retaining
the female principle of the Ulu_.nt,\l Ophites,

y represented their Man ” as bisexual; and
one of their hymns runs ¢ From thee,
t‘“"l"a t wrough thee, mother, the two immortal
> this also I]untl-i under MoNOIMUS
viii. 1.3, p. 269). Compare also
Irenaen 29, * refrigerant in hoc omnia h\mm
zare magnum Aeona. Hine autem dicunt ms 1=
festatam Matrem, Patrem, Filium.” Although




OPHITES

the coincidence here is but slight, it descrves
some attention, bec ause Irenacus’s tion re-
Ld to contains some aassene tec hnical words,
3 s spiritus ; and l!u‘w

: 1aeus appear to have taucht a
Greek form of 0] shite lluT]m-- To return to
the Naassenes, they taught that their primary
man was, like (,u.l\nn, thr m.l, containing in
himself the three natures =p ;ruqu' 0 Yuxi-
wdy, T xoikor; and so that in Jesus the three
natures were combined, and throug}

r

h: these different classes of men. From the
living waters which he supplies each absorbs
that for which his nature has attra From

the same water the olive can draw its oil, and
the vine its wine, and in like manner each other
plant its slwrial produce : chaff will be attracted
by amber, iron only by the inwm t, gold only
by the prickle of the sea-haw k,* so each accord:
ing to his nature attracts and mﬂnil s a different
ly from the same source, Thus there are
three classes of men and three correspon ling
churches, angelical, psychical, and choical, whose
names elect, called, captive.
imagine that these indicate (] ) the heathen chiefly
¢ i])ti\l']l]ll[t‘l the dominion of matter, (2) ordia iry
Christians, and ( }) out of the many ealled, the

sup

few chosen members of the Naassene sect. Else-
where, however, a greater diversity of men is
indicated. For the Saviour, we are told,

‘“Unless ye eat my flesh and .1111\1; my |](|u|

ye shall not enter the kine edom of heaven: .a.lt
even if ve drink the rnpih.tt I drink of, whither
I go ye cannot come.” For every one must
t-a his own nature. Therefore it was that he

h him speak |

We should |

oo |

i

chose twelve a ]'mt]c\ for the twelve tribe s, and
I.\ them H[lu]\u o every t11|.u So all men can-
not receive the preaching of all the twelve, but
each only according to his own nature.

The work known to Hippolytus
would seem to have bee 0 of what we may call a
devotional character rather than a formal expo-
sition of doctrine, and this per ps is why it is

difficult to draw from the nts left us a

assena

acco

thoroughly consistent scheme. 1 .\', as we
proc we are led to thin;: of the first princ |[ le
of nature, not as a single threefold be ing, but as

three distinet subst

3 on the one hand the |

| mens more must suffice.

' 3 iy
| METLOTOS OUTLE.

pre-existent, otherwise spoken of as the Good
Being, on the other hand the outpoured Ch
intermediate, between tm‘—v one call ed . \Htu-
and also the Logos. Chaos is 1||H;..L r desti=
tute of forms or qumfb §3 neither the pre-
existent being himself possess form, for though

the cause of cwui]nn g that comes into being ,
it is itself none of the m, but only the seed hum
which they spring. The Logos is the mediator
which draws forms from above and tr
them to the world below. Yet he seems to
a 11\.:1 in this work; for we have refer-
ence made to a fourth being, whence or how
ght into existence we are not tol l, a “ fiery
Esaldaeus,® the Ilthn of the i§ucds Kdouos.
is to say, if we unde the theory
tly, it was this flu‘}' being, the same who

ansters

& W

kepris Badaogiov i¢

paxos.” T don't know what this
fish is

or have I seen elsewhere this remarkable pro- |

perty of its bome,

b Schneidewin

edits Jaldat

h, the

uanwarrantably

reth

in its no-

| serpent vaas.
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appeared to Moses in the burning bush, who
gave forms to the choical or }uul\' material

mt:. of nature. It is ]u who supplies the
[1--1_\' heat of generation by which these forms
are still continued. In this wor k the Logos

had no part, for ¢all things were made thr
him, and without him was made nothing
“nothing ” that was made without him is the
xdopos iducds, On the other hand, it is the
Logos, who is identified ‘with the serpent, and
again with the principle of Water, who
down the pne |||.1. tic and psychical
that t.u-w h him man became

But he has now to do a greater
mely, to provide for the rel " the
higher elements now enslaved under the domi-
of matter, and * their restoration to the

850

a

e of

good God. For the vestoration of the cho sen
seed an essential condition is the complete aban-
donment of sexual intercours The captive
people must pass out of 3 Egypt is the

Sea the

Set

body, the Red
cross the Red

to

-

Wi eneration j
and pass into the wilderr

is to arrive at a te \\'Jlf;]‘u fl- at wor |\ of rene-
ration has been for e at
the Jordan. This i whose
streams rolling downward 11.111:.-. had descended
from above, and generations ul' ‘n had

taken place ; 1ut now Jesus ta-
ment name 2, Tolls the \11 um upwards, and
tion not of men, but of

ne the new-born seed may

im (I's. Ixxxii. 6). But if they ]lt'll]" to

is to car intercourse, * “they

\]11‘1 lil" ]1\1 men,” that which is born
from below is flest 1
al.

given present but a
tyrannical method of
which he can prove any
text. OUne or two
In ““ agynuoodymy karep-
Paul’s description

e specimens al

the author’

idea of

int

sis

Scripture exe
doctrine out of

by

speci-

yalduevor,” which oceurs in St.
1-[' the evil deeds of the Gentil
arynuooiyy explained to m
ness of the sed pr
Ag
publicans (reAd@var) who
dom of God, we

‘. ?J urr)tn—
rain, it is explained that the

go fuas. into the king-
m whom the ends of the

(7& TéAn Tdr aidver) have come. The
writer, it will be seen, makes free use of the
New Testament. IHe seems to have used all the
four G , but that of which he makes most
use is John's, He quotes from Pau

e |v'~r]| s to the Romans, Corinthians (both lett
i ians, and I There is a copiou
use also of the Ul 1 Testament ; and besides we
are told there is a use of the Gospel according to
the Egyptia 1 that of St. Thomas. But
what most (] racterizes the document under
consideration is the abundant use of heathen
writings. For the author’s method of exegesis
enables him to find his system in Homer with as
much : in the Bible. Great part of the
extract given }s' Hi i 1<-.\t|\\ is a comme ntary on
a hymn to the Pl hrygian \I"", n[' the i'illl‘h- l"l
applied to whom ally
examined, to be cap a ){: wssene mterpres
tation. One or two specimens of the etymology
will sufi Every temple, wads, shews by its
title that is intended for the honour of the
n, one of the first of the titles

hesi 1115,

15
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applied to Attys is wdwas.
¢o recognize him who brought to rest (Eravoe)
all the disorderly motion that pres ailed before
his appearing. To him all things cry wale, |
wabe, Thy acvppwriav. In like manner it is ex=

plained that, in this hymn, aimdAos does not mean |
a goatherd, nor dulydares an almond, but the |
reader will not care to be informed of the my
teries which these words contain, Thi

1 by anyone who has to
insane documents which in our
, fancy themselves to be inspir ‘

=+
w
=+
-
@
B
'

who are al
sions in te:
ard of their context
anssene writer une

s of Seripture used with utter dis-
ing to our view
tiom was a per-
hilosophic writer, nor the
svstem which he teaches,
ud to give new
ns of it of his own discovery.
s of the earlier Ophite s

touched on, there is some
ance with them, as fi

Accor

gon of this
originator of the Oph
but one trained up
proofs and illustr
Although the n
tem are but li
trace of an acqu
ample the myth that th | man lay
a spirit was poured into him from
and the story of descent of Christ
thr : on his mission to
release the hicher elements imprisoned in chaos

We turn now to the section which treats of
the Pe t had been known from Clement of

ior ex-

15

first

the

1 the seven heav

e, 1

Alexandria that there was a sect of that name,
though he tells nothing as to its tenets. Hippo-

Iytus was acquainted with more books of the sect
than one. One called of wpodoTeior appe to
have been of an astrological wracter, treating
of the influer of the stars upon the human
race, and connecting hen mythologies
with the planetary powers. + the astrolog
of the Naassene writer, se But the
was b s a treatise the ¢ of
doctrine of which to that previous
Naassene we have already remark

102

adn

world is one, but
e ow e
ision, watip, vids, UA7. ach of
se parts contains in itself an infinity of

powers, The first is perfect goodness, unl
Fir L *
fen, pt‘yfﬁ{rs" TATPLKOY, the second is &“fﬂ.ﬂ-’:ﬁy

abroyevés ; the third yewwnrde, Bucdv. Inter-
me e between Hyle and the father sits the
Son, the Word, the Serpent, ever turning, now to

the immovable father, now to the moving Hyle,
drawing powers from the first by means of w hich
Hyle, in itself destitute of pro erties or of form,
is fashioned according to the ideas received from

the father. These he draws in some ineflable
manner, just as the various colours passed into
the sheep from the rods which Jacob set up, or

rather as a painter transfers forms to his canvas
without detracting aught from his model.
When, then, the Saviour sa “ Your Father
which is in heaven,” he means that heavenly
father, the first principle, from which the forms
have been derived; but when he says “ your
father was a murderer from the beginning,” he
me the ruler and framer of Hyle, who, taking
the forms transmitted by the Son, work qmu:
ration here, a work which is destruction and

Iso

the Valen-

is found

¢ The technical use of the word péyef
in the N: ystem, p. 107,
tinian frogment, Epiph, Haer, 31, p

168.)
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Here we are taught | death. For the redemption of this world below,

Christ was made to descend in the days of Hered
from the region of the unbegotten, a man h‘nn:
self threefold, having in himself powers from the
three parts of the world, * for in Him the whole
Pleroma was pleased to dwell bodily,” and in
Him was the whole Godhead, His mission is in
order that those elements which descended from
above may by him be enabled to return, while
those elements which plott oainst the higher
ones shall be :-1{‘11:11‘.'I.tL‘11 and left for punishment,
Thus, then, when it is said *the Bon of Man
came mnot to destroy the world, but that the
world through Him might be saved,” by “the
world? is meant the two superior parts, 7d
ayévymroy and 7O alToyévEnTol ] but when the
Scripture says ¢ that we should not be con-
demned with the world,” by the world is meant
the third part or the kbapos Bixds; for that
part must be destroyed, but the two superior
parts freed from destruction.  When, then,
the Saviour comes into the world, just as the
amber attracts the chaff, and the magnet the
iron, and the spine of the sea hawk the gold, so
this serpent attracts to himself those whose
nature is such as to be capable of re ng his
Such persons are called Pe
because, by means of th “ knowledge ™
have learned how safely to pass through
(mwepaoat) the corruption to which everything
that is generated is subject. All the ignorant
ptians. ypt is the body, coming out
ypt is coming out of the body
the Red Sea, that is the water of destruction ; or,
in other words, generation. Those, however,
ypose themselves to have passed the Red
are still liable to be iled by the gods of
destruction, whom Moses called the serpents of
| the desert, who bite and destroy those who had
yped to escape the power of the gods of ger
n. For these Moses exhibited the true and
ct serpent, on whom they who believed were
not bitten by the gods of destruction. None
but this true S‘.:l‘l\l_'H'..- the ]'el‘ﬂ’rt of the per
cansaveand deliver those w huf_fnl".ltf..‘f l'-f_f_\ pt, it
is to say from the body and from the world. In the
n we have by no means touched
on all the coincidences between what Hippolytus
calls the Naassene and Peratic systems; but we
consider that enouch has been told not enly to
shew that in both works the doctrines of the
same sect are described, but also that there isa
literary dependence of one work on the othex
If the two had not the same author it seems to
us that the Peratic work is the elder, and that it
was made use of by the writer who uses the name
Naassene, :

In close connection with these two sections
ought to be considered what Hippolytus tells
under the head Moxommus. In the article with
hat title we have given an account of his
ystem, and point out that he belongs to
the N e he extracts of Hippolytus
begin with a quotation from Homer—

influence.

they

t

sketches here g

sect.

wreards yeveols e febr yeveris 7' avfpumwy
used by the Naassene writer, pp. 105, 106. He
quotes the Naassene i]\-mn‘. ¢ Father, mother,
the two immortal names.” He makes his
supreme first principle to be ¢ Man” and the
“ Son of Man.” e quotes in exactly the samé
| form the text that % it ple the whole i'ie‘
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roma to dwell bodily in the Son of Man.” He
teaches the same ascetic doctrine, and describes
the men outside his sect as Soor mepl 7d yér-
vnua Tis OnAelas eigl merAarnuévor. He finds
mysteries in Moses’ rod (compare p. 133). He
employs the same vocabulary dBacidedrws (pp.
107, 113), payipn (compare pp. 269, 110), pvpe-
dpporos kal pupwbvupos (pp. 270, 117), pueion
tvwler, pp. 270, 115, &. On the whole the
evidence is conclusive that Monoimos was a
teacher of this Peratic sect ; and apparently his
work was used by the Naassene writer.

Coincidences, not less numerous and 1
ing, are to be found between the assene
extracts and other writings preserved by
Hippolytus. Thus the “fiery god,” of whose
origin the Naassene gives no explanation, is to
be found in the Docetic system (p. 265) ; and we
may also compare the Docetic explanation of the
parable of the sower (p. 263) with the Naassene
(p.113). Again, although the system of Justinus
differs totally in character from the Naassene,
being mythical rather than philosophical, yet
there are some striking coincidences. For
instance, both find their Good Being in the
heathen use of the phallic emblem crowned with
fruits (pp. 102, 157), and there Justinus gives
a derivation of the name Priapus quite in the
style of the Naassene etymology. Again, there

strik-

is much resemblance between the 1 in
which both speak of the ¢ water the
firmament (pp. 121, 158)., The names Naas and
Esaldaeus are common to the two writers. Both

also endeavour to find their doctrines beneath
the veil of heathen mytholo Under the
article S1MON we shall mention some apparent
instances of the use in later systems of the work
ascribed to that heretic.

When we attempt from such coincidences as
have been pointed out, to draw inferences as to
the relations between the systems in which they
are found, there is an element of uncertainty
arising from the fact, that these coincidences
are between different documents known to us
only through Hippolytus, and that we have no
evidence how these docnments came into his
hands, whether from one source or from several.
Gnosticism was evidently in much eredit
in his time than it had been in the days of Ire-
nacus, The works which Irenaeus refutes were
in open circulation, but in the time of Hippo-
]I\'tus the Gnos sects were burrowing under-
ground, and it is his pride to drag to li ht
their secret documents, of which he was evi-
dently an ardent collector. Now collectors are
sometimes imposed on by dealers ; so that when
we find Hippolytus po books purport-
ing to be by heretical teachers of whom we hear
from no one else, we cannot quite refuse to put
to ourselves the question, did such teachers ever
exist, or is it mot possible that a heretic who
had got a good price from Hippolytus for one of

ssed of

his books, may have been tempted to compose
others under different names, with no other

object than to sell them to his orthodox cus-
tomer., But since, notwithstanding many points
of agreement, the documents reported as by
]lipp(rk)’tus differ so much among themselves as
to make common authorship unlikely, we think
their resemblances may be more probably ace
counted for by the hypothesis, that several
reached Hippolytus from the same quarter. IHe

| father.
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might, for instance, have got hold of the library
of the writer whom we have called Naassene,
and so have become possessed of the very books
which had suggested his speculations,

Besides the two sections already considered,
the fifth book of Iliiqm]}'tus contains sections on
two other Ophite systems, that of the Sethians
and of Justinus. "The latter has been described
under its proper head (Vol. IIL, p. 587). It will
be convenient to treat of the former here.

The Sethians [E:Bmmi, Hippn]. s Eqbavol,
Epiph.; Sethoitae, Ps.-Tert.]. —The systems
deseribed by Hippolytus under this name in his
earlier and in his later work appear to have
been quite different. Seth seems to have played
no part in the system of the latter book, which
appears to have been called Sethite only because
contained in a book called the Paraphrase of
Seth. It is very closely related to a myth told
in the earlier treatise under the head of Nieolai-
tans, but the Sethite story of the earlier treatise
threw some of the commonplaces of Gnosticism
into the form of a myth, of which Seth was the
hero. This myth is to found in Epiph. Haer.
39 ; Philaster, 3; Ps.-Tert. 8, the coincidences
of language clearly shewing that all three
writers drew from the same source. Another
article of Epiphanius, on the Archontici (Huaer.
40) evident l_\' treats of the same school, books of
»m to have become directly known to
Two of these, ore and a
, were called Symphonia; a 1 was
1 *AARoyevels, by which latter name the
of Seth were denoted, some books being
written in their name, and some in that of their
The myth assumes
principle, that it was only

which s
Epipt
les
calle

30Ns

18,

to

the world v made. went on
tell that two of these angels, by intercourse with
Eve, became the fathers of Cain and Able

Ies
]

Then arose strife between tl
which resulted in the death of Abel by the hands
of Cain. Then the mother (no doubt the s
as the Sophia Prunikos of the other legend
order to destroy the power of these
caused Seth to be born of Adam (and there

of a “different from his elder brothers)
and endowed him with a spark of power from
above, to enable him to resist thea powers
and to become the father of a pure seed. The
purity of the race, however, becoming corrupted
by intermarriages, the mother sent the delu
to sweep away the corrupt brood, but the ang
ited her design by introducing into the ¢
Ham, one of the race which she had wished to
destroy. So the confusion of the world continued
y sity for further interference
hrist, who according to some
The

spectively.

e

race 2

and there was a nec
by the descent of
of these books was identical with Seth.
angelic nomenclature of these books agrees (but
trifling variations) with that of the Irenaean
Thus it Sabaoth, not Ialdabaoth,
is identified with the God of the Jev
The books told of Sethite prophets called Marti-
ades 1 Marsianus, who were said to have
ascended to heaven and apparently to have
brought down revelations.

The Sethite section of the later treatise of
Hippolytus is of quite a different nature, and
aims at being of a philosophic rather than a
mythical character, yet, as we have said,it is
the development of su older myth told by Epi-
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].]mmui (Huer. 25, p. 80), of )
wracter that we m. not care to relate it at |
As told by Hippolytus it strongly pre-
sents Zoroastrian features which are absent from
the other sections of his fifth book, the opposi-
tion between light and darkmess being the main
theme. These so-called Sethites, then, te

80 1'01\11?5'1\'& a | character.
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But all the fundamental ideas are
the same as in the previous sections of the Hih
boo We have again the threefold di-isi
the universe, the identification of tha
with the serpent, the representation
yhiect of his mission as the rel
nents imprisoned in matter.

of the
ng of the
here is the

that there are three 1"mn ip of the universe, : same perverse system of £ ‘”1’“'“ exegesis ; and
ecach of thos rinei s containing under it an | some sacram 111(11 i the "(’Lt seems to he
infinity of powers. These princ iples are, above, | referred to in what is insi

light ; below, l:l.".\l|L‘H; and separating between
them the spirit, which is to be understood not as |
4 wind perceptible to sense, but as a cert tain
subtle fragrance. The light thlu ]\'l]lt‘*]z*v'l ays,
the spirit sheds its £ hich fall |
upon the terrible waters of '-"”'l. these |
fly lay hold of the lig strive to
] From the
ciples is gen
seal or

1'I<\1-.-
t ml

concourse
womb,
s W Ili-

|:--1_\' the
h may be |

m of a pregnant wor
the varlious power
i 5 are at 1 3
owers of different kinds
rush tog
ed a seal
course of the
the ideas of the
creatur The ag
xistence was a pri
rushin ighty wind,
generation,

like ma
under {
themselves,
cOme near eac
from their concou
In this way, from the cc

when 1

first born of t
the
scrib 3 hx
some 1@ ligh i ell on th
some of the sweet savour of the spirit ar
in human be ind releas
since the foul '.mi{ no
that of the s d
ssuming th

es and car

wormb

in order to e €
soned elements. This is what is meant by
the * for serpent, v the * Word of
descending into a v n’s womb.” DBy
bringing the compounded elements within the
reach of this more }-r-w-*r' ittraction 1||c com-
pound is resolved. like 3 8
elements in ma
I runs to amber, as iron runs to the n
ld to the bone of the sea hawk.” This
olution of compounds is what is referred to
in the saying, “I come not to send peace on
earth, but rather a swo
appe third time of the
illustration® from the bone of the sea-
ttention and forces wus to enquire
1.~1‘]i-.: of great apparent unlikeness,
vstem may not have affinities with
and Peratic sy: i
We find that th
no resemblance whatever to
ited Sethites,

nce for the

have

those elsewhere
1 that they seem to 1
l-mn so called by Hippolytus merely
their doctrines were tm )
the name of Seth. The peculiar character of
the book is aceounted le-l when we gain inde-
it knowledge that it is h-un.h-.l

of the Zoroastrian sc uul] to wh
with but poor success, to give a l.JJl\Jsu]: lie

because

t in a book bearing

4 Possibly this ration was found in the

rowed ther by later

work of

Simon, and was be
writers.

Gnostic

these prin- |

| selv

v one who wishes to
form of the serpent, and to put on

the other systems, that eve
put off’ the
the heavenly rment, must wa
the cup of living water (p. 143:
158, 3‘1:, 100, 116, 121).

Whatever n]ri iion we form as to the
Ju'r of this Sethite document, the affinity of the
sect with those previously deseribed is unmis-
takable. There is, however, far less room to
doubt the affinity of the sect with those called
DOCETAE (p. sqq.). In a previous article
we have moticed the singular discovery of a

7]

h and drink
C.:I]llmm P

authora

proof of the triplicity of nature from the three
akoTos, yrédos, fbeara (Deut, v, 22

We may here add the technical use of t
idéa, yaporTi | the illustration drawn from
the eye (pp. 13 3.

I have no doubt that if any one were to take
the trouble to make a concordance to this work
of Hi],].-u]_\ tus, he would fi coincidences
between things told of di cts, which
escape one who has made no systematic search
for them, On the whole the conclusion at
which I : i t we are to take the sece
l]T'lI;"’ not neces-
sects, but of

: quainted.
It is poss may, as he sup-
1||3'I1 have ) 3 53 Ior

:cts had aflinitie reen them-
'n, with our present information,
d to give a historical account,
fundamental thoughts and many m\'ths
ommon to sects which we must re
It is also possible that books \\nhh
tus supposed to describe the doctrines
ent heresies really emanated from the
same sect, nay even may have had a common
authorship. So much of what we are told by
hl )]u]\:u\n]-wu iar to o|f, and ¢ )
r other sources information that it
ash to be over-confident in choosing in
what way the coinci it have been
pointed out are to be accounted for.
Ophite teaching w: believe, dyi
he xl'\_” of I]lum rtus; in the time _‘-l
i1\|| anius 1t was not um-,u‘u\ extinet, but 11"'
turlnm in his work would lead us to think of it
as but the eccentrie doctrine of some stray
heretic here and there, and not to have counted
many adherer In the 5th century Theodoret
tells (Haer. Fa 24) of hav i..u found serpent
worship practised in his diocese by people whom
he calls Marcionites, but whom we may believe
to have been really Ophit But the most
curious instance of the d and survi
the notions of this sect is that Ophite te
seem to have penetrated to Iadia (see
> Researches, x. p. 40). [G. 5.]

the Gnos

we cannot pr t
many Y

as we ng out

in

chers

”l'“.]ﬂ, deacon of the church of \'\‘[]:Lﬁ'um,
and Crescentius were accused of selling certain
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of the ornaments of the church to a Jew, viz.
two silver chalices, ‘r\\(nLul-ln.l-w\11h the du]] ]1.[;‘,
that <11]>])urll-~1 1ne-m the lilies hum
coronae, and six la 1l sev
(IILUIII\. in .-"LL. gust

b&)
OPILIU

the council «
Cartha rl‘ in
Migne,

8, bishop of Ebusus (Iviga)

bishops assembled by H

484 (Notitia

it. 1viii, & ; \ntnthc

, then belc oth civilly and

ecclesiastical \, tc) the Province of Sardinia.

[F. D.]

OPINATORES (OriNArm, OPINANTES),

heretics so named from the Latin rendering of
the word Aoxnrai (Baron. 4, E. ann. 191, ii).
[Docerae.] [C. H.]
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OPTATIANUS. [Porrinrius.)
OPTATUS (1), a bishop stated to have

appeared after death in a vision to St. Saturus.
Moveelli (Afr, Chr. ii. 54) m: ikes him i.h]u\p of
Carthage, A.D. 201-204, [PerpErua.] Tille

mont concludes that nothing ecan be decided

from the mention of Optatus as to the place of

martyrdom of St. Saturus and St. Perpetua.
(Tillemont, iii. 151, 6443 Visio Safuri in H.u]].
Acte SS. 7 Mart. i. 636.) [R.J. K.]

OPTATUS (2), African bishop (Cyp.
56). LAlmmu,J [E. W.

OPTATUS (8), Carthagini
ng lector and 1 -
1'frurF ium), to Wl

]'ja.

) | he was

ition by the p and
' w|=||-| ar _-1.\';-1-\'{'(.:'
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OPTATUS (4), a bishoj
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"'l \ ['US (6), saint and martyr (?), bisl
s, or Mileum (Milal :
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Optatus against the Donatists
I a ] tter to Parmenian, Dona-
1-1v|n|| of . and consists of six

tooks, with a seventh of doubtful authenticity, |

OPTATUS

L. The first book opens with a eulogy of peace,
which he complains that the Donafists set
at nought by reviling the Catholics. He adds
some unn]:]imr-.uts to Parmenian, as the only ons
of his party with whom he can communicate
freely, and regrets bei ing compelled to do so by
letter, because they refuse to meet for m:,t'-rw
Some statements Iw} Parmenian, who is a * pere-
grinus,” i.e. p ps not a native of Africa, but
certainly belonging to a different province, werg
made in ignorance, espe dally such as related to
the sending of the soldiers. Like the Cath
Donatists maintain unity of baptism, yet t
repeat if, and in so doing covertly commend
themselves as the only persons fit to administe
that rite. But if it be unlawful for * traditc
to do this, they ht to be excluded, for thei
own fathers were ty f-f B A m 3" and if
for schismati vyt s are guilty of
schism. nts c-.111 for discussion, to \\huh
Optatus ade In accusing Cat}
of *“ tra lition,” partic '1l\l 3 ought to be s
of time and place. The true church ought
to be d 3. Which side is real

ined. I

sible calling in the aid of the sol .
What Parmenian means by * sinners ? whose
“ pil an 1sacrifice ” God rejects. 5. The question
f 6. The riotons and rash acts of the
But re  proceeding  farther
inds fault v Parmenian for his in-

ce about our Lord’s baptism,
1u‘~"1 r»"l\ii]‘ 1 to be

Jordan, in order to

remove Lt\ Yo ism of Christ’s
body were .mn-il-l to suflice for the baptism
| of each single person, th micht be some
| truth in this, but we are bapti 1, in virtue not
| fle ~}| ui' \m'ht .,ut of .”i\ name, ‘Ltul

r it was more ]nm-. ih an
s probable, however,
s, that Optatus, in his anxiety to
lication others the lang
sian in this matter, has taken it in too
1 a sense, and imputed to it a me ani
1 what 1t wi as .nlmm d ¢ 1| v
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thage arose partly from the disappointment of |
Botrus and Celestlus, partly from the ill-will of
the Seniors against Ca ianus for detecting
their dishonesty, and partly from the conduct of
Lucilla. The purpose of Optatus is to shew that
it was not the church which cast off the
Donatists, but they who separated from the |
church, following in this respect the example
of Korah and his company. When they dis-
claim the right of princes to interfere in the
affairs of the church they contradict their fc
fathers, who, when the matter of Caecilianus
was in dispute, |n~1itirmml Constantine to grant
them judges from Gaul instead of from Africa,

II. In the second book Optatus proceeds to
discuss the question, what is the church, the
dove and bride of Christ, Cant. vi. 9. Its holi-

ness consists in the sac and is not to be
measured by the pride of men. It is universal,
not limited, as Parmenian would have it, to a
corner of Africa, for if so where would be the
pmu.m% of Pss. ii. 8, 1xxii. 87 And the merits
of the Saviour v.uull be restricted, Pss. exiii. 3,
xevi. 7. The church has five gifts, w “l h Donatists
make six. 1. The chair of Peter. The a
which is attached inseparably to the fl)at., By this
Optatus app to mean the power of confer-
ring spiritual gifts, which resides in the centre
of episcopal unity. Parmenia must be aware
that the episcopal chair was e ed from the
beginning on Peter, the chief of the apostles, so
that in virtue of this one chair unity might be
preserved among the rest, and no one ‘l],u\ﬂ
up a rival opponent. This chair,
1

set
with whose

exclusive claim for respect the little Don
community ean in no way Lum\u te [MACRO!
Moxrtenses, Vol. 111, 781, 947], carries with it
necessarily the ‘¢ ¢ 17 (ducit ‘11 se relum),
unless the Donatists have this gift « velosed f

their own use in a parrow space, and excluding
the seven angels of St. John (Rev. i), with
whom they have no communion; or if they

possess one of these, them send him to other

churches: otherwise their case falls to t
ground. The holy spirit of adoption, whic
Donatists eclaim exclusively for themselves,

applying to Catholics 1111]11-f.\ the w nl\]s of our
Lord about proselytism, M n'h i
The fountain (probably faith) of
cannot partake, and 5, its seal, *annulus”
(probably baptism), Cant.iv.12. Dut a want
of clearness in the language of Optatus at this
point renders his meaning somewhat doubtful.
The Donatists add a sixth gift, the * umbilicus ™
of Cant. vii. 2, which they r rd as the altar;
but this, being an essential part of the body,
cannot be a separate gift. These gifts belong to
the church in Africa, from which the Donatists
have cut themselves off, as also from the priest-
hood, which they seek by re-baptism to annul,
though they do not re baptize their own returned
seceders. But why do they lay so much stress
on gifts, for these belong to the bride, not the
bride to them. They regard them as the gene-
rating power of the church instead of the essen-
tials (viscera), viz. the Sacraments, which derive
their virtue from the Trinity. Parmenian truly
compares the church to a garden, but it is God |
who plants the trees therein, s which
Don: atists seek to exclude. In offering the
sacrifice to God in the Eucharist, they profess to

a.

of

me

offer for the one church, but by their re-baptism |

OPTATUS

they really make two churches. Thanking
Parmenian for his language about the church,
which, however, he claims as applicable to the
Catholic church alone, he challenges him to
point out any act of persecution on its part.
Constantine took pains to n re peace and
suppress idolatry, but another emperor, who
declared himself an apostate, when he restored
idolatry allowed the Donatists to return, a per-
ission for the a ance of which they ought to
1. It was about this time that the outrages
broke out in Africa [FELIx (185), URBANUS], ot
which when Primosus complained, the Donatis
council at Ther took no notice. Desides
others mentioned we [Vol. I. p. 883] they
compelled women under vows to disregard them
and 1n-‘5u1m a period of penance, and deposed
from his office Uu-n.ltu\. bishop of Tysedis. Yeu
they s ¢ of holiness if Christ it
without wn]\l.um, and take every opportunity
of : on church ordinances, ful-

01

as \ve
casting
filling the wor l -

IIl; Tn the third book, after g
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ound, n,ul as
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Optatus |]ll 8 to them, in a fig

several res of Seripture, especia
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-1. enote church spread over the H an e u||-11L

. XXil, 9) answ
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together with tlw 1.a|1 of Tobit vi. de-
noting Jesus Christ, tl endeavoured to
divert. Daniel foretol ions, but
neither of these answ so-called perse-

cution under Mac and their j

have made them 1 to the denun i
Ezek, xiii. 10-15, for it was their wall of “ w
tempered mortar which 1 others
were obliged to destroy. If these were to

men

T

1e5

also the prophe
k. xxviii.
In the

fourth book, disclaiming all un-
and appealing to the
ns of I parties, O) I
with infraction unity by appoint-
ment nl bishops, and by proselytism, by forbid-

i 1d [\mn r
directe §
11, 2 John

which they ¢

comn

101

rees the

of

cripture pi
te heretics, as 1
As the * oil and
ought not to 1 e administe 1-‘1 b'\ sinne t\ God i
the judge of as appears from Ps. 1. 16-20
and the word ? in Ps. exli. 5 L-u-:'m not
to be applied in the sense in which they apply it
against C lies.

V. In his fifth b
oft-repeated subject of
ment an abstract will
to which little need be added.

to

mne

Optatus returns to the
aptism. Of his argu-
he found in Vol. I. p. 8806,
The repet ition of

baptism, he says, is an insult to the Trinity,
worse than the doctrines of Praxeas and the
Patripassians., In the confusion caused by the
opposite doctrines of Catholi 1d Donatists, an

umpire seems to be necessary, but what
he asks, can be required beyond the plain w

of Scripture, John xiii. 8, Eph. iv. 57 Three
elements are requisite : (1) the Trinity, (2) the
minister, (3) the faithful receiver; but of these

the Donatists exalt the second .sbuu the other
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two. They use as a quotation =ords not found
in Scripture, * How can a man give what he has
not received ?” (see 1 Cor.iv. 7); but in baptism
God alone is the giver of grace. Asit isnot the
dy who c¢h the colour of his wool, s
neither does the minister of himself ch
operation of baptism. Of two candid:
baptism, if one refused to renounce w
other consent re can be no doubt wh
ually. By
ns of their mar-
1 suits all ages and
as permitted him-
1 will rise no doubt at the
will rise naked, and ti
be heard, * l riend, I once knew
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Lastly, they seek to seduce Catholics from the
faith.
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are the cl

air and keys of Peter signs of false.
hood ? The case ml--uL really to bL inverted,
Lastly their Tss mum mxml\t Macariuns cannot
}m ,»_\Elhhll.ﬂ 1t Donatists seek to conden in him
in his absence by the testimony of per:
do not acknowls that he acted wron;
The foregoi abstract, taken ]]I con
with the nhxl- on Donatism (Vol. I Pp-
36), may perhaps be taken as a sy fficien
count of the work of Optatus, of i\]u-h Wwe
may say that it is more 11\1[-»1 ant in a histories
loctrinal point of view. As gt
it is often loose
v of I‘l'u-.[H!
with clearness and force the incons
Donatists, and of all who, like them, fix their
attention exclh y on the ethical side of reli-
1, estimated by an arbitrary standard of
.i:uiu-n, to the di ard of other litions of
:atest importance in the constitution of a
How perversely and inconsistently the
sts applied this principle in the matter of
ism, Opt ; iin and again demon-
returning in various parts of his treatise
with much soreness of feeli
aptism in the
to which Cyprian had lent the

20n3 \\J 0

sivel

on the

principle that the followers of Mar
s, and the 1 were in fact not tr
s, and thus their baptism
But Optatus is n
ch by their own act
neurred the charge of J|1\1| the church did
regard them as hl:l’lnr, and that ﬂn-_\'
ht not to treat as heretical their brethren
who disclaimed fastening on them that oppro
15 name. In ¢ the unity of the
church, a principle upheld by Donatists
rly than by Catholics, U[Tll us J.mta
atly on communion with the churel
and the chair of St. Peter, and he is .luullllll'f\\'
cited by Romanist writers with much confidence
as an impe t witness to the supremacy of the
papal chair. o doubt his words taken alone
appear strongly to support that view, but they
must be weizhed in connexion with the words
il also the conduct of Cyprian and other
church authorities, and thus compared they will
be found to assert no more than the ne ity,
50 obvious in that day, of communion with the
Roman church, and its acknowledged primacy
among the other churches of the l'll ian com=
In his application of Scripture pas-
ially of a prophetical and sy 1bolical
, Op tatus may be thought
fanciful 3 but his me of application is in ae-
cordance with the current mlc.l]llft?l'?n“ of the
mlll'_ and would probably agree in lqt]]LJ]]t‘
thou not in application, with such as were
reo 1 by his opponents. Hi \T\]l’ though
not alw ys clear, and often harsh, is for the
most part iln-un-._\' and unp 101,|1|w1|||_“ and thoug 'Jl
sometimes pompous and inflate IE_. contains 1'110
passage at least which rises to quence (
The liest printed edition of the w
Optatus was prepared by John Cochlée, dean of
St. Mary, Frankfort, and published at Mentz,
{_’:" but was full of erro I's. A (c-]hl“‘ll
edition of at P in 1567
a further one by the samé

Donatists I

ts no less

stror

munity.

this was published
by baudounin, and

EL




OPTATUS

editor, with corrections, notes, dissertations,

and important historical additions, in 1569, |

This was followed in the Biblio 1 Maxima

f‘-rh'wu, vol. 4. Other L‘]ITHH-. followed at
rious times, ir ng one i

1’Aubespine bishop of Orleans, pul
after his death, and prc from

, and

bly

containing many mistakes one

Casaubon, London, 1631, which as re I

text is mainly a 1'1-]-1‘J11r with conjectural emenda- |
but whum,l" some useful notes. At |

the work of a new edition, on the basis |
esh MSS., was undertaken by Dupin, who
1‘”]\!53]&;”] the seven books as they now stand |
at Paris in 1700. This was reprinted at Am- |

sterdam in 1701, and at Antwerp, best ed.,
thin folio, in 1702, and is the groundwork of
all subsequent editions. One of his new MSS.

contains documents relating to the Donatists,
which were unknown before, and to his revised
text he added valuable notes, both of his own
A reprint of Dupin will
be found in Galland, 5 heca Patr. vol. v.
The text alone was published by Oberthiir in
vol. 12 of his Bibi rm’,’uur, Wiirzb. 1789. with a
second volume (13) various readings and
useful notes, selected ar ul original. The form,
Bvo, is convenient, and the additional documents
are numbered, but the misprints are very nume-
rous and perplexing. text, without notes,
appears in Caillau’s lection, vol. The
ly been rinted in
Patrologia, and his
pagination is preserved; but the m being
smaller in size is less clear than in Dupin’s fol
and all the documents previous to A.D. 362 ar e
purposely omitted and must be so t for in

and by ]1u\1uu- editors.

vol, viil. of the Patr it. Thus the edition of
Dupin, though h in some respects less
convenient in #, is altogether the best and |

most comprehensive. An

and his writings will be fo

account of Optatus
und in Ceillier, vol. v.

W P

OPTATUS (7), Donatist bishop of Thamu-
E;'llh\“n which see he preceded Gaudentius,though

in what year he became bishop does not appear.
1\

(Aug. e. Gaud.i. 52.) He was a violent
partisan of the original Donatist pariy, and a
h supported Primian against the Maximian-
”-‘ attached himself to Gildo so close E\'
and as his opponents said, in so servile a manne Iy
as to obtain the name nf i:lHum.mth, and in
their op inion deserved ev ery possible epithet of
reproach, thief, |uhm-:<1<1, traitor, tyr nt, viper,
which the excesses of Gilc lu,slntlh{ his ten years®
ascendancy in Africa, drew down ‘n;um him from
one,

every whether Jew, Pagan or Christian.
Perhaps in the violence of the ceneral invective |
there is some exa lly in the |
charge brought ag t him lu- regarded
Gildo as a deity, but he r appears {n‘
have made 1.nm.1t11w11h:‘:1.~‘ use of i]te military
force un Gildo’s command to carry ouk 1‘

stem of persecution both a Catholics
and Maximianists, destroying a church belong-
to the latter, and even marchi it

was
sa corpses of the slain to accomplish |
his purpose and by his conduct bringine more
discredit on the Donatist party than any African
traitor had brought on the rest of the world.
His persecution was so far successful as to compel | |

id, over the

93

the people of Musti and Assurae with their bishops
Felicianus and Rogatus, who had ded to
Praetextatus, to return to the original p rty of
the Donatists, by whom his ¢ is said to

OPTATI

have been cordi rthday,i.e,
probably tl 2 pate, “cele-
| brated with honour, [FeLicraxus (4).] After

the downfall of Gildo he was apprehende
died in a conclusion which Au
wias l'.\lnl‘ll‘.' charged f:_‘\' Petilian of
to bring about. His memory was held in 1
by the Donatists, by whom he was regards
11I.’LTI)'T. 15 WAas ti‘l:ﬂt.‘li h.\'

Iwri.\vn,

Emerit

if not with sympathy, at least with f
demmnation of his behaviour, and Cresconius and
Petilian taxed with declaring themselves unable

to express a decided opinion concerning him,
cither of acquittal or condemn: In arguing
with Petili tism, Augus-
tine mentions the argument current
Donatists that Catholic Baptism was invalid,
ause of the bad character of those who
ministered it,

ition.

among

and in reply he asks how they
regard as id bap tism i;\" such a man as
Optatus. 1t re-baptism
1 t. Paul re
the Baptist,

tl

¥y j"l"‘f that St. 1.11.] s 1r1|
his own name, but in that of Ci
the efli f baptism does not aft
on the personal character of the mix
Parm. 1. 1, 2 Petil. i. 10
18, 20; ii.

was not in
t, and that
de I'.rllnl

OPTATUS (8), prefect of C
in t l-l.‘m part of A.D. 404, s
the banishment of Chrysostom and the

who wa
ship of
[I|--[|'---3|

the cathedral.
had
84 ([',.re’, (
310, 811), and that of C

eration of
]li\'$l1i.’i l“"‘l\].
Leypt, c.
tom. vi. Pp-

Uptatus, a

stantinople
in A.D, 398 (ibid. tom. iv. p. 493 ; tit. i. lex
160 de Decu was appoin tect a

ace of Studius, who had
in his treatment of

the
too

in
shewn himself

second time
lenient

the adherents of Cl
could be brought
implacable animosity -sl at
the naw faith, and evid
opportunity offered him of t
with contumely and cruelty. He
to extort confessions of ieit
flagration by the most
which some of his vict
SERAPION ; T1GI
known to be frien
were drageed
communicate

consequences.

against
in the
adherents
endeavoured
‘ln Lll.. con-
" ]I r
4 'I U l[u!lllw‘
b enoble ladies who were
and supporters of Chrysostom
him, and ed to
acius or

v complied.

'JL]
with
Some fi

co
to b
The 1

stood firm, among whom the deaconess
tadia I Olympias held a distinguis place
for t ) of their confession. It proving

of setting
| eless to
missed.

impossible to subs r,n-w te the charge
the cathedral on fi and r-]l\el.,l}
bend her to his \\'11], Olympias was
Towards the middle of the following year, A.D.
405, Olympias was summoned before Optatus
a second time, and was fined 200 lb. of gold
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(Snrw: I 1“1' Soz.
Didl. p. '_’-:‘3). l]u- hm]r
dressed to him, A.D, 405,

OPTATUS

Il. E. viii, 243 Pallad.
law de usuris was ad-
(Cod. Theod. tom. i

=

p. 237 ii. tit. 33.) [E. V.]
”PJ‘ ATUS (9), a bishop, perhaps of Milevis

ned \\-:Ha St custine and other Catholic
in exculpating Marcellinus from the

: nst him by the Donatists of
eorrupt ]xutmhh at the Carthaginian confer-
ence, A.D. 411 ; Aug. Ep. cxli. 169, 13 ; clxxxv.
6. Jl.-\ﬂu]-:l.l,lxl s (7).

He also wrote to Augus-
tine a letter, of which Renatus was the bearer,
requesting inion on the met ]1_\'4ir':11 ques=
tion of the pro _r:m-n of the human 'ﬁ'“[".

subject concerning which there was much dis-
cussion in the church at that time, and on which
previously the erence Marcellinus had
Jerome to

his o

to

cOl
written to Augustine and also to St

ask their opinion, to whom, together with his
wife Anapsychis Jerome replied, excusing
himself from discussing : question at leneth
on the ground of want of time, but mentioning
what he believed to be the opinion generally
held by the Western church, viz. that the soul

himself
reated

is transmitted by descent, though he
was disposed to think that each soul is
-ately, and recommending his correspondents
'11‘-.111 .-\u custine as being within their reach
p. cxliii. 165.) In reference
stine wrote to St. Jerome
declining ive any positive opinion of his own
on the guestion, and requesting from him,
approving his condemmation of Origen’s notion

£ ng
to
in

one

that, as a pun for in
other ste of being, souls transmigrate into
ather b (Hieron. adv. Ruff. iii. 30), men-
tioning that in his own book on Free Will he

had stated the ¢
were current
important obj
as those wh
to H]ar-irw.

on the subject which
time, and stating some
s to them of the same kind

1e es in his subsequent letter
ff."u. clxvi, A.D. 415.) In his reply
declin

8 2 (u
pect and deference
1 put by him was
1 d from a single origix
ereation, as in the case with natural descent, ¢
ells in each ¢ from ¢ arate act of Hu:
Creator. In his book on Free Will Augustine
had mentioned two other notions, viz. that sonls
which existed in a pr s 5 s of bei
either t erre 1 1111 y other bodies
impuls of themse :
in the course of
ments of a1

|1|u1|~]\ yet wi
his friend. T

her the sonl

18 quest

is deriy

i~1?|l|: 1 that 1|w-u]|

1 of the soul

was not it‘iln:li but a bodily substance
(’l‘ﬂ'tll}]. LTy de An. T A o, (Ten. ad
fit. x. 25), and shewing that as in the case of
J"-.'U: and .I:ll‘.l.\]l‘ the Sd-l]]'.\‘ ('Ai\'i-‘nm- in men’s
corruptible body is no part of a punishment for
sin committed in another state of being (Rom.
ix. 11, 13), he points out the necessity of re-
conciling any opinion on the \11!l|l‘lt. with the

two cardinal dm i:mn s (1) of original sin incurred |
in the p n of Adam, and (2) rede smption
through Christ alone with neither of which can \

r
| both they who under the law believed
| Redeen

| the

| mentioned in the address of bishop Bon

OPTATUSB

any .—,Pocnlatlve n])ininn as to the ¢ oin of tha
soul be allowed to interfere. Even if no a
can be given to the question, the fact of rede
tion must stand firm. The law eame in to
away any notion of men's self-suffici

m a
r to come, and also all righteous men a¢

., either before or after the Ines arn
» raised 1]11’:1”_'_(‘!1 faith in Him.

any tim ;1|1m1

(Acts xv, 1[}

9 (‘ur . 13.) As he pointed out in hN
letter ‘~t Jurunm. the e: appears most
strongly in that of inf:mt-:. H:wing no actual
sin of their own ; if they be a new creation, and
in virtue of this newness t}w\. be exempt tlum
the guilt of original sin, how ean it be true, as
church believes, that this sin of tth\ is
remitted through the sac rament of the One
Mediator, while those who die without it do not
obtain the benefit which it cenfers? If these
new souls are liahle to condemnation, they must
have derived their origin not from God but from
some other author. God’s anger is not a sudden
passion but a serious determination, in which He
uses the condemnation of the wicked as a warn-
ing to the good. Infants dying regenerate and
taken to bliss, cannot be said to obtain this by
any exercise of free will, any more than thos
who die without this grace in the lump (ma

to

of condemnation, in which, except for God’s
me all would be included. His merey 1.1e|)
thus be said to assist the children and pr

the grown people. The transmission of
soul is not less intelligible than the communica-
tion of light from one object to another without

diminution of , he cannot believe that re-

generation of infants is fictitious, or that God
is the author of the stain in them. While he
is unable to form a definite judgment on the

atter from canonical seripture, he warns his

ng into a new error like that
gins, on which he will send him the
jllll;,:mu:lt of the apostolic see, if he has not
This IlL-I'L'G_\' con
proceed from a
ren derive from Adam any
removed in baptism. If
propagated, but

seerr it (ZOSIMUS

%

80

ying, not th
origin, but that el
taint which must

! the

be
soul is not

Pelagius,

only the body, then the body alone ought to be
punished. That the soul of the Mediator
derived no taint from A not be doubted,

not beeause he was unable to obtain for himself
a soul without sin, mor to create a new one for
that body w Hrh being free from sin He himself

took from his V irgin Mother. (Aug. Zp. 190.)

[T W. P.]

OPTATUS (10), a preshyter, bearer of 8

letter from H. _\1|:1|.T|1|._- to Cel 1|‘l)|u. sul of
Africa. [ 56.)

ELER (1).] (Aug. Ej
( [i. W. P.]

bishop of Sitifa, A.D.

OPTATUS (11),

the council
himself

of Carthage; obliged to
from the meeting of the
special commission for king Hilderic.

ii. 1075 ; Morcelli; Afr. Chr. i. 284.)
OPTATUS (12) ST.,

(“I Jardouin,
[R. . E.)

f Augerre in

bishop o

| the 6th century. l_nmmr:np.:‘.ﬁ"-l on Feb. [3
| (Gall. Chr, xii, 268). [c.H.]

OPTATUS (13), defensor, was charged by
Gregory the Great, in A.p. 603, to inquire if




OPTATUS ORESIESIS 95
certain clerics at Nursia had women in their | OILIII RIHT (1), the name assigned to the
houses who were not related to them. If this | first of the fictitious abbats of minster.
was true, he was to admonish them to desist, | He is stated, in Sporley’s \["- of the
and if they we contumacious to call in the | abbey, to have ruled for i\\- and to
aid of CHRY THUS, hishu]: of .‘;]mictr_:_ (;’{ P | have died on the 13th of Janu:

xiii. 35.) He is probably not the same person J!n»p’ i. 266). The early history
as the defensor of the same name mentioned in | is very obscure, and the fictitions Il--ttlnna of it

another letter (Epp. xiii. 11). [F. D.]
abbat of Monte Casino,
Mainz writes to him
ng to brotherly love,

OPTATUS (14),
Jonilace archbishop of
and his community, exhor
and recommending the ablishment of
fraternity with his own monks, oD, 752.
ruled the mo nastery from about 7
760, (Jafle, Monwm. Mogunt.
82 in Pal. Lat, lxxxix, ; Ceillie [
Mon. Cas. in Pertz, _n’un Hist. vii.

[R. J. K.]

OPTIMUS (1), bishop of Antioch in Pisidia,
to which he was translated from Agdamia (5
vii. 36), which Le Quien (i. B17) calls Acmo
in Ph a Pacatiana. He was one of the 1
orthodox prelates of his
having undauntedly defended the Catholic faith
under Valens, and had refuted heretics (Theod.
. iv. 2\') He attended the n-ul;r]l of Con-
inople in 881 (Theod. f. E. v. :
il. 9507), and was lmn-mlw-l. one of tJn- ce l‘h S

u'hn]u communion for the

He

15t
time,

a4 con-

are hs
they eme

[]_v entitled to the name of les
re so late from utter darkness
ition of the abbey or of any |}\1n< h on

, in any contemporary anthor rity before
the time of Hardicanute, whom the vhrou’n]e
states to have been buried there (M. H. B. p.

Yet within five and twenty years the

s risen into the first rank of monastic
ions, and a few years later possesses a
running back to the fir s of the
reh.  Under the aus s of abbat
is, who ruled from 1076 to 1082, a monk
called Sulcard wrote ite account of the
| ancient and n foundation ; and
writers, Sporley ular, who lived in the
15th century, istory back
of King

an elabor:

lous la
in partic
threw the |

Lucius.

3,

to the age

founder was a Lo
.,1‘

Aijlred
identi

whot

n Gervase

Saxon

the

East

with
Mellitus, when bishop of Lon

1d th
by St.
ies the s

d the foundation in 604
was miraculously performed
self. A bare list of 'S CALT

ated ¢ patriarch® by Socrates, [T to the days of Offa,in whos ne some
y the council and the emperor 16 wl-'*l‘l* | were forgec : ar or more
: ing in that capacity the diocese of Asia, | - I A -
representing in that acity the dio 20 0 | probably on the eve of the Norman Conquest,
together with Amphilochius of Iconium (Cod. | 7} ishing foundation was revived under
Theod. de fid. Cath. xvi. tit. i. lex 3, fom. vi. p. 9). ‘._ nnnin whose name a farther collection of
While at Constantinople he signed t]h' will of i f which the earlier
Gregory Nazianzen as a witne He » shared In that

in the bounty of Olympias for the poor of her

diocese, and, dying in tln- imperial city, his

were closed }" the same holy woman (Pallad. | 1yown of the fabt |l s h]\tu-l and whose ev
p. 116). We have a very long letter cf .ml 5 | dence is theref ']‘:,r: req
addressed to Optimus in A.D. 377, expound tory of the ho s

at his ]‘l'fl‘llﬂst the passages 1|11<|n'f tu Cain and the w “”]‘

(Gen. iv. 15), Lamech
of Simeon (Lu. ii. 34,

—

), an
35) (Basil, £p. 2
the petition of the

\'l 5

words

T

an

at Westmi
who seems

abbat named Wul Ifsin is p
by William of Malmesbu

to

Confess

‘ter his
LE]I‘.#_‘\h.

nated \\1[}
{“wt' Mon. Angl.

probably orig
\lc lwll

: ‘.\'. )

Optimus is mentioned in | ‘rl : Kemble, ( . Nos, 149,
deacon Basil und other monlks, in the acts of 9, b—l-—?".’E_‘, 842-846, &e. &e.) :

the council of Ephesus, among the holy fathers :

whose doctrine they desired to follow. ORDBRIHT (2), a sccond abbat of West-

iii. 426.)
OPTIMUS (2), proconsul of Asia in the time
of the Decian |u-|\uul1m| under whom sever: 1]
martyrs suffered at Lampsacus. (B
15 Mai. iii. 453 E; Tillem. iii. 345,
3945 Ruinart, A4, Sinc. pp. 144, 147.)
[G.T

346

minster, who is made by the fabulous history to
e from 785 to 797, and to have been b '~h--p
> was no Anglo-Saxon h\m pric
a century after that date.
266, 267 ; Kemble, C. D. No. 149.)
S.]

cil of

(4 H‘-’_."!.. _lnr}lf’ i.

ORENTIUS, Pela

ginn bishop at coun

OR. [Sce HoR] Ephesus (Labbe, [OroxTI I‘i(\c D]
ORACH, abbat of Lismore and of Inch Var- ORENTIUS or ORIENTIUS, called by
Shelmaliere, co. Wexford, died A.p. 781. (Ann. | Cave (i. 503) and Ceillier bishop of Elvir a, 1\mu\ e
Ult. A.p. 780.) [J. G.] | properly OroNTIUS (5).] - H]
ORATORIA, the name of an abbess ad-| ORENT IUS 3, bp. Meric 1a. I:ﬂ]:ﬂ.\'l'll-'s (7).]
dressed in one of the letters of Caesarius bishop |
of Arles, according to the reading of 11-:]—t| nius, | ORENTIUS, of Tarragona.
“Epistola ad Oratoriam Abbatissam * (Codex |
R iii. 40); but Migne (Pat. Lat. t. lxvii. ORESIESIS (al. OrEsis), a frie
) hi:.ula thc letter, * Epistola Hortatoria | jutor of Pachomius. He wrote a tre: itise, now
i (Ceill, xi. l:’:;:; Boll. Tost, on the monastic life. (Gennad. Da Viria

27th Aug. vi. 63.)

[llustr. s. v.; Cave, H. L. s. v.) G. 8]




46 ORESIUS

ORESIUS, a Svaniard of Tarr:
by Sidonius (lib. ix. £p. 12 in Pal. Lat.
(11!*) the date of 1.1|- letter being in or about
484 (DBaron. L cxxvi, and Pagi Ba=
ronius names
have subse

yme the bishop of Elvira,
if it be not Lt called Orontius, who attended
the couneil ¢ ' 1a in 516 (Hardonin, ii.
1044). LU] oxTIUS (6).] [C. H.]

ORF S (1), keymaker, addressed by Nilus
(lib. ii. ep. 2 T)‘ [C. H.]

ORESTES (2), prefect
i (2), HypaTIa]

becanse the
official acts,

of

For an account of

into his
their qu wrel, and the riot and bloodshed, vide

spy

Soc. vii. 13, 14. His name is also associated with
“"]"\!“‘-. who was regarded as the ol stacle to a
reconciliation between Cyril and Orest |
her frequent communications with the latter.

(Soc. vii. 15.) [B.J. K]
ORESTES (3), w0p of B

ling to Gr , one of the
austianus, the

nominee of the prete u-h undovald, to. t]m see
of Dax. Tho .1 Orestes denied comy i JLL

2 otl
the

on th
\\"u presen t
Id in 583, > the m
Tur. Hist. Frane, vii. 3
Christ. i, 1192 ; Mansi,

[S. A. B

S, see HEBpOMAS, Vol, 11, p. 580.

ORENTIUS, of

imposed
I

'1 20

Gall.

OREU

OREUS or Auch,

[ORIENT

ORGARUSR, abl
in the spurious

(Monast, Angl. i

at of Westminster (744-56)
list of the monk Sporley

267). [C. H]

add *«d by Nilus (lib. iv.
ldressed by Isidore of Pelu-

). [C.H
bishop of Auch (A Au-

ta Ausciorum, or Auxium), in the early part
of the 5th century. Of this bis |‘~]~ it is related
that he resolved to abandon the pleasures of the
world, and the vices to which he had been some-
what ]nulm, for the devout life; and that he
was led, by supernatural guidance, to choose, as

O IIII’\“R‘H'
ep. 15); anothe
sium (lib. i

ORIENTIUS,

457

ous

the ]II.I‘ e of his retirement, Bigorra in Vasconia
(Big , about 15 miles N.E. of Pau). Here
he is 1 to have lived in austere sanctity until

he was chosen hi
nus or U
ed himse lt

hop of Auch, on the death
iianus,  As
resisting and ove

Lhe

'LnIJIiI“"‘

Arian heres prevailed extensively among

people of his diocese, more "‘I” cial Iu, amone
1 v 1 2
the Goths. The date of his h

is said to have lasted 41 years 3y

extent fixed by the statement that hw was se nl
by the king of the Goths (Theodoric) from Tou-
louse to Aetius and Lit This event, late in
his life, must have been in the year 4 9 or 440,
The date of 396, given as that of his death by
Gams (Series F} 197), has for its founda-
tion a document the year 1108, quoted in

The Gall, Christ. itself,

us.

of

Alexandria |

bishop, he distin-

| tion of prayers in vers

ORIGENES

by a miscaleulation, gives the date of his episcos
pate a 23-364. His sueccessor Armentariug
was apparently bishop in 451, a rhT.t which would

with the st ry of Orientius’s mission, Th r
1lso recorded concerning him sm'm';il marve

ormerly much infested
mundis spiritibus valde re
title is St. Orens. To him were dedicated a
Cluniac monastery at Auch, where his body was
laid, and a chap el at Toul se, of which city he
i oned the patron nt., To this saint is
d the mmonitorium S, Orientii, a short
poem on the chief points of Catholic doctrine
and practice. The poem has indeed been ascribed
to Orosius of Tarraco, and to Orontius (pm.m],b
identical \\un Orosius), who was present at the
council of I 0, A.D. 516. It appears, how-
ever, from internal evidence, to be of the 5th
century, and the work of one who not enly bore
the same name as the bishop of Auck but had
had similar experi political and religious,
Certain minor works, w.m prising a poem on the
Holy Trinity, an enumeration and explanation of
the names of Christ, and f) ients of a collec-
£ e 1

by P\]l spirits ("\.1-1:
rtum ). His modern

1Ce8,

date, The Commonitoriun
published by Martene (in the (
1700), and is also to be found in the Iwn 1
? hesaurus Anecdotorum (T 18). (Martene, in
Thesaurus ; Ebert, sch. der Chr.-Lat. Lit,
H Litt. i. 5033 Boll. Acta S8,
[H. A. W.]

G

392

1 Mai. i. i;l)

ORIGENES (L).

I. SouRe

ITI. ONOLOGY OF Wi i
IV, List AxD ArALYSIS OF WORKS.
A. E LW
Testament,
o Testament.
B. DogMaric War
1. on First Principles.
2. llanies.
C. Ap o WRITIX
B against (
D. Pracricar WRITINGS,
On Prayer.
Ezhortation to Marlyrdom,
5. Curricar, WriTings, [See IIEXAPLAL]
F.
. PHILOCALIA.
Pseudonymous Writings.
Y. Cu ¥ LIFE,
VI. Or A CRITIC AND INTERPRETER.
YII. ORIGEX aAs A JOLOGIAN,
\'Ii[ CHARACTE
. EnItions « EX's Wor
]- —The main authority for the de
ils of Origen’s life is Eusentus (Mist. Fec. vi)s

¢ ‘Jl. made a collection of
hundred letters of Origen (M. Z. V
ther with official documents (. .
83), and the information which he deriv ed

those who had been acquainted with
vi, 2, 33), formed the I of hi3
His account of the most eritical

period of Orig
andria, was given in the second book of his Apé-
lo f' which he co mj osed with the h"li‘ of Pam=
philus (. E. vi This unhappily has no¥
been preserved.

\'s life, his retirement from Alex=




ORIGENES

The controversial writings of JenoMe and |

Rurixus have preserved some facts from the
Apology of Eusebius and Pamphilus; the first
book of which remains in the tr
Rufinus. But Jerome had no independent know-
ledge of the details of Origen’s life. His short
notice in De Viris dillustr c. 34, depends
mainly on Eusebiusj but it contains a few de-
tails which may have been derived from the
Apology mentioned above.

EprpHANIUS (Haer. 1xiv.) has preserved some
anecdotes of different degrees of credibility,

A few details, taken from the Apology of
Pamphilus and Eusebius, are due to Puorivs
(('wr‘. 118).

The writings of ORIGEN himself give but few
details as to circumstance his 1 But
the loss of his letters is ir able. They would
have given at least a fuller picture of the man,
even if they gave little additional information
on the outward circumstances of his ] Only
once, so far as I have noted, does he refer to the
associations of Caesarea with the early hist
of the church (Hom. in Num. xi. 3). In another
place he speaks of having witnessed the con-
stancy of martyrs (Hom. in Jud. ix. 1). On the
ther hand, the Farewell Address (wpoopwynrinds
i mwavnyvpueds Adyos) of :GORY of NEO-
CAESAREA is a contemporary record of his
method and influence of unique importance and
interest.

Some books of modern times may be mentioned
at once. An account of Origen’s upmmm so far
as they seemed open to objection, was n by
Sextus Senensis in his Dibliotheea, Libry. vi. vil.
(1566) in the spirit of a generous apologist.
(enebrard arranged these points under general
neads, in the introduction to his edition of
Origen’s Works (1574), and advocated Origen’s
cause with too great partiality in the judgment
of Huet. P. Halloix went further in his ela-
borate account and defence of ( n (Origen
defensus, , . Leodii, 1648) dedicated to Innocent \
(G. B. Pamfili: * Solent similia a similibus, si
quidem TMaugAlots, in re non dissimili maupdlows
expectari ”), The book was attac ].(nl and [Ll e
upon the Index, “donec corrigatur,” but
powerful effect. The great work of Huet (ff: i
Jeniana), imm.l to his edition of Origen’s
(tnhmchfru ries (1668), was more complete and
Jjust, Nothing which has been written since
shews greater or even equal mastery of the
facts ﬂwu"n Huet’s treatment is scholastic and
nec w,m]u deficient in historical feel ling. Mean-
while the controversy on Origen’s doctrine of
}‘h;‘ pre-existence of souls had ~[|1=u11 to England.

A Letter of Resc -H’wu concerning Origen and the
Chief of his Opinions * (London, 1661), §
anonymously by G. Rust, fellow nF Christ’s
College, C -TIJ'H]"K’. and afterwards mhv-p of
Dromore, seems to have attracted considerable

attention. Fabricius speaks of it with respect 3
and it is in every way a remarkable piece ﬂ:‘
theological criticism. Tiwo letters by S. P
afterwards bishop of Oxford, on the “ Platonick
Philos phy,” and the “'(Jllgn nian hypothesis of
the pre-existence of souls ” (Oxford, 1667), may
be referred to as 11*11:"»;0111[!:‘" the other side.
J. H. Horbius concludes his Historia Origeniana
(¥ rancofurti, 1670) with the words of Justinian,
and holds that Origen may “ fairly be called the
fountain of all he .\"n‘:”( . 91).  Other works
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are mentioned by Fabricius (Bibl. Gr. vii. 241 f1.)
It must be sufficient to refer generally to the
accounts of Origen’s life and opinions given by—
d ed. 2, 1701).
London, 17503

s, iii. Paris, 1
Y, p- ii. vol. i

illemont ( Meéme
Lardner (Credit
vol. ii. ed. Kippis).
Ceillier (Auteu
M_\m'-rh.al (Con
Lumper (H
Vindob. 17
¥ ..Lll((u--’fr d. Ketz. vil, wiil. Leipzig, 1762, ff.).
I Pin, Nouvelle Bibliothique des Auteurs
tom. i. Paris, 1690,
The histories of Mosheim (De reb. Christ. ante
’ Helmst., 1753) and Schroeckh
en-(F ese Leipzig, 1772-1803) contain
useful materials. The an: s of Schramm
(Anal. Patrum, Aug. Vind. 1780-96) are good:
his literary notic
More recent

been discusse

Saeres,

i, Paris, 1
rdantia Patrum, P
. Patrum Theol. Critica, ix. August,

b and doctrine has
, with special reference to his
historical position in the development of
Christian thought, by—

Guericke, De Schol
Neander, Kire
Thomas

Redepenr

.d. Kirchenuviter, \Jflrl: ]u\n 1859,
ff, Church History, New York, 1867
essensé, Histoire des trois premiers sidcles,

esch. in Biogr, Klemens w. Ori=
genes, Zu HLll 1869 Aufl.
To these may be added—

Joly, Etude sur Oriy
Freppel, Origéne, Pa
Denis, M. J., La Pi Jufr;d-_p.r'n-‘ d' Origéne, Paris, 1884,

The notice of Orig in Ritter’s Gesch. d.
Christ. Philos. l‘* 3-9 i3 very meagre: that in
is much more
Unhappily Origen did not fall

sCope.

Ueberw e
satisfac tory.
within Zeller’
LirE.—The nationality and birthplace of
Origen are uncertain., It is probable that he
was born at Alexandria (Euseb. H. E. vi. 1),
but it has not been recorded whether he was of
y or mixed descent. The state-
that he was “an Egyptian
TIOS TE YEVEL), is
not decisive even if his authority were higher ;
and the loose phrase of Porphyry, that he * was
a Greek and reared in Greek studies” (Euseb.
. E. vi. 19), is in itself of l ttle value, but the
name of his father (L :mm les) points in the same
direction. His mother’s name has not been pre-
served. Is it i le that she was of Jewish
cent ? Origen is said to have learnt Hebrew
50 SuC fully that in singing the psalms * he
vied with his mother ” (“'lvl‘. Ep. 39 (22), §1).
Ori was the eldest of seven sons (Euseh.
H, E. vi. 2). Nothing however is known of
his brothers. His fame probably overshadowed
them ; and his father, though himself a martyr,
was distinguished as * Leonides the father of
Origen.” ®

men

s This appears to be the meaning of the words of
Eusebius (vi. 1), & Aeyduevos 'Qp. marip, Which caused
Tillemont difficulty : Mémoires, Orig. note i, Accord-
m" to some late and insufficient authorities (Suidas, s. v.
d some MSS, of Hier. de Vir. Iil.) Leonidea

|14
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The full name of Origen was (JPI:.L wis Ap- | hindered by the device of his mother, As e
amaxTtivs. The name Urigenes was borne by | could do no more he addressed a letter to lis
pne contemporary 1.]111“.«\5.\)11' of distinetion,® | father—his first recorded writing, still extant in
and oceurs elsewhere. Thus the name of | the time of Eusebius—in which he p
“ Ay Apollonius,” a | to allow no thought for his family to s
!n'_\'t:ml\ of Arsinoe,
] , up l‘l the

A  his
re; tion. Such an act shews at onee the posi-
tion of influence which Origen already

also called
curs in a Greek inscrip-
in A.D. 232-3 (Boeckh,
Another, * M. lHrr*‘r"N | in his family and the power of his
£ Leonides was pt ut to death, and his lmu...”\ S
ited.  Upon this the young Origen seems

0 '.":,I‘-‘."

L Roman knizht,

.lf.

is mentioned l in rllHl“l' ion in the | con
Vatican as havi v ¢ private box * | to have fulfilled the prom which his words
in some theatr | implied. Partly by the assistance of a pious

in an inscription | and wealthy lady, and partly by teaching, he
23) and in other ‘--I ytained all that he required for his own sup-

s | port and (as may be eonclu 1 +d) for the needs of
his mother ‘m' 1>\r-tm1- Iready he collecte
]w-w-nn in literature:

The name Leoni is found
at Kosseir (id. add, No. 4716 d
places, There can be no dombt that Or
(which is writte requently witl

m MSS. not unt

the rou <) is formed from the name | a library. At first he
of the tv Orus or Horus, popularly | but as the l'hr'.«‘.'s‘\tu § 'm\ 1 was now without a
2 tered ])}' the persecu-

. Diony- teacher, all having g
he name | tion, he was induced to give instruction in the

aith. Thus in his ei he oc l""'
t informally,
to the head of the Chri an school in A\l--\ an
in a season of exe ional da
| he obtained such success th
netrius, the bishop of
ymitted to him the

p

identi !\\Ith \mL]-u Su
sius) were r
Adam
l.c. No.9373. See also Eus

The name ADAMANTIUS has
recarded as an epithet descri
conquerable endurance (Hier.
where he also claims for Origen tJn\ IJ'l.hl‘t
'ro), or for the invin- ‘

8 ( muu}\ of Athens) occurs in Boeekh, | F
. H. E. 14. ‘ at firs

<-unn.|\1-q|1\' been

3
¢ In this work
it after no long time
a, defir
which had be

yaAkévrepos given to \'E:
cible force of his arguments (Photius, 118). ArOWN 1pPon him ]'." Ci The ch
jut the language of Euse (H. vi. 14, | weided the tenor of r. de Vir.

A

54, “decimo octavo aetatis suae anno raTX -

Demetrio, . .in
rmatus ). From
If exclusively to
r3 and to ensure
collection of ela

& yérot *ASaudyrios kal TovTo Yap Y T
me himself (De Vir. Ll | gewy OpUS AgITessus,
antius) shews that it | locum Clementis presb

s | this time Origen devoted him:

tl s of a C
ndence ]I.i

yever vopa) and of
54, Or > i
was a second name, such as i
quoted above, and not a mere ¢
phanius  charact stically misre; the | |
truth when he ks of Origen as having
en himself in vain the surname of Ada- | ll!i\'.!l‘.l\\'iL]l.n he {l\wl
mantius” ( Haer. I1xiv. 73 voluntary contributi
The date of Origen’s him (Euseb. H.
narrow limits by that of his father’s martyrdom. | time is a rema
of the early l:'nurn i]v was a layman, and yet
| as a leading teacher. His work was
hma- had not :-'npuu-- his sevente not confined within any district, Numbers of
seb. H. I. 9). He must have been born | men and women flocked to his lectures, attr acted
15-6, a date which is consistent | in part by the stern simplicity of his life, which

1-»|1|t-

=
o
e

—
2
=
=

—

irth is fixed within very

Leonides suffered in the persecution of the tenth
'\t. the

year of Severus (A.D. 202), and Ori

recogni

with the further statement (Euseb. vii. 1) that | served as a guarantee of his sincerity. For he
he died in his sixt nth year, in the reign of | resolved to fulfil without reserve the pre ts of
(E:dlu; (A.D. 2 In Origen we have the the Gospel. For many years he went barefoot,
first record stian boyhood, and he was | and wore onlv a qn-_r]g robe (Matt. x. 10). He
% great from the lle.” His education was | slept upon the grou 1. His food and sleep were

seb, H. E. vi. 8). Nor
sured zeal stop here. In the same
he ap plied to himself literally
to

suj ‘mtu-_nh:-l by his father, who specially | rigorously limited
directed him to the study of Scripture, in addi- | did his unme

tion to the ordinary of instruction (4 | spirit of
T&w EyrvicAiwy 17_:!:5'&{&). The c¢hild entered | the words of \l-ltt xix. 12, though wishin
n[tnlt .-..~'t1|-12' with such eager devotion that | conceal the from most of his friends. Ihe
his inquiries into the deeper meaning of the | act however could not 1‘\-m.1ir1 hid. It was
words which he committed to memory caused | against the civil law (comp. Just. M. Ap. 1. 20
1is father lml,:h-\n\ who, while he openly | Otto’s note), and utterly at variance with the
"_h'k"l}l"l his son’s premature curiosity, silently | true ins i--nw:f of the church, which at a later
1;};\11\;_0-1 God for the promise which he gave for | time found -t"-rmul‘e.x]u'es ion (Conc. Nic. can. 1,
the future. As years went on Origen became | and Hefele’s note), Origen’s own comment o
the pupil of ‘l’;mt;u-uuls (after his return from | the words of the gospel which he had misunder
Inldm) and ( ]‘-:ml-ut, in \_\'|u-.<|': school he met | stood. is a most touc hing confession of his error
;\3 xander, iuiterw:mls bishop of Jerusalem | (in Matt. tom. xv. 1 ff. )d But for the time the
(_l-‘u@-l)_ H. E. vi. 14) with whom he then laid | purpose of the act acce tLI as 1t= euses
the foundation of that life-long friendship which ‘ Rl

\Hem Ixiv. n

The anecdote preserved by E ;:-111\ anius
temple of

of his proclaiming Christ on the steps of the
| Serapis, when forced there by the heathen populationy
is probably to be referred to this date. "
— d Boehringer (0rig .2 leavours to ghew
o T SR O 1 HE a . 4 . pp. 28 ) endeavol
h. e this Origines, the Platonist, see Zeller, Die Philo- | that the narrative is a m‘ni but his arguments ar¢ net
sophie d. Griechen, v. 407, e e i
incing

ﬁup]ml‘tcli him in his sorest trials.
When Leonides was thrown into prison, Origen
would have shared his fate if he had not been
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me to the ears of De- |
from inflicting any
hment | more to devote him-
o the work of Christian instruction (Euseb.
H, E. vi. 8).

For twelve or thirteen years Origen was en-
gaged in these haj ul 1
and it was durin ]
that he formed I
a comparative of t
with the other Greek versions «
ment, and with the original Hebrey
.-\l’!,.\_]_, though tlh work was ‘-,]| \\'.\ i:'

And when the matter ¢
metrius, the bishop, so

1 him

view

l\\-

H. E.,
work he
of his years and race
F
t

learnt He -bl»-\\1 £ 1:u:111;n
(Hier. de Vir. Ji
uram), the

which

tra aetatis ¢ 5 n ch he i
seems to a fellow-student in his |
mother (ii‘ § 1). om time to |
time he r tations were |

- |

m 1;\ his * Hebrew maste
& ‘E .
he referred to “the I

given i«
i '..’h_;
.l-.-1'nm|- 's that
Huillus,” as having given him
many |m1|1t~(r|"" fur i. §13
Xi. , L. “TouAAos).
in time of Zi
church of

)aT0%,

informati
g COMP. ¢ l. in Ps. |
A short visit to
\]1'||..~\ see “the mo
Iln R ? (Euseb. H. L.

.1r1\l|||]‘u \|\||n( i}

Rome

[}

the
ancient
vi. 14) and an ¢ ||-"h- Tl

i

H FE vi

fixe t»mu of w\ life
fruit of his teaching. l' y }
yrs trained in his + and his own

Yo et

ce of the peoj s held |
to be due to the special protection of Providence
(Euseb. f. E. vi. 4, £. 3).

During the same period Origen d
self with renewed vicour to the stu
Christian thought, and attended the
4‘.1||1|:c-11iu~' (comp. Porphyry,

s from the viol

him-

roted

lec
ap.

}'.ll:-w'h.

M CL

H. E, vi, 19; Theodoret, Gracc. t. cur. vi.
P 96).° I[ll.lw and Gentiles attended his

endeavour to
Iy,

np.

lectures, and he felt bound to
understand their opinions thorough
might the better correct them ( A
vi. 24). His conduet in this resj excited ill- |
will, but Le was le to defend himself, as he |
did in a letter written at a later time (£p. ap. |
Euseb, M. E. vi. 19), by the ex
decessors and the support of his fi

ple of his pre-

5.

So Origen’s work grew beyond his single
strength, and he ociated Heraclas in
labours of the ecatechetical school. Heraclas

had been one of his first converts and scl
and the brother of a martyr (Euseb. . E.
He was a fellow-student with Origen un ]-
teacher of phil 080p |'1\’ ( Ammonius Sace: 15) 3 and
when he afterws: L]c]\ became i\]\c-p of Alexandria
he did not even then lay aside the dress or the |
reading of a philosopher (Euseb. H. E. vi. 19).
At length, ¢, 215 A,D., a tumult of u 1al
Vi(-,unu‘ (Euseb. H, F. vi. 19, od opirpod kata
T TOALY auctppfr‘rrﬂﬂwoc ?rr}?\euou 3 comp. Hero-
dian. iv, 8, 9; Clinton, Fusti Romani, i. 224 f.)
forced Origen to withdraw from Alexandria and
from Egypt. He took refuge in Palestir

|

i |
the ‘
|

|

® The difficulties and oljections which have been
ard to this fact, from a supposed confusi
ons bearing the names of Ammonins and Ori
been considered at length by L. Kri
Lligen's Zeitschr. f. hist. Theol. 1843,

in
per

er in &

i. 47 ff.
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1‘—-]\115‘llinn11 brought him into
the
 pupil,
etistus
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Caesarea. Here his
that pm]t;uu of ]'I‘ ymminence which became
on of his later troub Ia s. Hi

bi

.'|--]- of
teenus 3 Photius
ed him to
services
t been ordained.
disappr

church,
rius of

Alexandria

to descri as u
efended t
ius replied by action. He
Alexandria, and hastened his
leacons of the

heir con lnlnr,

recalled Orige

return by speciz church

stine was of some
consi ms most probable

that
vigit to Mam:

2 mother ( 3
b. f. E, vi. 21), who was herself a
yria.f

time

aea,

to Alexandria
1 new form of
pture. This
but was due

Some his return

(e.
work, the
was not

\\'l|wt|l|\|
result of

in a measure to t \mbrosius
[AmB i 1 ued not long
b ry as Jerome

Am-

|1t

) were provi
, and other seribe
what

8 Wi dy to ¢ py |.1|t
they had written (Euseb. M. E.

1I|'l'\!]
work in the

ons ¢o
catecheti
as we have
imself in the
io him the introdueto
nts (Euseb. H. E. vi. 15).
refore withdraw in a at measul
\thum the
At

;.'Jtn’ll‘.lh-'!r"-',i 0

I'hese literary
tailed Ori !

ction

now tl
the cha
teaching.
n
him out more decisively tl = :
in the church even more than in f.w school.
But the exhibition of this new power was accom=
panied by other signs of a bold orig '111.1|it'.' which
might \\-\_-H u\ni e those \\lu- were unfar
with tl : of pl phy. The
On Fi ) whi m to have I,nn
written spontaneously, made an epoch in Christian
Se culation, as the 1wy on St. John made
an epoch in Christian interpretation.
1stances it not )
1, in the words o
of human nature (H, .
1dv 1

ing met

H -

13 SUT

the infirmity
wished to che

: mllut'nue

of the layman. he t}m Origen
must s somewhere else andria the
full sanction and free scope fi Scriptural
studies. He did not however precipitate the

separation from a place \\I ere he ]ml laboured

ut the
in the

H 2
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for more than five and twenty years. The
casion came in an invitation to visit Ach
the purpose, as it seems, of combating some f:
opinions which had arisen there (Hier. de Virr.
Iil. 54). The exact date is uncertain, but it was
probably between 226 and Origen availed
himself of this call to wvisit

ORIGENES

Ce

natural that he shonld seek counsel from his
oldest friends as to his future course; and the

invitation to Achaia seems to have brought his
relations with Demetrius to a cris Photius,
on the authority of Pamphilus’ * _-\pc)lu-f\'l B
(Cod. 118), says that he went ¢without the
consent (or even contrary to the judgment) of
his own bishop ”
dirgidrov). Jerome a
furnished with ¢ comn atory letters ” (I.c. sub
testimonio ecclesiasticae epi ). He may
therefore have gonme to Caesarea to consider
whether he should accept the invitation, and,
in that case, to obtain the proper authorization.
No record remains of the deliberations which took
place. But the meeting issue
of Origen as presbyter by the bishops there *
‘useb, H. E.vi. 23), Theoctistus of Caesare and
wder of Jerusalem (Hier. de Virr. Ill. 545
Photius, Cod, 118). After taking this decisive
step Origen continued his journey to Greece.
He visited Ephesus (Ep. fragm. ap. Ruf. Ay
Dedarue, i. p. 6) and stayed some time at Athens,
and during this stay it is not unlikely that he
heard some of the teachers of philosophy there
(Lpiph. Haer, Ixiv. 1). At length, having com-
pleted his mssion, he returned to Alexandria.
In returning to Alexandria Origen could not
have been unprepared for the ption which

| (H. E. vi.

| already given in detail. The fr
5 I of writers at second or third hand are therefore

wpls THe Tov oikelov yrduns |
xepls T ! :
-ain states that he was

d in the ordination |

{ against him was based on these, though Ori

awaited him from Demetrius. It is by no means |

unlikely that Demetrius had shewn clear un-
willingness to admit him to the priesthood. He
may have regarded the act which had appeared
venial in the lay catechist as a fatal bar to ordina-
tion, according to the tenor of later canons. He
may perhaps have taken exception to some of
the details of Origen’s teaching. But at any rate
the fact that Origen received orders from Pales-
tinian bishops without his consent, and probably
against his judgment, might be construed as
a direct challenge of his authority. Origen at
once perceived that he must retire before the
rising storm. The preface to the sixth book
of the Commentary on St John shews how
deeply he felt the se ince of old ties and the
hostility of former colleagues. Dut there was
no choice. In A.p, 231 he left Alexandria never
to return® The act however was his own ; and
his influence to the last is shewn by the ct,
that he “left the charge of the catechetical
school ”” to his coadjutor Heraclas (Euseb. H. F.,
vi. 26).2

£ In Euseb. 4. E. vi. 26 the reading Sékaror i8 better
supported than dwéécar
b |t is hardly neces

ity to refer to the monstrous
story related by Epipbanius (Haer, Ixiv. 2). If
caves to consider it, it ugh to refer to Delarug
on Huet's Origeniana, i s

The passage quoted by Justinian, as from Peter of
Alexandria, in his letter to Menas, in which he is
sented as saying that *“the frantic Origen ™ ca
trials to Heraclas and Demetrius, is not of we
authority., The pas

is ex

ze oceurs in a speechin the
dom of Peter (Acla Sincera, M , Xviil. p. 460). Comp.
Huct, L, ¢, § 16.

| the ¢ Apolc

ORIGENES
It is diffieult to trace the different s
the condemnation which followed. Eusehiys

treated of the matter at le

ength in his “ Apology
23), and therefore thought it unneces-
at in his “ History” what he had
nlwu1;11‘ynn‘m‘qps

sary to re

remain.

all that

Photius (Cod. 118) following
ry ” of Pamphilus and Eusebius, gives
the most intelligil ynsistent account, Ae.
cording to him De 18, completely alienated
from Origen by his ordination, collected a synod
of “bishops and a few preshyters G
kal Twvev TFJEI"BUTF’P&]V). in which it was decided
that Origen should leave Alexandria and not be
allowed to stay or teach there. He was not how-
ever deposed from the priesthood, though it is
implied that Demetrius had made a proposition
to that etfect. Demetrius was dissatisfied with
the result; and combining with some Egvptian
bishops (wi byters) he afterwards exe
communicated en (kal Tis lepwaivms dmend-
puke), and those who had voted with him before
now subseribed this new sentence.

ibes with greater severity the spirit of Deme-
s’ proceedings, and adds that “ he wrote on
the subject to the whole world * (De Vir. 1ll. 54)

res

o

Jerome de-

| and obtained a judgment against Origen from

Rome (£p. 33 (29), § 4).!
So far the facts are tolerably clear, but in the
jsence of trustworthy evidence, it is impossible

al

i to tell on what points the condemnation of Origen

really turned. Demetrius unquestionably laid
great str on formal irregularities (Euseb.
H, E, vi. 8), and it is possible that the sentence

155

ren's
opinions may have been displeasing to many,
Such a view finds support in the fact, that no
attempt was made to reverse the judgment after
the death of Demetrius, which followed very
shortly, and perhaps within three years, when
Heraclas, the pupil and colleague of Origen, suc-
ceeded to the episcopate. Nor again was any-
thing done by Dionysius, the sue
clas, another devoted scholar of Orige
continued his intercourse with his former master
(Euseb, H. E. vi, 46).

Whatever may have been the grounds of
Origen’s condemnation, the judgment of the
Egyptian synod was treated with absolute dis-
regard by the bishops of Palestine, Arabia,
Phoenicia, and Achaea (Hier, £p. 33), and Origen
defended himself warmly (Hier. Apol. ade. Ruf.
ii. 18). He soon afterwards settled at Caesarea,
which became for more than twenty years, up to
his death, the centre of his labours. It had
indeed not a few of the advantages of Alexandria,
aport, the civil jital, and the
ecclesiastical metropolis of its distriet.

At Caesarea Origen found ungrudging sym-
pathy and help for his manifold labour: s
ander of Jerusalem and Theoctistus of ( g
remained devoted to him; and Firmilian .N
Cs a in Cappadocia was no less zealous :"

eking his instruction (Euseb. H, E. i 3

8

1 The staten
expelled by He

t quoted by Justinian, that Origen Wis
las, is wholly unworthy of credit. It

probably arose from the fact that Heraclas did not recal
him. The reading dwSéxaror Kuseb, H. E. vi. 26, may
be a trace of the ief in this apecryphal statement.

Comp. Huet, Origeniana, 1. 2, § 16, and Delarucs
notes.
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Hier. de Vir. Ill. 54, diu Caesareae in sanctis
Scripturis ab eo eruditus est). Ambrosius was
with him to stimulate and maintain his literary
etforts. He formed ‘11'1‘u~'h something of a cate-
chetical school; and the highest forms of his
IJ}I]IU:‘(\P!]]\JI t[m:,hmg were exercised by the
presence of a continual succession of distin-
guished students, At the same time he was
unwearied in the public exposition of Scripture.
It was his practice to explain it popularly to
mixed congregations in the church, to Christians
and to catechumens (Hom. in Ez vi. §5). As
a rule he gave these lect on Wednesdays and
Fridays (Socr. M. E. v , TH TeTpddi ral Th
,\e-;.rouem; Tapackevh), EJut in pr he gave
them daily, and at times oftener than once a day,
His subjects were sometimes taken from the
lessons (Hom. in Num. xv. 1; in 1 Sam. ii. § 1),
and sometimes specially prescribed to him by an
authoritative request (Hom. in E. xiii, 1).
His aim was the edification of the gene-
rally (Hom. in Lev, vii. 1; in Jud, viii.
not unfrequently he was constrained to sj
as he wrote, with some reserve, on the de
mysteries of the Faith (Hrmu Num. iv.
Lev. xiii. 8: in Ezech. i 33 in Rom. vii.
p. 147 L5 viii. 11, p. 272;
xxiii. 4 5. f.; in Gen.

These labours wer
cution of Maximinus
and Protectetus, a presbyter of (:1' were
among the victims. Origen addressed to them
his Ezhortation to Martyrdom, while they were
in prison. He himself escaped (Euseb. H. E.
vi. 28). During part of the time for which the
persecution continued he seems to have been with
Firmilian in Cappadocia, and while there is said
to have enjoyed the hospitality of a Christian
lady, Juliana, who had some of the books of
Symmachus, the translator of the Old T n
(comp. Hier. L ¢. Firmilianus. . .cum omni Cap-
padocia eum invitavit et diu tenuit. Pallad. Hist.
Laus. 14-?).

In 238 or perhaps in 237,% Origen was again
at Caesarea, :md Gregory ([hl‘nnlim-mu) de-
livered the 4’ wewell Address, which is the most
vivid picture left of the method and influence of
the great Christian master. In this the scholar
recounts, with touching devotion, the course
along which he had been guided by the man
to \\]mm he felt that he owed hi. spiritual life.
He had come to Syria to study Koman law in
the school of Berytus, but on his way there he
met with Origen, and at once felt that he had
found in him the wisdom for which he was

g. The day of that meeting was to
8 own words, the dawn of a new
his soul clave to the master whom he rec
and he surrendered himself gladly to his
ance,

@

i

13,
comp, Hom. in Jos.
i1, 4),

inte 1'1'u]=ts-r by the perse-
.D. 235-237). Ambrosins
irea,

"

o

ouid-
As Origen spoke, he kindled within the
yvoung 1|l\m\=t,| s breast a love for the Holy

W ord, the most lovely of all obic
sl lf' the Word’s herald. * This

ts, and for him-

love,” Gregory

‘induced me to give up country and nds,

1s which I had proposed to myself, the

study of law of which I was proud. 1 had but
L W A

Der Brief d. Orig. an Gregorios, Jahrb, f.
st Theol, 1, 8, 106, Driseke gives rood reasuns
for dating Origen's 1([I(r to Gregory in 2
240 f\n-m Cappad
andria,

in
1ad retired to Alex-

(not
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one passion, philosophy, and the godlike man
who directed me in the pursuit of it ” (c. 6).
Origen’s first care, Gregory says, was to make
the character of a pupil his special study. In
this he lulim\ ed the example of Clement (Clem.
Strom. i. 1, 8, p. 320, P). He ascertaine 1, with
delicate annl ]:Liu-nt atte ntion, the capacities, the
faults, the tendencies of flu 1se whom he rwf fo
teach, Rank growths of opinion were cleared
away : weaknesses were laid open: every effort
was used to develope endurance, firmne pa-
tience, thoroughn “In true Socratic fashion
he sometimes overthrew us by argument,” Gre-
gory writes, “if he saw us restive and starting
out of the course... The process was at first
disagre to us and painful ; but so he purified
us..,a - prepared us for the reception of
the words of tlutll A us and
questioning us, and offering ]\1--? lems for our
solution (e. 7). In this way Origen taught his
-\ ars to regard languace as designed, not to
h 'Mfmnl for ¢ Em‘r fo u\]uw truth
» as
but

probing

powerful, m-t 1-|
to test })l
_Im tual disei-
]‘]llu’. the 2 ate preparation of the instru-
ments of thought. In the next place, Origen led
Im p 1\|J~ to J[mh fhc'n first to t]w “Jlofty and
* study of external nature,

3y ]Lx r-‘rﬂml where we stand still, for he made
1etry the sure and immovable \“n:mu[ltinn
of his teaching, and from this rose s tep by step

b5 of Harenan the most ~l:]]11|-¢-
the universe (c. 8). Gre
1plies that Origen was himself a student
of physics; as, in degy the true theo-
logian must be. The lessons of others, he writes,
or his own observation, enabled him to explain
th 1e connexion, the diff of the
cts of s . Such investigations served to
r man in his true relation to the world. A
rational feeling for the vast grandeur of the ex-
ternal order, “the sacred economy the uni-
as Gregory calls it, was substituted for

ory’s lan-

gll.

some e,

nces, the changes

of

the ignorant and senseless wonder with which it
is rnmmc-ni.. regarded,
But Physics were naturally treated by Origen
a tion and not as an end. Moral

prej
ce came next ; and here he laid the greatest
stress upon the method of experiment. His aim
was not merely to analyse and to define and to
classify feelings and motives, H- ugh he did this,
but to m a character. For him ethics were a
life, and mnot only a theory. 'l cardinal
\llfl‘tx of Illu\, pract 1l wisdom, self- \:-HIII.\I,
hteousness, courage, seemed to him to require
their maturing careful and diligent intro-
And here he gave a eom-
His discipline lay
t. His own
a more in-

e four

for
spection and culture.
mentary upon his teacht
even more in action tnm Ill pr

conduct was in his se
fluential persuasive
» 1t was, G

the first t

wlar’s mine
than his arguments.

conti hat Origen was
r who really led me to the pur-
suit of Gre shilosophy, 'u_\' bringing speculation
into a vital union with practi In him I saw
the inspiring (:.\.ﬂn||-|c of one wise at once and

nues,

holy. The noble phrase of older masters gained
a distinet meaning for the Christian iple.
| In failure and weakness he was en d to pere

| L"'i.\'L'- that the end of all was “ to become like to
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God with a pure mind, and to draw near to Ilim
and to abide in Him ” (c. 12)

Guarded and guided by 1,11~.\m1\ut1nn,
encouraged his ':wl s in theology to look for
help in all the works of human gen They
were to examine the writings of pmluw} yhers |

Origen |

and ]nl" of rery nation, the atheists alone
excepted, \\llh faithful candour and wise ho- |
licity. ]n1 them there was to be no sect, no
1'|:1rt-)" And in their arduous work they had ‘

v friend who knew |
to be traversed.
tangled mazes of
v to lead them

ever at hand, in their master, a
the difficulties of the ground
If they were bewildered in the
conflicting opinions, he was ready
with a firm hand: if they were in danger of
being swallowed up in the g nicksands of shifting
error, he was near to lift rlu m up to the sure
resting-place which he had himself found (c. 14).
i.h,-n yet the end was not reac shed. The hier-
archy of sciences was not comp leted till Theology
with her own proper
sion which we have followed hitherto,

‘ts crowned the st

|_n\\___ri|',

]’m' ics, thics, New data corre Jmlul--l with
the highest ph phy, and Origen found in the
ures ‘"\l the teaching of the ?"‘l]lt

Holy Seript
the final and absolute spring of Divine
It was in this region that Gregory felt
master”’ spower to be su preme. Oriven’s sovereign
command of the myst eries of *the of
God ” gave him p -t boldr in dealing with
all other writin ¢ Therefore,” Gregory adds,
& there et forbide l--n to us, nothing
hidden or i We were
come acquainted with every di
or Greek, on things spiritual or civi
human ; traversing with all free:

iting the whole circuit of wiedge, and
satisfy 'S with the lnll enjoyment of

oTacles

n

was no st

accessible,

<l|\n|| .md

'

lom, and inves- |
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this passion, has without doubt,” he "“”Tlmles

secks the
| mind is 11111,

all the pleasures of

Such in m 8 |
us, the m what |
he knew and wl }'.i-; | tnew. There is

no parallel to the picture in ancient times. And
when every allowance has le for the
partial enthusi i
offers of a nine ac
realised ex! 1 we cannot hope to
surpass. Tl i

the ideal of ( “hristian

athen
g to
1ilo-

scipline Gre
schools, first
his own t

ep
what the |
and came know t}

estimony,

» solemn

sophy truly was, to
-1\li_'\' of forming opinions whicl » to be not
ity id foun-
dations of
The method 1, such as Greg has

rory
wdth and |'1'--z-\luu[, was
held to be the
[t may be true

described it, in all it
I upon hi-u by
law of human
» admitted it) that we

he
re.

what

of

state,

]' ik poo

knowledge, but b eary r-t ]~1| elaim-
ing that we are born to e e in the
v]\L.lluw; search. see some admirable work
of man’s art, he says, we are at on er to
inves te the nature, the manner, the end of
its production ; and the contemplation of the
works of fin-l stirs us with an incomparably

reater longing to learn the principles, the |
}m thod, the pu of sation.  * This desire,

(
‘ long to the

% heen 11r11\]<mtu1 in us by God. :\mi the E\e
t, as our bnl\ eraves fi S
yd with Ih;- characteristic and
natural desire of knowing the Il‘uth of God and
the causes of what we observe.” Such a des
since it is a divine endowment, carries with :t
the promise of future satisfaction. In our pre-
sent life we may not be able to do more, by the
utmost toil, than obtain some small hrdg\h entg
from the infinite treasures of divine knowledg
still the concentration of our souls upen ﬂ,e
lovely vision of truth, the il(\\liml.nn of dur
various faculties in lofl y nupnnm, the ver ¥
ambition with which we rise above our actual
powers, is in itself fruitful in blessing, and fits
us better for the rece ption of wisdom hereafter
at some later stage of existence. Now we draw
at the best a l'.lint outline, a preparatory sketch
of the features of Truth: the true and living
colours will be ac ! led ﬂuJ. Perhaps, he con-
cludes most characteristically, that is the mean-
ing of the wont ds, “to every one that hath shall
be given;” by \\hnh we are assured that he
who 1 ned in this life some faint outline of
truth and knowledze will have it completed in
the age fo come with the beauty of the perfect
image (De Prine. ii. 11, 4).
While Caesarea remained Or
home he visited different part
Jerusalem,! Jericho, the valley of the Jordan
( Tom. vi. in Joh. § 24) ; Sidon, where he made
some stay (Hom in Josh. xvi. § 2), partly at
least to lfl\l st i the footste s | of Jesus, and of
His disciples, and of the prophets” (in Jok. Le
He also mnt again to Athens and continued th

ire

188

s permanent
of Palestine

for some time, being engaged on his Commentaries
(}".luulu H. E. vi. 32). l\\n visits to Arabia were
of more characteristic interest. In the first he

went to confer with Beryllus of Bostra, w y had
advance 1 se views on the Incarnation (Euseb.
H E. 3); and in the second to meet some
the doctrine of the w\n‘n etion (id.
vi. 37). In both cases he was spec ially invited,
and in both cases he justified his 1\{1111111-111 by
ding those whom he controverted to :]um-

on

don their H|'|||| ns,™

Orig 1 now rose to its full power
ill he was sixty (A.D. 246) he had forl u“l‘l
unwritten courses to be taken down. I
perience then at leneth enabled Jmu to withdr
the prohibition, and ms his h l‘ll‘-lll"‘: are due
reports made afterv The ¢
1, and the Comment: i
same period, ¢
aturity of his v

ren’s

[i

roul.

ctions, the 1

Thus his varied activity cont
persecution of Decius in 250, precediis
reign of Philip had fi voured the growth of
Christianity ; and there is no suil

to question the fact of Origen’s cox
with the empe and his wife Sev

) 1 (1’-.\'.%0';'.
H E vi. 8 Such intercourse ma

o] Origen

out for attack to Philip’s conqueror and U=
1 Per the story given by E
of his re 1. 16, when \‘.n\tr

the
a Teminisc

the church t
while all wept

somt

and then clo=fr
out him, may be
1 happened during this time.

oral controversy with 8

.45, 55 £

L cimens of Jew a1

| preservedin e, 3
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His friend Alexander of Jerusalem died

Iio himself suffered a variety of tor-
tures ,!.:ul.: ly at T re,—chains, the iron coliar,
and the rack, but his constancy baffled all 1]1~
efforts of his enemies (Euseb. H E. vi. 39). He
was threatened with the s uu, and a ]'e}n'.rt
gained currency in later times that his suffer-
)nv'-\ were Lll‘\\mﬂ Ir\ death ( hotius, Cod, 118,
p- 159). During this sharp trial his former pupil
Dionysius, now bishop of ,\h*\mnhm, add
to him a letter on martyrdom (Euseb. H. E.
46). The testimony is valuable as shewing that
the old affection was still alive, in spite of long
separation. Origen himself described his suffer-
ings and his consolations in letters which Euse-
bius characterizes “ as full of he l;- to those who
need encouragement ” (H. E. vi. 39).

The death of Decius (251, Clinton, F. R.i.270),
after a reign of two years, set Origen free, But
his health Tnust have been broken by the hard-
ships which he had endured. He died at Tyre,
in the next year (2 % 11'1\'it
geventy years save one”

Hieron. };f 65 ad f'rmmr

cessor.
lI.'I 'E‘ll‘\l"l'l

buried in the city where he died (\\anm of |

Tyre (e. 1180), Hist, i. 1: “haec (Tyrus) et
Origenis corpus occultat sicut oculata fide etiam
hodie licet m\]Jinu-”) and his tomb was
as long as the city sur
named after the I Holy Sepulct
his body is said to have r-ul.]

1ral,

greatest honour, being encl in the wall be-
hind the high “altar (C <-tu\'ic1‘..~‘ (1598), Itin.
;fit} p. 121: “]n-\un, altare maximum magni

nis Lo1[uu< cond 1tum ferunt”). The same

a ml age (A.D. 1190), the

but t name of the

led over the ne of the

great warrior. Burchard, who vis Tyre in

the last quarter of the 13th century 1283),
saw the inscription in Orige 1

buil h was amazir
(}.Iurrl::-mll.:s. Descri ¥
Laurent. : * Oz

k»]L\.nn req i

quod stuy
the century 3
but if we may

\\Lt,u-l }\' rhu S LEns,
the words of a tr
16th century (c.
preserved on
adorned with
gniaco, Jtin. .

(]..1[

“In te l\._.-]" sancti

I_nm'a Wi ry widely known in the 16th
tury. The statements of Adrichonius (J"-‘ 'l'f
T. 8. Tr. Aser, 84), which are repeated by Huet
and others, have no inde pend | ever.
Not long after, the place w [ was
only known by tradition. The tr
still lingers about the ruins of the city; for it
i-‘ said that the natives point out the spot where

Ul]u nus ” lies under a vault, the relic of an

wlition however

church, now covered by their huts,
Prutz, Aus Phinicien, 219, 306, quoted by
Piper, Zeitschr. fiir Kirchengesch. 1876, p- 208,
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Into the later fortunes of Origen's teaching

we do not enter. It is enough to say that his
fate after death was e his fate during life: he
continued to witness not in vain to noble truths,
His influence was b1||151;].-11?])' proved by the per-
sistent bitterness of his antagonists, and there
are few sadder pages in church history than the
record of the Origenistic controvers But in
spite of errors which it was easy to condemn,
his characteristic thoughts survived in the works
of Hilary and Ambrose and Jerome, and in his
own Homilies, to stir later students in the West.
His Homilies had indeed a very wide circulation
in the middle ages in their Latin translation ;
and it would be interesting to trace their effect
upon mediaeval commentators down to the time
when Erasmus wrote to Colet in 1504 : # Origenis
operum bonam partem evolvij quo praeceptore
mihi videor non-nullum fecisse of pretium ;
aperi it enim tn' tes quosdam el rationes m'h,zt
artis the . That however cannot be
done her N15TIC CONTROVERSIES, ]

III, CaroxoLoaY oF WoRrks.—The works of
Origen, of which some notice has been pre-
erved, were produced, as far as can be ascer-
tained, in 1|,| following chronological order.
The titles of se which still remain, wholly
or in part ( than in isolated frs
ments), in the o or in a !1':i]|.~']:111’|%11r
are printed in capi

Before Origen’s removal from Alezandria
(A.D. 231).

i1

al

1

The commencement of the Hr
Commentary

228-231.

Books

on Genesis,

irrection (two |
¢ Commenta
b. H. E. vi. 2

), men

n the Lamentations

Lamend
the time of

ati

s (five

usebius,

Commen

ON FIRST

. o1

ad .
Ox Praxs
On free-w

Eom. vii. § 16; Cra

= ad Poammac

rtain e

is doubtful : u-||||| in
{ » 1 Pet. 1.4).

Caesarea

fler Uf'i‘_j'.'ﬁ,‘.} withdr
(Homilies) on 1 Cor.
Luke).

1 Deuteronomy.

Commentaries (before
Jomm. on St

Hor

Comment L:'.- s Ol

ks): Hier.

Lulke (five 1

232-23 Joux continued,
235-68 Letter to Gri :
Commentarie xii. (xiil.).
1 Homilles on Gen
2356 TI0% To MarryiopoM (Eusch. I7. K.

s (nine) on J'J'-e‘f.u\ (hu. uncertain ;
Comm, on Cunt
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235. Houtrnies (NINE) oX Isaran (date uncertain).
Commentaries on JIsaiah (thirty books, ex-
tending to * the vision of the beasts in the
wilderne xtant in the time of Euse-
blus, H. E. vi. 32)
€.238-240. Commentaries on Kzeliel, twenty-five books
on 1]1n whole prophet, finished at Athens

Comn

written at Athens, the

Caesarea (Euseb. L. ¢.).

C. 241, HOMILIES (NINE) ON Psanus xxxvi

To this period m: 3

Cummu ntaries and notes on ritm and

Leviticus : the Commentaries on Isaiah

and the Minor Prophets: the Notes on

Numbers: the Homilies and detached notes

on the Historical Books : the completion of

the Commentary on the Psalms.

after 244. Homilies down flum his extempore

. ¥i. 36) on the first

E TATE-LCI!,UH.ll-r]l\'_\.

tful), en JEREMIAH (pro-
L.

s (fifteen books) oX THE EPISTLE

RoMANS.

ut

five

aken

TO THE
Hexarra finished (Epiph. de pond. et mens.

o ST, Mar

Letters to i.\}w anus and others (Eu
Commentaries (three 1
(perbaps) the Comme

s on Galatians,

Eph 15, the othe es uf St. Paul,
and on the Epistle to

240. Tue EIGHT BOOKS AGAINST (.,II\I 8 (Euseb.
H. E. Vi. 36).

Pamphilus made a collection of Or writ-
ings in the lib ary at Caesarea, transcribine a
great part of them with his own hand (Hier.
de Vir. Ill. 75). In the next century the library
had fallen to decay, and it was restored by
Euzoius, bishop of the city (id. 113). A relic
of it remains in the Coislin MS. (H; of St.

P:

Co

1’s Epistles), which is said to have been
ted with a copy at Caesarea written by
Pamphilus.

IV. WriTINGS.

The multitude ut'ﬁri *un’s \Vl'itin"ﬂ Was a1
to later s

'ol

l}-\ln.mmnx

says (Haer. lxiv. 63) tha 1‘[ popular reports
(6 aderar) mo s than WOrks were
ascribed to him. Jerome denies the truth of his

statement (Fp. lxxxii. 7), and brir
number to a third (Adv. Ruf. ii. c.

rs down the

cf.c. 13),

It is not un]iln-ll_\' (1--::11]1.‘ l[:._-.-,u-pmming, in
Niedner’s Z rifty, 1851, 67 f.) that there was
some early error in the ¢ 'y used by Eusebius
in his Life of [‘Llllphl]h\ from whom others

llll‘\\- Tl1wll informat
‘\l!]!]l r.|||r);

ion (as of Stigma, 6000, for
but the question is of no uwm nt.
The fact of the voluminousness of Ori ge n’s wor
does not depend upon deter: mining the
His wi will hx, noticed in the
order : A, ExgcErIC AL, pp. 10418

TICAL, P ]\ 119-122;
D. PRACTICAL, p. 124; F.
PHirocALIA, pp. 125-6.2

number,
following

B.
APOLOGETIC, })p 12

LETTERS, p. 1

o Jerome, in a letter d to Paula aboul

rved 1\\' Ruf

pares

DoGma- |

with those of the most voluminous classical um.ers,\ arro |
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A. EXEGETICAL WRITINGS,

Epiphanius states, in general terms, that
011§kun undertook to comment on all t]w books
of Seripture (Haer. lxiv. 3). Such a statement
from such a man is of very little value, but jy-
dependent and exact evidence goes far to confirm
it. In the following sections a short accoupt
will be given, in the common order of the books
of Seripture, of Origen’s labours upon them,

His exegetical writings, it must be I)uttd, are
of three kinds: detac ]led Notes (Zxonia, on-
weidoes, in the narrower sense, exvcerpta, com-
maticum § ) Homi
to popular (O'mfkfcu, _[r'wu'f-[!u..‘). and
complete and elaborate Commentaries (Téuo,
onuerdaets in the wider sense, vol Jtmum) Lulnp
Hier. in Ezeck. Prol.; Praef. Comm. in Mati,
Rufin. Praef. in Num.

1. Writings on the Qld Testament.

i. THE PENTATEUCH,

terpretandi
audiences

1, according to Eusebius, wrote fwelpe
\umm nt Comr ientaries (Touot) on Genesis, of
eight were written before he left
: .:1-|1‘i:1 (.I’:'. E. vi. 24).
number of books as thirt
1 mentions that the thirteenth L:Juk cont
discussion of Gen, iv. 15. In ¢
Origen refers to his work on Ger
nning of the book to v. 1;” and th
nce that his detailed commentary
ner.

\‘X}'

en (Ruf. Apol. ii.

is no
went

fur

The
_'[}UUE.
the seventeen homilies which remain in a Latin
translation; and the notice of Melclriz

two
ii,

books of mystical Homilies (Ruf
20) seem to have been distinct from

edek, to
which lmumL refers (Ep, ad Ev 2), was
probably found in them. (14 “Books” on
Genesis ; 2 books ¢ localium [moralium] ome-
liarum ; * 17 Homilies,—H. C.)

Of these writings there remain :

Greek,
(1) On Gen. i. 2; Fragm, of Tom. iii. on Gen.
i, 145 i. 16 £,
Huet, i, 1-17.

Delarue,o ii, 1-24,

: ¥ Yide-
pariter et Latinos unius labore
ne in the common texts is reduced to 1f'\i'
Sir I'. Pi Iulh;u was fortunate enoug

copy of nit- rs in a MS. of the 12th century at
in which the list of the works of Varro and Or
in fu
been repri
Phillips, with a short noti
Zeitschrift, 1851, 66 ff. It has not seemed worth wh
reprint the catalogue at len
the different heads the testime
2 letters H, C.

The list does not include the ook ay
the ads on Prayer; the latter, however, I
been Included in the collections of letters. (Onthe other
hand, it contains the title of a Homily on Peace, tW0
Homilies, Jjejunis de mw.rn;rru.w et trigami. 1 of
two Homilies ab Tarsus. It also mentions the Dialogue
with Candidus the Va {L winian, which was known &0
Jerome (Apol, adv, .18 1)

o It may be worth while to notice
always spelt as one word in the titles and notices in
French as well as in the Latin text.

t the name i3
the
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(2) Fragm. of Tom. iii.

notes from Catenae;

(Euseb. I, F, i, 1)
Fragm. of Hom, ii,

-52, 60 fT,

Delarue, ii. 25

(3) Additional notes.

Galland, Biblioth. xiv. app. 3 ff. The

ional

tes from Galland, and some of those from
Mai, with one note from Cramer’s Catena, are
given in ipplementary volume of Migne,

(1) and (2 given by Lommatzsch, viil. 1-164,

Latin.

Seventeen Homilies, of which the last is im-
perfect, translated by Rufinus. The transla-
tion, as in other is sometimes falsely

ascribed to Jerome, ¢.g. in Merlin’s edition.

52-110.
ch, viii, 105-298.

Delarue, ii.
Lommatz

The MSS. of the Latin Homilies on the bool
of the Old Testament, it may be observed on
for all very abundant, The most interesting
which I have seen is one in the British Museum,
Add. 15,307, written in 1163, which deserves
collation.

One of the fragments of the Commentary on
Genesis contains a remarkable discussion of the
theory of fate in connexion with Gen. i. 16
(quoted by E Praep. E
in Philoc. 23 [22]; comp. S
and in lhc scattered notes
characteristic remarks on the interpr
the record of Creation. ( notes
it. 2, 163 iii. 21.) For Origen all Creation
was “ one act at once,” presented to us in parts,
in order to give the due conception of or
(comp. Ps. nlun

The Hmn'

are

useb.

vi. ¢. 11, and given
eb. 1. c. vii.
2 are

20) ;3

S0

on
on i. 26

Ori er A.D. 244),
were tr mJ ated by !.n]m 18, \urh such additions
as he thought 1|_'|1:|‘1:~i:g: to complete the inter-
pretation of the pas s touched upon (Pracf.

Th leal mainly with the moral

ad Rom.).
application of main subjects in the

11

L Gen. 1. The origin of the world and of that

which s in it

i The construction of the
lif, , =xvii 1-14. ircumcision of Abraham.
A iii. 1-21. The visit of the three men fo
Abraham.
Y. » xix, Lot and his daughters
vi. ,, xx. The history of Abime
vii, o, xxi. The we aning of Isaac and ejection
of Tshmael
viil. ,, xxil, 1-14. The offering of Isaac.
ix. ,, =xxii. 15-17. The renewed promise to
Abraham.
X. ,, xxiv. Rebecca at the well,
xl . ZXxv JlJ-wFu\m. and Keturah; Isaac ab
the well HETON.
xii. o =xxv,21ff; xxvi. 12. The birth of Esau
and Jacob.
xiil. ,, =xvi. 1Tff. The wells of Tzaac.
Xw. o, =xxvih 26 ff. Tsaac and Abimelech.
V. » xlv. 251  The return of the sons of Jacob
Jrom Egypt.
Xi‘_’i. » xlvil. 20 f.  The policy of Joseph.
xvil. ,, xlix. The Mnsusqouﬁa’;r patriarchs.

They contain little continuous exposition, but
abound in striking thous ghts. Among the pas-
sages of chief interest may be named the view
of the Divine image and the Divine likeness, as
expressing man’s endowment and man’s end
(. §§ 12, 13), the symbolism of the ark (ii.

ORIGENES

§§ 4 fi.), the nature of the Divine voice (m

the lesson of the opened wells (

poverty of the Divine pr
Exopus and Luviricus.

Ofthe | s, Homilies, and Note
wrote on Exodus and Leviticus, no detailed ac-
count has been preserved. (Comp. in Fom. ix.

§ 1, p. 283 L; Ruf Apol. ii. 20 ; Hier. Fp. 33.)
(Notes on Exodus; ten * Books™ on Leviticus;
Notes. Thirteen Homilies on Exodus ; eleven on
Leviticus.—H, C.)

The following remain :

Exonus,

Greek.

(1) On Ex. x. 27
Huet, i.
Delarue, ii.

(3) No

of Hom. viii.

(Several fragments.)
17-25.

111-120.

from Catenae. Two short fragments

Delarue, ii. 121-

(3) Additional notes,

given by Lommatzsch, viii. 299—

translated by Rufinus.
ii. 129-

Delarue,
Lommatzsch, ix. 1-162.

78,
The main fragment of
\u- us (Philoe

e “hardening nt l harao

the Comme
s with inter
h’s heart” (E
en (tu use modern language) finds in
tion of moral laws, while Pharaoh resisted
2 divine teaching.

The Homilies, like the
translated by Rufinus from
Origen’s sermons, which he sup
interpretative additions (/.c.).
the following topics:

on (Genesis, were

of

1
Lhe

i. Ex. i The multiplying of the people and

1-10.
he strange king.

s {A Egyptian midwiv

. The Mission of Moses and Aaron.
IV The ten plagues.

Y s X 7 ff. The Exodus.

T e %

‘of Marah and

the \] AN,
XX. 1-6.

vills o The first T'wo Commandments.

X I]\n Taber:

X » from sirife.

=1 IR, .\m.sl k: Jethro,
xil. o r of the face of Mo
xiil, gs of the Taberna

upon the

“ Not one i

without mysterie
D )

a mystical

one tittle is,” in his opinion,
(H-rm. i, L_). The it |

and a moral meaning (e.g. Hom. i.
iil. 83 iv. 8; viil. 3; x.4; xiii. 5)
applications which he makes are ¢
as, for exam in 1 d to the
plaints against religious life, and

it trot
which follow religions awakening (Ex. v.
Hom. iii. 9)3

the difliculties of the he
pilgrimage (Ex. xiv. 2, Hom, v. 3); the belic
as the tahernacle of God (Hom. ix. 4); turning
to the I- rd (Ex. \\\\‘. 34, coll. 2 Cor. 16,
Hom. xii. 2); the manifold offeri of different
imliu\'urs (L\. xxxv. 3, Hom. xiii. 3).

history has

opular ¢

the

il
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LEVITICUS,

Greek.

(1) Fragm. of Hom. 2 (5).
Huet, i, 26
Delarue, ii. 192 f.

ORIGENES

(2) Notes from Catenae.
Delaroe, ii. 180-184.
(3) Additional notes.
Galland, l.c. 6 f.
(4) A fragment (comp. Hom. in Lev. viii. 6),
Mai, Class. Auct. t. x. p. 600.
(1) and (2) are given by Lommatzsch, ix.
Latin.
Sixteen Homilies (t1:
Delarue, ii. 184-269,
Lommatzsch, ix. 172-446.

163-171.

lated by Rufinus).

The main subst <l'|1(L' of the Greek Notes is con-
tained in the translation of the Homilies. The
fragment given in Philocalia (c. 1). as from the
second Homily, is found in the fifth L atin Homily
(§ 1), \...1.1\_‘I1_ by a n[‘ mnge oversight, writers,
from Huet ( -iii. 2. 13 “cujus ne apicem qui-
dem in Homilia I..‘Lllll‘l-‘ editionis secunda aliisve
reperias ) downwards, have said that it is not
found in the Latin.

The Latin trans
made by Rufinus, w
a wi of cons 1
character from hoz
ad Lom.
andi
translata sunt ).
The Homilies t
i, Lev. i, 1-8. Jis
iv.3; 21 f On the

the Homilies was
having qu-u

ion of
ks of it as

U|1 gene.

1 h 1.1-- quidem

nobis vero .-.\J

stilo a anandi specie

at of the 1¥|}]£J\\‘il|<_‘)’Slﬂl‘i\'t'tn‘ -

On offi
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Hom. vii. 2), of the purification by fire (Lev.
xvi. 12, Hom. ix.7). Throughout Christ appears
as the one 5 l]'lll(l_' for tne world, and the ong
Priest (Hom. 1.2 iv. 835 v ix. i =
elsew nSw He is said to wm \\]n.ll II1|11«,"i)f‘¢|,tll.1;:;m‘l
and martyrs (Hom. in Num. x. 2). :
NUMBERS.
No mention is made of  Books * on Numbers,
unless the reference in Prol. in Cant. p. 316. &,
is to a commentary and not to a lost Ilunul\-
(Twenty -eight Homilies.—H. C.

Of Notes and Homilies (mmp Hom. in Jer,
xii. § 3) the following remain: j

Greck.

(1) Notes from Catenae. Small Fragment of
t;!uﬂf.

xiil.
Delarue, il. 270-274 ; 321,
Lommatzsch, x. 1-8 ; 156 note.
(2) Additional notes.
Galland, b.e. 7 f.
Latin.
Twenty-eight Homilies, translated by Rufinus®

Delarue, ii, 275-386.
Lommatzsch, x. 9-370.

The Homilies follow the whole course of the
ive:

i. Num. . 1-3. The idea of ® numbering.”
ii. 4 #.1f The ordering of the tribes.

fii. 4, ii.11ff The separation ofthe Levites,
iv. 4 iii. 39, The number of the Levites.

Vi ey .18 1., u The work of the Levites.
By 24 fF., 2. The seventy elders. The

],1I|Inplnn wife of Moses.
Vil o X The leprosy of Miriam.
vili. ,, =xiv.8f The report of the spies and the
murmurings of the people.
» 3vi, xvil. The sedition of Korah.

Aaron's

”
fil. .
iv.
¥ =
vi. o«
i P
vill. »
iz 5 The day of Atoner
X f he day of Atoncment
»
<o
xiii 5
xiv. »
xv. 4 Xxv. Salesand redex

xvi. , xxvi.3ff. The W:ln.\'.\'m-_[. of

In the inte ']\]'IT:L:iI n of Leviticus O
rally Il\n] s on the obvious mon: Ll and wu'ir

anti f the M
quently t
iuuﬂ\u and mfﬂ nious. Such,

his view of man's soul .ull-l body,

which I owes t--(i-' (I.v\-\-_ vi.

of the ofli tian ]aril\l

in that of h [wn st (Lev. /
7. 12); of the priesthood of lu..‘ln\vr.ctl,m viii,
7 ff, Hom. vi. 535 comp. Hom. ix. 9); of the

Saviour’s sorrow (Le . 9 coll. Matt. xxvi. 9

Jrigen natu-

ual

rod.

» xviii. 1ff. The vicarious office of the
priests.

,»  xwiil. Of the first-fruits.

PR (I | § of the well.

o Xxi. 24 ff, xxii. The deleat of Sihon and

Balaom and the ass.;
Balaam.

"
= i. 1-10. The first prophecy of Balaam,
" 11-24. The second pr ¥

5 xxiv. 9. The third pro oph

4 .10-19. The fourth prophecy.

C 24, The fifth prophecy.

- ¢ sin with Daal-peor.

" second numbering of the

yphehad

xxil, 4 x3IVIL . Thed
Provizion for \;..
On the various Festivals.
-
hut tll‘-

xxviii.

1) mentions thirty,
se of numberi

1 (Instit.

ly only a differer
might be properly divided
xxii. The translation of the Fomili (t“f’”t\
on Numbers was among the latest works of Rufi
It was made in the year of his death (”“ after the
desolation of Rbegium by Alarie, S s
still threatened by the Goths (Ruf
incorporated in his translation

which he found (l.¢.) In offeri
whose request it v undertaken, he propos
health allows, to translate the Homilies on Deute ronomss
which alone remained of Origen’s writings on the Penta
yvever was hindered by his deatis

» | uch, This de:
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xxiv. Num. xxx. On various offerings.
XXV. 4 Xxxi. Thew ance on the Midianites.
xxvi. o =xxl 48 ff, xxxii, Differences among |
» people. |
xxvil. , x=xxiil. Stages in the people’s journey-
ings.
xxviii. , Xxxiv. The borders of the land.

One main idea is prominent throu
strl of the Israelites on the way to C:
ar s of the stru " the Cl
The entrance on the Promi
the entrance on the heavenly re:
The future world will even,
ment, offer differences of race and im\'ni.-n cor-
nwln[m-im.r to those of the tribes of Israel and
the nations ameng whom they moved (Hom.1.3 5
i, 13 =i, b3 xxviil, 4). The mti,:iawntlun of
the record of the stations (fom. xxvii.) is a very
mmi :‘\11:]».9 of the way in which he finds a
o in the minutest details of the history.
r interest are his on man’s
spiritual cmlllml (i’ﬁw: vii. 6), on the wounds
of sin (H m. viil. 1), on .hl\\i‘l( e wisdom
(HHom. xvii. 4), on the estivals of heaven (Hom.
xxiii. 11), on self-dedication (fom. xxiv.
the stains of battle (flom. xxv. 6).

DEUTERONOMY.

Cassiodorus (de Instit. 1) mentions four Homi-
lies of Origen on Deuteronomy (in quibus est
minuta nimis et subtilis expositio), and there
can be no doubt that it was these (oratiunculae)
Bufinus ln‘n]msu;l to translate if his health had
been restored. Origen speaks of the interpreta-
tion Denteronomy as a work still future in
the latest book of his commentary on St. John
(in Joh. Tom. xxxii. § 11). On the other hand
he refers to his di Lhmuu of Deut. iv. 17 in his
homilies on St. Luke (Hom. viii.).

(Thirteen Homilies.—H. C.)

The scanty re m‘.'m\' are :

(1) N« stes from Catenae.

judg-

remar l\'\

in

of

382

Lommatzsch, x. 371-

(2) Additional notes.

Galland, [. ¢. 8-14.
One interesting note at least among those
which have been collected from Catenae appears
ment of a homily (in Deut. viii. 7).
bable (Hier. Ep. 84, T) that consider-
ments of Origen’s comments on the Pen-
tateuch are contained in Ambrose’s treatise on
the Hexaemeron, but the treatise has not yet been
L'l'”.it.'.'\.]]_\' l‘.\!llllin"'i.
ii. JOSHUA-SECOND KINGS
Origen appears to have treated these )
books in homilies only, or perhaps in detached
notes also.
(Twenty-six Homilies on Joshua.—H, C.)
There remain of the several books :
JOsHUA.
Greel
(1) Fragm. of Hom. xx.
Huet, 1. 26 ff.
Delarue, ii. 442 f.

(2) Notes from Catenae,
Delarue, ii. 393-6.

(8) Additional notes.
Galland, I.¢. 14 £,

2), on |
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Latin.

Twenty-six Homilies,
Delaruoe, ii. -457.
Lommatzsch, xi, €-214.

The homili

period of Or
after the homilies on

translated by Rufinus

Inl‘--nll"h {h’um

| amd tlw reference to a systematic persecution in

(1) and (2) are glven by Lommatzsch, xi. 167 [

1-166, 170-214.

Hom. ix. 10 .sm.!m to point to that of Decius 250.
In this case the Latin translator Rufinus appear
from the language of his preface, to have ad-
hered faithfully to the texts before him. (Comp.
Peror. Ep. ad Rom. : in Jesu Naue scrip=-
simus simpliciter expressimus ut invenimus.)
Perhaps for this reason th homilies offer the
most attractive specimen Origen’s popular
interpretation. The parallel between the leader
of the Old Church and the Leader of the New
is drawn with great ingenuity and care. The
spiritual interpretation of the conquest of Canaan,

quae

as an ima the Christian life, never Hlags.
Fact after fact is made contributory to the
fulness of the idea; and the read (

to acknowledge that the fortunes of

at le k to us with an intellizible voice.

Rufi m.h may h \\'1 1-‘;tt|'v ) charm
of the ion in
answer to a g n:-ml 1‘l-|1|.:|-'1. m" Chron 15 to
render something from Greek literature for the
edification of the church.

homilies cover the whole narrative up to
the settling of the land (e. xxii.):

i. Intr
ii. Josh. i ] ff.
fil. , Lisfi,iL
ir iii. The | 2
V. 45 ive=v.0. renewal of the Covenant.
vii The Passover at Gilgal ; and the
* Yislon.
Vil . + capture of Jericho,
i - iii. 20, The failure before Ai and
;I|I'I._l'.
X The altar in Ebal, and the
X w I'hb
3 PR The battle of Be
. The ation generally.
i. Josh. g of Libnah, &c.

- S i in.,
. xi. 9. Vengeance on the enemies of the
Lord.
xvi i3 {i. 1. Joshua at the close of life.
xviii e e Levites ithout earthly
o request of Caleb.
T rders of Judah.
- y and his da
"
"
» A
o The
on of Ji L.
XXV - of the Levites.
> .  xxl. 42 (LXX), xxii. 11 ff. The burying
of th knives and the altar of the
tran Yes,

cial interest m

Among other
be mentioned tl in
from the old fathers (Hom. iii. 1); the broad
parallel between the Christian life and the history
of the Exodus (Hom. iv. 1); the Christian realis-
ing Christ’s vi (Hom. vii. 2); growing
wisdom (Hom. zii. 2).

(Nine Homilies on Judges: eight in Paschae.—

of sy
se on the ml]: which we g

ay




ORIGENES

(1) Notes from Catenae.
Delarue, ii. 457 £
Lommatzsch, xi. 215 f.

(2) Additional notes.
Galland, 1. ¢. 15.

Latin.

Nine Homilies,
Delarue, ii
Lommatzsch, xi.

translated by Rufinus.
-478,
217-284.

A nutu on i. 4.

Delarne, ii.
Lommatzse

8.

h, xi. 284.

1[-‘1”11|- s on Judges contain a reference to
on Joshua (ffum iii. §:‘.)_ but Origen

treated the book more than once.
Rufinus translated them, as he says, literally as
he found them (Peror. Ep. ad Rom.). T are

of much l¢ se on Joshua, and

deal with the

i. Jud 7. 'The Israelites serving the Lord.
e | P death of Joshua.
HEees f (Othniel and Ehu
Ive r, Jabin,
Vo= k, Jacl.
vi "
vii = on of Midian
vili.
ix. ., ik Ihn victory of Gideon.
ge on irtyrdom—the baptism of
\\'l'l'ti\\' |lnh|':‘ (Hu . ¥vil. 2). In
sage (Hom. 1) Origen s s to

cution u.‘ \LL\[[num-., which was

3 o m-I SECOND SAMUEL, FIRST and SECOND
t to Fourth Kings).

(Four lIummn s on 1 Kings.
(1) Hom. on 1 Sam. xxviil. ((M .im Witch of
Endor).
Huet, i.
Delarue, ii.

a7,
490-498,

Notes from Catenae
Del:

(3) Additional notes.
Galland, L. e, 16-24,
(1) and (2) ar 21

235-288.

Latin.

Homily on 1 Sam. i. ii. (De Hel
nennad, delivered at Jerusalem (§ 1: nolite illud
in n : is requirere quod in papa Alexandro
habetis), The translator is not known,

Delarue

Lommatzseh,

@ 2

and Fragments,

wrne, il, 479-81,

Lommatzsch, xi, 317-3

hana et Fe-

Origen’s
are ve

of

remains
later historical 1
himself refers (Hom.
llmmh on Solomon’s Judgment (1 Kings iii.)
and in the time of Cassiodorus there w ere, 1"[:
addition to the two extant Homilies, four Homi-

™ his
The writings on the
y slight. Origen

iil. "\\ 1) to a

@

on Josh.
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which were translated into Latin by Bellator*®
(Instit. 6). It is possible that at least the two
last m: 1y \N be found.

The “nm\l_\ on the witch of Endor provoked
violent attacks. In this Origen maintained, jn
lance with much early Ulli ian  and
h opinion, that the soul of Samuel was
3 lled up from Hades. Amc others
Eustathius of Antioeh assailed Origen in un-
measured terms. One passage in the Latin
Homily may be specially noticed, in which unity
is set forward as the special })11\110 re of saints

g
-]

~
Ed

Tue HAGIOGRAPHA.

.FL’J‘I}‘
Origen composed many Homilies on Job
[1 ustath. Antioch. de J"rz_-;:en'fr'. 39 1), which

were rendered freely into Latin by Hilary of
Poictiers (Hier. de !n. I, 100 3 j':‘rl. adv. Vigil,
61, 2). The seattered Notes which remain are
not sufficient to enable us t.n estimate their
value. Comp. Hom. in E . vi. 4 3 Hier, Ep,
ad Pammach. 57, 63 Lib. 1. c. fa?(__r, §2a

(Twenty-two Homilies on Job.—H. C.)

There remain :

Greek.

(1) Notes from Catenae.
Delarue, 500-510.
Lommatzsch, xi.

(2) Additional notes.

Galland, L. c. 30-54.
Mai, €lass, Auct. tom, ix. in Procopius (many
additional passages).

335-350

atin.

nent qnutul from a homily of Hilary
| Jul. § 27, and assumed to

An
| be translated 1‘1‘|\1n U:un 1.

by

Delarue, ii. 600,
Lommatzsch, xi. 333 f.

THE PsALMS.

The Psalms engaged Origen's attention before
he left Alexandria. At that time he had written
commentaries on Pss. i—xxv. (Euseb. H. E. vi.
24), He continued and completed the
afterwards. Jerome expressly states that he
nation of all the Psalms in many
volumes ” (fp. cxii. § 20); and his extant books
contain references to his commentaries on psd
scatte 1'\\[ "Jn'«uu:;]v‘-t:t the collection (comp. Hier.
Ep. \\\

ook

h\. bhl]lt D
vocabat, Auct.

salter
on ille
Tom. vii. App.F), and by Homilies.

4 The two works on Job printed with Origen'’s writ=

ings are not his. Comp. Tillemont, note 34
21 h pi is wo quoting: * Cum

Psalterium, quod Enchiridion ille vocabat...
mune legeremus, simul uterque ‘1\1 rehendimus not num
eum .... intacta reliquisse, de quibus in alio opere
disputavit .... l!_,mlr .o ee studios . postuli

| quaecumaque mihi digna memoria videbantur signis

| busdam annotarem .... non quod putem a me ]""“'

i]i-'

sed qnml ea quae in to
hitror lectio
2 There can

eriit,
eruit vel ego digne

pre

hune angns h.m [
be no doubt thersfor

lies on 1 Sam., one on 2 Sam., one on 2 Chron
(fna'fuf. 2), and “two on the book of

Ezra, |

contains mauch of Or
| tion in this respect,
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The Homilies which are preserved in Rufinus’s
Latin trnM ition belong to the ]1‘tcst period of
Origen’s l\h‘, c. 241-247 (h"-mz m Ps, xxxvi.
§ 2: Hom.1 in Ps. xxxvii. § 1). They give a
continuous ]!1':1l-t.iwnf il11¢-1[|1’|-1;!'.i|lt1 of the three
psalms, and are a very good example of this
style of exposition. One passage on the pe
manent effects of actions on the doer may be
specially noticed (Hr'm_ . §2).

The Greek frazments 1-1‘=-w1'\'a'|! in the Catenae
offer numerous close eoincidences with the Latin
Homilies, and there is no reason to do L-.'.u. that
they Iglu esent the gener: il sense of Orig nn § com-
ments. Comp. Comm. in Rom. iv. § l (cum de
Psalmis per ordinem dictaremus) ; id, § 11;
Hom. in Jer. xv. 6.

(Notes on I -.1|m

one hundred and

v

in all
hteen Homil

forty-six books; and
ies.—H. C.)

There remain still of writings on the Psalms:

Gree

(1) Fragments from the Tduor and Homilies.
Huet, i. 1-51

Delarue, ii.

(2) Additional fragments and notes from
Catenae,
Delarue, ii. 513-524, 529-849.

(3) Additional notes.
Galland, 1. c. 64-73.

p. il.
(1) and (”) are given in Lommatzsch, xi. 351-458;
xil, xiii. 1-165, with an additional fragment from

Comp. Delarue, ii, Praef-

Euseb. H. E. vi. 88.
Latin. )
Nine Homilies on Pss. xxxvi. xxxvii. xxxviil.
(translated by Rufinus).
Delarue, ii £91-700.

Lommatzsch, xii. 161-234, 237-271, 274-306.

PROVERBES.
(Three
questions,—H. C

On the book of Proverbs there remain:
Gregk.
(1) Fragments.

Delarue, iii. 2-10.

Lommatzsch, xiii, 219-234.

(2) Notes from Catenae.
Galland, I.¢. 25-2
Additional no

Latin.

Fragments.

jooks ; seven Homilies ; one book of

Mad, Bibl. Nov. Patrum, vii.

Delarue, iii. 1.
J!)'I]!lhliw’ ch, X1il

. 217 f.

ECOLESIASTES,

(Notes ; eight Homilies.—H. C.)
Notes on iii. 3, 7, 16 f.

lland. L ¢. 20

NTATIONS.

1 wrote commentaries on the Lamenta-
tions before 231, of which five books had come
down to the t:m(- of Eusebins (/. E. vi. 24).
The Greek notes are probably derived from

these,
U. ve Books.—H. C.)
Delarue, iii, 321-351,
Lommatzsch, xiv. 167-216.

ORIGENES

CANTICLES.
It was natural that the book of Canticles
should occupy Origen early. He wrote a small
volume upon it, of which a fracment remair

5 in
the 7 alie, c. vii. At a much later time,
when he was at Athens 240, he composed five
books of a full commentary, which he afterw: un]»

ipleted at Caesarea (Kuseb. f. F. vi.

Jerome speaks of the work with enthusiasm :
“in his other books Origen,” he sa
every one else, in this he surp:
(Prol. in Hom. in Cant.). The |
part of the full commentary (to C
were translated by Rufinus® Je

1

1556

ogue and
ant. ii. ]i‘]_)
rome himself

shrank from undertaking the t and rendered
instead two Homilies \\huh v the same
ground but in a si form. No work of
Origen’s more later com-
mentators. in it once for all the
main lines o il in tuJ]\lltﬂwn which

they followed. The writing contains also some
ses of more general interest, the ex-
amination of the three of Solomon—
Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Canticles—in connexion
with the popular types of speculation (Prol.).
(Ten Booksj; two Books written early; two
Hemilies.—H. C.)
There remain :
Gr
(1) Fragments of his early work.
Huet, 1. 51 1.
Delarne, iii. 11.
Lommatzsch, xiv. 232 £

as

books

(2) Extracts by Procopius.
Delarue, iii. 94-104.
Lommatzsch, xv. 91-108.
Latin.
Two Homilics (translated by Jerome).

Delarne, iii. 12-22.
Lommatzsch, xiv.

Prologue and four
lated by Rufinus.

Delarue, iii.

Lommatzseh, xi

books on Canticles, trans-

26-94.
287-437; xv. 1-90.

iv. THE PROPHETS.

IsATAH.

Origen interpreted Isaiah in each of the three
forms which he used in Books (rduot), in Notes,
and in Ho Thirty books of his Commena
taries remained when 18 wrote his H

H f,

lies.

of these
f Jerome, who \1
in -l]-- fn'r‘L- s and 111[.1] T

Some

aks o abounding

work ¢
tion of names (Prol.

in V. spatiis eva-
gatur et m.m'[-r ibus singulorum
ingenium suum facit lesiae sacramenta)
Besides these (‘ul]]lH"Iltll" Jerome was
1i1..nn1i’1 \\nh t‘\\ th\ -five ]lnn.wl and Notes.

s This appears to be the real mear

De Div. Instit. § 5, thoungh he appa
s only an amplified transl
rendered :  quo
am locis usque ad illud pras
1 nit capite mobis ... (il. 16) tribus libiw
1L,

sivdorus
describes Ru
of the same
Rufinus.

work
inal as

Jerome

latins expo
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All that at present remains of these Commen- [
taries and Homilies is:
J'f.'IE“--'n’. !
Two fragcm 3 |
Nine f
Delarue, iii.
Lommatzsch, xi
The last
were fr:
Rufinus of
atic pu

ORIGENES

» =g
¢ Books.

ut the

!I- milies is Lmnm'l'et‘t.
lated

by

dogn

were addressed to a POy

but th

nuUmens,

J|\I‘|t| ~ll~...\ rses

ence,

the

the ease of and follow no
exact order.
i. Is. vi. phet.

11. (Afr

" characteristic exce
vi. 4), in wl
ter works”

tes forty-five I
n Attie
i

style
e tran

Rabanus \I aurus ( Prac
the

'ring to
that he
nslated.

statement of C

find

only

could

steen G womilies twelve
1l with twelve of Jerome, so tha
snty-one homilies remain. The homilies were
writ yi i -[L']W\_' :m-l therefor
in all ter the
tion 3 = (Hom. iv. 3).
(Twenty-four Homilies.—IH, C.)

There remains then altogether :

r"J.J.’.l’.

(1) Nineteen Homilies (with Jerc
of twelve). Fragment of Hom.

yme's version
xxxix,

(without Jerome's

Delarue, fii. &
Lommatz:

g, translated by Jerome,

Delarue, i
Lomma

The Greek homilies were first published in

1548, from a MS. in the Escurial under the
name of Cyril, which they bore in the MS., by

B. Corderius, A second MS., containing the
same Homilies as afterwards found in the

Vatican by M. Ghis ublished the Greek
text of the seven not tranmslated by Jerome
(3, 5, 6, 7, 15, 18, 19) in his lf.‘r;h’cb"[*'.‘rf\!-"-’,n’ on
Jeremiah (Ii""') The various readings of this

text were added by IHuat to his rep

text of Corderi
later editions of Origen.t

v want |

e iden- | €
t altogether |

f the persecu- |

of l In1»‘r (Hom. ix.

| that either of t!
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15, and they are given from Lim in

The teen Greek Homil

8 follow the opder

| of the text:

i. Jer.i. 1-10. The m of the prophet,
R 10 B ey
i, ,, il 8L, The goodness of God,
v, 5 iii. 6-10. Perils of degener
e 7 Call to repentauce,
e tity.
vil. Chastisement
viil. ., e work of God for men,
o The word of God to Llis people.
% ,, > apostasy of the Jews,

ction of the Jows,

o . 11. 'The reje
" 1dgy
D
xive 5 XV.10-19.
XV. 5 V. 1053 \nl The sorrow of

No ]].>]1 in man.

xviil. ,, =viil. 1-6.- The potter.

of the impeniteut,

lmlu

1 deceives, Endur

The hammer of the earth

rom Babylon,
Sach word of 5

Cripe

ive a full
aAccomImods

For the most part the Homilies
retation of the text,
of the prophet to circumstances of
stian Church, DBut Ovigen's total want
historical feeling makes itself felt perhaps
morein his treatment of this book than e
where, for the teaching of Jeremiah is practically
uinm: lligible without a true sense of the tr
erisis in which he was place There are how-
ever many separate passages of the Homilies
consi ‘1.‘] able beaut ¥, .q. on the fruitful d
" God (Hom. iii. 2), the ever-new birth
4), the m of sin (Hom.
xvi. 10). Comp. Hom, in Josh, xiii. § Oy

The selected Notes proba supply the gencral
sense of the lost homilies on the passages to wh
they refer. As far as the Homilies l\-[i’lll, they
contain the main substance of the Notes.
EzZERIEL,
(Twenty-nine Books ; twelve Homili —H‘)
Of Origen’s writings on Ezekiel there remain:
Grreek.

(1) Fragme

int

the

the Chri

lff.

xiv.

14- mmatzsch,

@ No
Delarne, iii. 406-437.
Lommatzsch, xiv, 1
Mai, Bibl. Nov, Patrum, v

from Catenae.

as even the language of Huet
, that Ghisler found only seven homi he
. vil.) is quite ar that

1 on Jeremiah with
7 on Jerer
5 not appeat
xamined,

i OWn a
found twenty homi
other

es, mine

id that he printed the s
were not translated by Jerome.
> MS3. have heen ¢




ORIGENES

Latin.
Fourteen Homili
Delarue, il. 855
Lommatzsch, x

Fusebius 1-.--<u1-|1~‘ that Oricen wrote a Com-
mentary on i zekiel in twenty-five books, \\lm h
\1]1ul>.~', c.

was finished ¢
Of these the
and one fi
in the [/ alia (c. \a) Inv H-mnh- :
to a later date. Of these (it is unknown how
y were puirl shed)Jerome translated fourteen,
sing in his version, as he , the simple
* the original (Prol. in I —".). These
treat of the following pass:
k. §. 1-16. The first vision of Kzekiel.
i. 2-9. The mes [l-]‘wh.
» Eiii. 17 lie pro-
phet’s
fv. » XiV. lif

g *

Personal salvation of the

Y. w»
vi »

vili o The abominations of false
viil.
IX. »
X o
i ”
»

I'he rL-mL gate.

xiv. , Xliv. 2.
It will be seen that the Homilies cover only
a small portion of the book ; nor do they offer
many features of special interest. The pas
\\]mh of the responsibility of teachers
vii. 3) are perhaps the most

DANIEL.

histories of
xiii. xiv.) in
£15),
ct of his
to his commentary on
49 f.3 Lommatzsch, xvii.,

commented upon the
Slh.:tmi and of Bel (Dan.
the tenth book of his Miscellanie:
and Jerome has preserved a brief abstra

notes as an appen
Daniel (Delarue, i.
70 f.).

niel printed by

i Romae 1825),
I have obser ._-.[ two notes referred to Origen
on Dan ; iv. 25, but they might well have
been taken from homilies on other books.

Tue MINOR PROPHETS.

Origen wrote extensive commentaries on the
twelve minor prc of th twenty-five
books remained in the time of Eusebius (M. FE.

36); and Jerome says that he found a manu-
seript of them “ written by the hand of Pam-
philus” which he ]\'\]:E “as the treasures of
Croesus” (De Vir. § 75). Of the number of
these were pi emtll, the two veolumes on Zech.
i.~v., the three on Malachi, and the two on
Hosea, which Jerome mentions in the prefaces
of his own commentaries on thos
fragm
calia,

collection of notes un D.
i) Nova Coll.

> books. The

nt on Hosea xii., preserved in the Plilo-

. viii., is all that now 1
(T\rn Books on Hose (vne on ]'-,|-';||“|||:1)'5 two

on Joel; six on Amos; one on Jo : two on

icah ; two on Nahum ; three on Habakkuk;

two on Zephaniahj one on Ha

Zechariah (principio); twoon Ma
HoseA.

‘racment.

mains.

a1y two on

wehi. —U C)

ORIGENES 111

Huet, 1. 201 f.
Delarue, iii.
Lommatzsch,

302 ff.
2, WRITINGS ON THE
St. MATTHEW
The re remain
Gre
(1) Fragments of Tdpor i. ii.

(Matt. xiii. 36 i

Huet
[B]

Niw TESTAMENT.

Tépor x.~xvil,

iy
(2) Notes from Catenae.
Galland, 1. c. 73-83.

(i) A\ large n

umber of additional notes from

Cramer, Catena, vol. 1., Oxford, 1840.

(2) An f-'l ver

St. Matthew, xvi.

of the commentary on
13—xxvii.

n from the
I it v. 84,
ates that Uu gen wrote twent

Jooks {TuLuJ') on St. Matthew (H. F
and Jerome, in the preface to his cor
on St. Matthew, says tl he had 1
number; but in the pr to his tr: m\}
" Origen’s homilies on St. Luke he spe
COT( ]nw to the common text, of * thirty-six

‘){lh-‘(‘\l]'l-lih“'l',L'I:-'tIl'l‘“,l'.'lf}]]:n MS.
: 1l Rufinus arai . ii
“twenty-six.” From t
remaining books bear to & 1
itement of Eus s to be correct.
The I: st number is certainly wrong.

The commentaries seem to have been writt
c. A.D. 245-6. He re in them to his (lost
homilies on St. Luke (Tom, xiii. 29; Tom. xvi.
9): and to his commentaries on St. John (Tom.
xvi. 203 ] 3 133, n xix. 18)
and on th ii addition
to the ¢ Bo lies and

. Praef.in

ek 1a

ion which the
"I“l

5 trom 1in
ps from Cs

Books ; 1'uul\ J|\‘

in some of the
(Twenty-five
—H. G.)
The Greek text of the Commentaries
served in four MSS.

Homilies.

is pre-

X in. Coll.
ne as fwo
copy of Huet,
in the sa Al
2. Codex Reg MS, used by Huet.,
3. i nus 597, used by I 3

4. Codex Venetus 43, examined pa y by Peter-

mann for Lommatzsch.

To these may be added a copy of a MS. made
by Tarinus and used by Delarue.

some douhts as to Thorn-
to the MS. e inscription in the MS. is
inite: *“Hic est ille ex Holmiensis quem
at Dan. Huetius in suis O (Then
apparently in another hand.) Donavit He 1‘\‘ rto Thorn-
ossius.” A MS. of the Dialogues against
in the same collection (B. 9. 110) bears
“ Dedit Herberto

ms to insir

e Marciond

inscription in (ho same hand :
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All the MSS. are from one archetype (see
lacunae, xii. 20, 42 ; xiii. 28 ; xvii. 29, 31).
The Latin text of the editio princeps (Merlin)
repre s a good MS. Delarue in the Appendix
in vol. iv. pp. 388 fi. has a collation of two
MSS., one of the 8th and the other of the 12th
\\hlu h Lommatzsch has incorporated
jon3 and there is a very fine MS.
< xii.) in the British Museum (Ad /. 26,761).
The Latin MSS
present a single archetype.
The work was probably addressed to Am-
brosius. Personal addresses occur in it not un-
frequently (xiv. 24, ob (yTfoas &v; xv. 93
xvi. 7, § 19).
The Cod. Holm. giv

books under one headir

the tenth and eleventh
c—_éx Tov eis b K. M.
ebary. T. 1a (the later aded Tdues 1B,
, and the same heading found in other
authorities. entary however d
seem to be a me tracts; and
Latin version is not more m tl
in versions of Origen’s works in
rs introduc from time to
n other parts of his works,
ok gives a continuous exposition
xiv. 15. The most interesting
those in which Origen discu
M‘w ally the types of »-[-]1 tual sickr

¢

of Matt. x
passag
characte

]

(c. 24); and the doubtf ful question as to *the
brethren of the Lord ” (e. 17). In the latter
ves his own n‘:mnm. on internal

8, i]L favour of the belief in the ]l('T])t'TllIl]
o of the mother of the Lord. In the
account of Herod’s b mquet he has preserve ad de-
the fact, that  the daughter of “Llu lias

name as her mother (¢
h the true read
Buy OTL\US alTott  “Hp

supposes

bore the same

accordance wi
(riis

C;_nR|'J3'); ir']t
the power of life and
v from Herod in conse-
ecution of the Baptist (e. 21).
book (e, alv. 15—x 2) contains
of con } in
of temptatic . 6), on Corban (c. 9),
on ”.l‘ COne w=lhun of things mnlnm( 12), on
the healing spirit in the imll . 18), and
pe 1111[-\ above all, that on the Eucharist (c. 14),
which is of pri: 1ury nnportance for the under-
standing of Origen’s view.
The most important pass: in the fwelfth
book which gives the commentary on ¢. xvi. 1-
xvii. 9, are those which treat of the confession
and blessing of St. Peter (cc. 10 ff), and of the
Transfiguration (cc. 37 ff.). l!1 the former he
rds St. Peter as the type of the true believer.
All 1:«]1‘_'\1:1", as they are Christians, are Peters
also (¢. 11: wapdvvuor wér, Tpas mdvTes ol ,mm]wczi
X¢ :.m'mn . .‘{uw'ruu énq Dvres a.pqrvr.r.m éxpn-
IL_'.TH\’(.{" \;amnm of, ;.f'rp{zv b1 'rre’rp ). His
rance of the Hebrew idiom leads him, like
other 0:11']_\' commentators, to refer the “ bindi
nd

orest on the

reos

5

loosing ™ to sins (c.
e thirteenth book (
with an argument a
on there is an inte
fluence of the planets upon men (c. 6).
characteristic pe al with the wvarious
cirenmstances under which the Lord healed llm
sick (c. 3), the rule for avoiding offences (c. 2 l),
and especially the doctrine of guardian ang zelg

s

{ee. 26 ).

ii. 10-xviii. 18) opens
gration. Later
sting discussion of the in-

Other |

| may be und

like the Greek, seem to re- |

| detailed discussion Of] oints ¢ onnected with m
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The fourteenth book (e. xviii, 19-xix. 11) con
tains a characteristic e .ll'IH"I Lt.mn of the :
in which the “two or three" in Matt. xviii, 20
tood (ce. 1 )5 and a someywh, ab

ar-
riage (cc :

The

16 ff.; cc. 23 ).
enth huul\ (xix. 12-xx, 1¢ 3) has saver,
more than usual interest: t
gation of the meaning of Matt,

ny
xix. 12 f w
as it appears) clear reference to his own
error (¢. 2); a fine pussage on the goodness
of God even in His chastisements (o 11)‘ and
yme remarkable inte rprets itions of the five send.
of labourers to the vineyard (Matt, xx, L),
m one of which he likens St. Paul to one who
had wrought as an tle in one hour more
perhaps than all those before him (e. 35),

The sizfeenth book (xx. 17-xxi. 22) cives
some striking pictures of the darker side of
Christian society, of the growing pride of the
hierarchy, of the faults of church officers, of the
separ muu between clergy and laity (cc. 8, ¢
In discussing the healing of Bartimaeus Origen
holds that a choice m be made between SL"I"
posing that the three evangelists have related
three incidents, if the literal record is to be
maintained, or that they relate one and the same
spiritual fact in different words (c. 12).

The seventeenth book (xxi. 23-xxii, 33) cone
tains interpretations of the parables of the two
sons (c. 4), of the vineyard (6 ff.), of the mar-
riage feast (15 ff)), which are good examples
of Origen’s method ; and his explanations of the
qu uestions of the Herodians (cc. 26 ff.) and the
Saddneees (¢, 33) are of interest.

The old Latin translation continues the com-
r to Matt. xxvii. 63. As passages in it
ief interest may be noticed: the application
of the woes (Matt. xxiii. 1 f£), §§ 9-25; the
legend of t]|-. death of Zachar he father of
the Baptist, § 25; the danger ;
§ 331 the gat un(r of [|e saints, § al; the

ition of T]u' ]\mm]ulvv of the Son (Matt.
xxiv. 86), § 553 the administration of the re-
venues of the church, § 61; the duty of nslru
all that is lent to us, § 66; the eternal fire, im-
material, § ; the suj 1""11“'“ of three anoint-
ings of the Lord’s feet, § 77 ; the passover of the
Jews and of the Lor ll § 795 on the Body and
Blood of Christ, § \ 85; the lesson of the Agony,
§ 91; tradition of the different appearance of
rhr Lord to men of different powers of yiskon,
§ 100 ; the reading Jesus Barabbas to be rejected,
§ 1213 trad as to the grave of Adam on
Calvary, § 1 on the darkness at the cruc-
fixion, § 134,

S1. MARK.

A Latin commentary attributed fo Vietor of
Antioch, published at Ing goldstadt in 1580, is said
to contain quotations from Origen on ¢c. i Xivs
(Ceillier, p. 635). These, if the reference is cor-
rect, may have been taken from other parts of
his writings.

(Fifteen Bo

St. LUKE.

There remain of Origen’s
Luke : &

¥

se opiuions,

Thirty-nine Homilies.—H. C.J

= a4,
writings on ois

Greek.
(1) Fragments.
Delarue, ii. 979-9483,
Lommatzsch, v, 237-244.

i
\
}
b
L
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(2) Notes from a Venice MS. (xxviii.)
Galland, I. ¢. 83-109.

(3) Additional notes, Mai, Class. Auct. tom. x.
p 474 1.7

(4) Additional notes from Cod. Coislin. xxiii.
Cramer, Catena, il,, Oxford, 1841,

Latm.,

Thirty-nine Homilies.
Delarue, iil. 932-979.
Lommatzsch, v. 85-236,

Origen wrote four Books on St. Luke (Hier.
Prol. ad Hom.) from which the detached notes
were probably talen.

There is a MS. of the Homilies of see. wiii.~
ix., written in Lombardic characters, in the
library of Corpus Christi College, Cambrid
(No. ccexxxiv.), which is of the highest im-
portance. This gives in the prologue viginti
sex tomos in Matthaeum ... triginta duos in
Johannem.” It has lost one leaf containing the
end of Hom. i. and the beginning of Hom. ii.

The short Homilies on 5t. Luke, an early work
of Origen, were translated by Jerome; and in
spite of ll:e objections of Daillé (-IUL, Seriptis
quae sub Din. Areop. et Ign. nomine feruntur,
pp- 489 f.), which were answered by Pearson
( Vindic. Ignat. pars i. c. T), they appear to be
certainly genuine, and abound in characteristic
thoughts.

They deal with the following passages:

i. Luke i. 1-8. The four canonical gospels.
fi. , L 6. Therighteousness of Zachariah and
Elizabeth,

fii, , f.1L 'I'ne appearance of the angel to
Zachariah.

fv. , 1.13-17a. The angelic message to Za-
chariah.

riah.

» 122, The dumbness of Za
» 1.24-32a. The faith of the Virg
» 1.39-45. Mary and Elizabeth,

» 1. 46-51a. The Magr t.

w 1. 56-64. The birth of the Baptist.
n 1. B67-76. The Benedictus.

» 1. 80-i. 2. The growth of John.

n il 8-10. The angel's message to the
shepherds.
xiii. 4 ii. 13-16. The angelic hymn,
xiv. , {i.21-24. The Circumcision and Puri-

fication.

xv, » 1.25f Simeon,

xvl. ,, 1i.33f. The prophecy of Simeon.

xvil. , i1.33-36. The prophecy of Simeon:
Anna,

w 1. 40-49. The finding in the temple.

» ii. 40-46. Jesus in the temple.

» 1i. 40-51. The subjection of Jesns.

» iil. 1=4. The mission of John.

» 1L 5-8. The call of John to repentance

w il 9-12. The call to different classes:
the publicans.

» i 16. The baptisms of water and fire.
» ii 15, Mistaken devotion,
» ik 17. Divine sifting.

iii. 18. The work of John: the descent
of the Spirit.

zxvill. ,, {ii. 23 ff. The genealogiea,

¥ Mai adds in a note: * Plura dei inceps ex Origenis
scriptis daturus nune scholiorum eius in Lucam gustum
brevem exhibeo,” a promise which he partially fulfilled
by publishing the notes on Proverbs in Bibl. Nova Pa~
trum, vii. Romae, 1854,

CHRIST, BIOGR.—VOL. 1V.
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xxfx. Luke iv. 1 4. The first temptation.
n iv. 5-8, The second temptation,
" s 9—- 12, The third temptation,
» V. 14-20. Jesus at Nazareth,
" Jesus at Nazareth,
» The good Samaritan,
" Make peace with thine advers
xxxvi. , xvil. JJ—”I (order inverted). The king

dom of God within.
» Xix. 20 ff. The ass’s colt.
3 »n =ix. 41-45. Cleansing the temple
xxxix. , xx. 271, 20 ff. (order inverted).
tions of Sadducees and Herodians,

Ques-

The passages of greatest interest are those

which deal with the four canonical gospels
(Hom. 1), spiritual manifestations (Hrwz. 3), the
nobility and trinmph of faith (Hom. 7), spiritual
growth (Hom. 11), shepherds of (]Hl!( and

nations (Hom. 12), spil'ihml and visible co-rulers
of Churches (Hom. 13), Infint Baptism (Hom.
14), second marr s (Hom. 17), Baptism by
fire (Hom. 24), man as the object of a spiritual
conflict (Hum, 35).

Besides these Homilies Oricen wrote other
upon the gospel which are now lost.
L( ferences to them are found in Matt. tom. xiii.
95 xvi. 935 in Jok. tom, xxxii. 2
ST, .lun.\.

(Thirty-two Books; some notes.—I. C.)

3
The remains of the Comment: iry on St. John
are in many respects the most important of
Origen’s uwgu tical writine There are lett :
Téuot i. ii. (iv. v. small gments), vi. x. xiii.
xix. (nearly entire), xx. xxviii. xxxi

»

Huet, il. 1-422 = (with Ferrarius's version).

division of the re-
ty-two buoks which is
As Huet

x Huet has retained the arbitrary
mains of the C ry into
given in the V MS. followed by IFer
gives no sections, it may be convenient for r
give the beginning of these ** books.”

Huet. Ilelarue.

Tom. i. Tom. i.
il. » L1
{if. » 1i. 10,

arius,

o cxExll »
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Delarue, Iv. 1-456 (with Ferrarius® verslon).
Lommatzsch, i, il
These remains extend over the following por-
tions of the gospel :

Tom. i. John i. 1a.
w g 1. 1b-Ta.
Nl » 9,
n X »
o XL 5.
o Xix. (part)
n XX "»
w Xxviils 5
”» - ”
The fragment of tom. iv. treats of the rude

writers ; and those of tom.

style of the apostolic
length

v. contain an interesting apology for the
of his own work, and a comparison of tI
ship of Christ with that of believers.

The continuous text depends upon four MSS.:

e son=-

1. Cod. Venet. 8. Marei, xliii., written in 1374, fol=
lowed by Ferrarius. Comp. Petermann, ap.
Lommatasch, iii. Praef. p. ix.

2. Cod. Regius, Paris, followed by Perionius, and
used by Huet.

8. Cod. Bodleianus, Miscell. 58, saec. xvii., nsed by
Delarue. Of this there is a collation by Bentley,
in a copy of Huet, in the library of Trinity
College Cambridge, with some emendations, and
a transcript, with conjectural en endations, by
H. Thorndike, in the same library, B. 9, 11.
It seems likely that this MS. was one of the
transeripts made for Tarinus (Delarue, Praef.
¢ vii.). The published collations are most im-
perfect.

4, Cod. Barberinus, used by Delarue.

All are derived from one archetype, and have
many lacunae. The text is consequently full of
errors, which editors have done little to remove.
A series of conjectures on book ii. is given in a
Programm by Dr. J. L. Jacobi (Hales, 1878), and
it is to be hoped that he will continue a work
which he has begun happily.”

The commentary on St. John was undertaken
at the request of Ambrosius (in Jok. tom. i.
&% 3, 6), and was “the first-fruits of his labours
at Alexandria” (id. § 4). It marks an l_‘ilus'i\
in theological literature and in theologic al
thought. Perhaps the earlier work of Hera-
cleon [HERACLEON] may have suggested the idea,
but Origen implies that the Gospel of St. John,
by its essential character, claimed his first efforts
as an interpreter. The first five books, extend-
ing to John i. 18, were written at Alexandria
(tom. vi. § 1), and part, in all probability,
before 228, while Origen was still a layman.
The work was resumed afterwards at C saraea
(tom. vi. § 1), and continued till after the per-
secution of Maximinus, ~8 (Euseb, H. F. vi.
28), but it does not appear that it was ever
completed. The last book (tom. xxxii.) deals
with John xiii. 2-33, and contains no such promise
of a future continuation as is found in some of
the other books. On the contrary Origen speaks
at the beginning with doubt as to the fulfilment
of his purpose of an explanation of the whole
gospel (§ 1: mérepor BodAera TOV U@y vovy
Teréoat. . .€i (L ) ph, abrds &y eibeln & Beds).

o

oo

il
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In the time of Eusebius twenty-two books ree

mained of all that Origen had written “ on ],
whole gospel ;” and Jerome (Praef. in Luc.) a:;.
cording to the MSS5., speaks of "Lhirtv-fuur“' or
“thirty-nine ” books in all, though the reading
is commonly altered on the authority of Rufinus
(Huet, Orig. iii. 2,7) to “ thirty-two.” Rufinus
speaks of thirty-two books only (Apol. ii. § :
and it is probable that the work ceased where i;,
now ends. The commentary on the whole gospel
would have extended to fifty books at least, aud
it is most unlikely that every trace of the later
books would have been lost by the time of
Rufinus if they had been published. The lane
guage of E sebius (/. ¢.), on the other hand, is
too vague to allow any certain conclusion to be
drawn ifrom it.?

The first book deals mainly with the funda-
mental conceptions of “the gospel” (§§ 1-15),
and of ¥ the beginning ” (§§ 16-22), and of “the
Logos ™ (§§ 19-42). The gospels are the first-
fruits (awapx#) of the Scripture, the gospel of
St. John is the firstfruits of the gospels (§6). As
the law had a shadow of the future, so too has
the gospel: spiritual truths underlie historical
truths (§ 9). The gospel in the widest sense is
¢ for the whole world,” not for our earth only,
but for the universal system of the heavens and
earth (§ 15).

The discussion of the title Logos lays opena
eritical stage in the history of Christian thought.
In what sense, it is asked, is the Saviour called
the Logos? It had come to be a common opinion
¢ that Christ was as it were only a ¢ word” of God %

(§23). To meet this view Origen refers to other
titles, Light, Resurrection, Way, Truth, &

(§§ 24-41), and following the analogy of these
he comes to the conclusion, that as we are
illuminated by Christ as the Light, and quickened
by Him as the Resurrection, so we are made
divinely rational by Him as the Logos, i.¢. Reason
(§ 42). By this method he preserves the per-
sonality of the Lord under the title of Logos,
which expresses one aspect of His being and not
His being itself (as a word). At the same time
he recognises that Christ may also be called II!'.E
Logos (Word) of God as giving expression to His
will.

In the second book Origen continues his dis-
cussion of the meaning of the Logos, distinguish-

God and
Reason taken absolutely (& feds, jyos) from
God and Reason used as predicates (Beds, a’l\e:'ﬂ?i}-
«The Father is the foundation of Deity, the Son
of reason” (§ 3). Afterwards he discusses the
sense of the words “came into being th]‘mt:—.ﬂl
him (3¢ abrod),” and the relation of the HolY
Spirit to the Son (§ 6); and further, what
tall things,” and what that is which is called
“ nothing™ (i.e. evil) which became wiT?l*‘j'_t'
Him but is not (§ 7). The conceptions of life
and light, of darkness and death, are _t]“’"
examined (§§ 11 f.). In treating of the mission o
John (§§ 24 ff.) Origen questions whether he may
not have been an angel who sought to minister
on earth to his Lord (§ 25);

ing, in a remarkable passage & 2),
,
b A

and characters

7 One conjecture of Bentley's in Book ii. is of great
excellence: § 7 8. fi, xal 7€ 70 xwpis abTol 0V yevdpevor
wév dv 8¢ ovbémore. He reads also, § 13 init., 7a bio év,
as indeed every one must read, though the edition and
MBS give &v.

uth

the note o1 M
33, Origen 8

= 1t must however be added that in
xxvii. 44, in Comm, ser.in Matt. § 1¢ i
“ apud Johannen sicut potuimus exposuimus de duobt
latronibus.” ‘The reference may be to soue separate RO
ment.
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tically remarks that he was “the voice” pre-
ceding *“ the Word ™ (§ 26). Perhaps it is not
less characteristic that he blames those who,
like Heracleon (tom. vi. § 2), hold that John i.
16-18 are the words of the evangelist and not of
the Baptist.

The sizth book, as has been already noticed,
marks a new beginning. In this, after describing
vith calm dignity the circumstances which had
interrupted his work, he examines in detail John
i. 1929, The question, Art thou Elias? leads
to a remarkable discussion on the pre-existence
of souls, and the entrance of the soul into the
body, “a vast and difficult suhject,” which he
reserves for s!m[‘:tl investigation (§ 7). The
words of the Baptist (i. 26) give occasion for a
minute comparison with the parallels in the
other gospels (§§ 16 ff.), in the course of which
(§ 17) Origen strikingly contrasts the baptisms
of John and Christ, and explains Christ’s pre-
sence “ in the midst of the Jews ” (v. 26) of His
universal presence as the Logos (§ 22).

»

mention of Bethany (v. 28) leads him to a hasty |

adoption of the correction * Bethabara ™ (§ 24),
which he justifies by the frequent errors as to
names in the LXX. His brief exposition of the
title of Christ “as the Lamb of God ™ (§§ 35 f.)
is full of interest; and in connexion with this
he notices the power of the blood of martyrs to
overcome evil (§ 36).

The tenth book deals with the history of the
first cleansing of the temple and its immediate
results (ii. 12-25). At the bheginning Origen
thinks that the discrepancy between the evan-
gelists as to the sojourn at Capernaum (v. 12) is
such that its solution can be found only in the
spiritual sense (§ 2), to which every minute point
contributes, though in itself outwardly trivial
and unworthy of record (§§ 2 ff). In the fol-
lowing sections the phrase * the passover of the
leads to an exposition of Christ as the
ssover (§§ 11 ). The cleansing of the
temple is shewn to have an abiding significance
in life (§ 16) ; and Origen thinks that the sign
which Christ offered is fulfilled in the raising of
the Christian church, built of living stones, out
of trials and death, * after three days.”—the
first of present suffering, the second of the con-
summation, the third of the new order (§ 20).

The thirteentk book is occupied with the inter-
pretation of part of the history of the Samaritan
woman and the healing of the nobleman’s son
(iv. 13-54). It is chiefly remarkable for the
number of considerable quotations from Hera-
cleon’s Commentary which it contains, more than
twice as many as are contained in the other
books, These still require careful collection and
criticism. Lommatzsch failed to fulfil the pro-
mise of his preface (L. p. xiii.). Passages ot
interest in regard to Origen’s own views and
method are those on the relation of Christ's
personal teaching to the Scriptures (§5), on the
five husbands as representing the senses § 9),
on the incorporeity of God (§ 25), on the joy of
the sower and reaper, and the continuity of work
(§$ 46 f.), on the unhonoured prophet (§ 54), on
spiritual dependence (§ 58), on the distinction
of signs and wonders (§ 60).

Of the nineteenth book, which is imperfect at
the beginning and end, a considerable fragment
remains (viii. 19-23). In this the remarks on
the treasury (John viii. 20) as the scene of the

| discusses the feet-washing

| death of Lazarus (3
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Lord’s discourses (§ 2), and on the power of faith
(§ 6), are characteristic.

The twentieth book (viii. 37-53) has much that
is of importance for Origen’s opinions. It begins
with an examination of some points in connexion
with the pre-existence and character of souls;
and later on Origen, in a striking passage (§ 29),
illustrates the inspiration of evil passions. Ofa
different kind, but still of interest, are the pas-
sagres in which he treats of love as “the sun”
in the life of Christians (§ 15); of the ambi-
guities in the word “ when ™ (§ 24); of the need
of help for spiritual sight (§ 26); on spiritual
influences (§ 29).

The most rema
etqhth book (e, xi. 3¢

ORIGENES

ble passage in the fwenty=
57) is perhaps that in which
Origen speaks of the power of self-sacrifice among
the Gentiles as illustrating the vicarious sufier-
ings of Christ (§ 14). Other remarks worthy of
cial notice are those on the lifting up of the
s (John xi. 41) (§ 4), on the lesson of the
6), on the duty of prudence
in time of persecution (§ 18), on the passover
of the Jews and of the Lord (§ 20).

The thirty-second book (e. xiil. 2-33) treats of
St. John's record of the Last Supper. Origen
it le h, and ].'1_\.»:
down that it is not to be perpetuated literally
(§§ 6 f): he dwells on the growth of faith (§ 9),
on the difference of *soul ™ and * spirit ™ (§ 11),
on the character of Judas and moral deteriora-
tion (§ 12), on the sop given to Judas (§ 16).

From this slight sketch of the ruins of Origen’s
Commentary some idea may be formed of its
character. It is for us the beginni
type of literature. It has gre of sty le.
It is diffusive, disproportior f repeti-
tions, obscure and heavy in form of expression.

of a new

It is wholly deficient in historical insight. It
is continually passing into fantastic spe culations,
But on the other hand it contains not a few
¢ jewels five words long.” It abounds in noble

thoughts and subtle criti 5. It grapples with
great difficulties : it unfolds great i And,
above all, it retains a firm hold on the human
life of the Lord.

.'\1."1‘-"5.

(Seventeen Homilies.—H. C.)

Greek.

(1) A single fragment from ¢the fourth

homily on the Acts” is preserved in the Philo-
calia.

Huet, ii. 422,

Delarue, iv.

Lommatzsch, v. 245.

(2) A few notes are given in Cramer’s Catena,

col. iii. 184, on the following passages:

iv.

3 vil. 3,533 xxi, 38

Roarans,

(Fifteen Books.—H. C.)

Greek.

(1) Fragments from the first and ninth books

contained in the Philocalia.

Huet, ii. 423 ff.
Delarue, iv.
Lommatzsch, v. 247 .

exter, <nid in
in Nam, xii.
answer to the

& The MS. in the Chapter library at Wo
the Catal. Codd. Angl. to contain ** Or
Proph. Ep. Can. Act.,” dues not unbappily
descriptivn.
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(2) A number of important notes are contained
in Cramer’s Catena, tom. iv. 1844, on the fol-
lowing passages:

i.1,10.

ii. 8, 18, 27
iii. 2, 4, 9, 13, 19, 21, 25, 27, 28, 30, 8L
iv. 2,

Latin.

Ten books of Commentaries, translated and
compressed from the fifteen books of Origen, by
Rufinus, at the request of Heraclius. Rufinus
seems to have had difficulty in finding a com-
plete and satisfactory text to work upon (Praef.),
and he undoubtedly used considerable freedom,
both in other respects and in adapting the Com-
mentary not unfrequently to the current Latin
text of the Epistle.

Many MSS. ascribe the translation to Jerome,
and alter the preface and epilogue in this sense.
The work is so given in the earliest editions.
Erasmus pointed out the blunder.

The earliest MS. which I have seen is Drif.
Mus. Harl. 3030, saec, x.

The translation brings into prominence one
important point in regard to the critical use to
be made of the text of the translations of Origen’s
works which has not received proper attention.
Unless Origen’s Greek reading is ex pressly noted,
the reading given must be regarded as a Latin
reading and not as Greek.

The language of Rufinus himself seems to shew
beyvond doubt that he gave a current Latin text,
and not a version of Origen’s Greek text, as the
basis of his adaptation of Origen’s Commentary,
Thus, after he has given the Latin version, he
remarks several times that the Greek is better
or more expressive, and seeks to express the full
meaning of the original. Thus on vi. 11 he re-
marks upon the rendering “ existimate vos mor-
tuos esse peccato,” “melius quidem in Graeco
habetur ¢cogifate vos mortuos esse peccato;’”
And again upon xii. 2: “ut probetis quae sit
voluntas Dei, quod bonum et bencplacitum et per-
fectum,” *sciendum est quod in Graeco habetur,
“ut probetis quae sit voluntas Dei bona ¢t bene-
placita et perfecta,’” *““but we,” he continues,
+ follow the custom of the Latins,” The criticism
may be faulty, but it shews his usage. This is
marked again upon xii. 3, where he says, “ we
must first observe that when we have omnilbus
qui sunt inter vos,” the text which he has given,
it is in the Greek omni gui est in vobis ;" and
in viii. 3 he gives “de peccato,” the common

Latin rendering, and adds, ** or,as it is more truly
in the Greek text, pro j ito.” In one p]:uw},
xv. 30, he quotes the Greek words which cor-
1-p.-;pnnd to the Vulgate rendering, “ul adjuvetis
me in orationibus,” adding, *“in quo hoe est quod
indicatur, ut adjuvetis me in agone orationum, . ."”
But perhaps the most remarkable passage is
xii. 13, where he gives the rendering * usibus
sanctorum communicantes,” with the note, * me-
mini in Latinis exemplaribus magis haberi ¢me-
moriis sanctorum communicantes,” verum nos nec
consuetudinem turbamus, nec veritati praeju-
dicamus, maxime cum utrumque convcniat
aedificationi.” There are difficulties in the inter-
pretation of his words, but they shew at least
that the Latin text had a principal place in his
thoughts.® The reference to the conflict of Latin

(i
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“ Domino servientes,” “scio autem in nonnullig
Latinorum exemplaribus haberi ¢{empori sop.
vientes.” ”

Apart from these statements the character of
the text is decisive. It is essentially an o}q
Latin text throughout. Sometimes it is Llirl’cLly
in conflict with Origen’s Greek text, or his inters
pretation, or with the groups of authorities with

which Origen agrees:

9.

om. ov wdrrws.

.20, in conspectu Dei; in commentary, i
conspectu etus,

.22, in omnes et super— against Origen's
Greek text.

. 8, 9. quoniam si cum. .. multo magis justifi-
cati—against Origen’s Greek text and the
commentary.

. 16. per unum peccatum—against Origen's
Greek text,

viii, 16. ipse enim, id.
ix. 19. quid ergo, id.
ix. 33. et omnis qui, id.
X. 3, suam justitiam, id.

in saecula sacculorum.

ii. 9. Add. non falsum testimonium dices—
against Origen’s Greek text,

xv. 8. Jesum Christum, id.

7. 14, Oim. pov.

.19, spiritus Dei; in commentary, spiritus
sancti.

30.

ri. 19,

om. Umep Enol,

om. &é (12).

Sometimes it gives readings which are solely
or characteristically Latin:

i. 32. non solum qui faciunt illa sed etiam qui.
fi. 3. o homo emnis

iv. 23. reputatum est ei ad justitiam.

iv. 24, Jesum Christum.

vii. 19. non enim quud volo facio bonum.

iil. 35. quis ergo,

. 5. om. apxp.

25. et non dilectam dilectam et non m. &
m, ¢.

X. 18. om. pevoivye.

xi. 5. salvae facwme sunt.

Sometimes, on the other hand, it expresses the
Greek more accurately than other Latin texts:

i. 286.

il. 19.

nam et,
et confidis.

In afew cases it gives readings which are
apparently unique, of the kind which are found
in old Latin texts:

if. 9. et tribulatio,
xi. 24. nam si el tu.
xiv. 20. molife.
xvi. 9, adjutorem weum.

There remain a number of important reziflin”
in which the Latin text agrees with Urige
Greek text or the commentary :

v. 14. in eos qui peccaverunt.
OM. prj. o JTVED LA
Det.
per eum.

. om. Sixaroaims (2°).
x.15. om. ebayy. eipimy (D
xii. 17. om. ob pévow...cAAd xak

xiv. 9. wizit.
xiv. 21, om. % oxard. 7 dofevel.

A e
5, libL

b See the remarks on destinatus, pf&c(w!ina!ii

copies is illustrated by his note on xii. 11:

¢ 5, and on subditus (iii. 19), lib. iii. § 6.
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To these perhaps may be added

xiv. 22. fidem quam habes.
xv. 16. om. adeAdol.

It might appear at first sight that these read-
ings are due to Origen’s text of the epistle which
Rufinus had before him, but it will be found
that there is independent uhl Latin authority for
every one of these readings, except that in x. 15,
where, however, there is considerable variety ul
reading.

A careful consideration of this evidence leads
to the conclusion, that we have en!}sfauﬁinily in
the text of the epistle given by Rufinus an old
Latin copy of the highest value, and charac-
teristic renderings pmut out its affinities. It
resembles closely, in its general form, the text
of Sedulius, and of some of the copies used by
Augustine. The extent and nature of the co-
incidence may be estimated roughly from the
following peculiar phrases:

i.15. quod in me promptus sum (comp. Am-
brtr., Sedul.)
iI. 4. sustentationis et patientiae (Hier.)
ii. 8. diffidunt quidem.,.obtemperant.
fii.9. quid ergo tenemus amplius? causati
(Sedul. MSS.)
vi. 8. et convivemus ei (Sedul.)
vi. 12. ad obediendum desideriis eius (Aug.)
viil. 22. congemiscit et condolet (Sedul.)
ix.22f apta in perditionem ut notas faceret
(Aug., Sedul.)
xiil. 5. necesse est subditos esse (Sedul.)
xiv. 5. alter judicat alternos dies (Aug.)
xv, 15. commemorans vos per gratiam datam

(Aug.)

Some renderings are apparently not found
elsewhere, e.g. :

i.11. ut aliquod tradam wvobis donum spiri-
tuale.
iv. 17. ante enm cui credidit Deum,
xl. 14, in aemulationem immittam.
xv. 31. ut ministerium ho¢ meum acceptum
fiat.
xvl. 5. nitium Asiae.
xvi. 25. = menti saeculorum in silentio habiti,
manifestati autem modo,

A comparison of these renderings with the
corresponding renderings in the Codex Boer-
nerienus, ﬂw’-'mh that Rufinus probably adopted
the Latin text of a Graeco-Latin ca]}_v,' which had
been in some details influenced by the Greek,
but which preserved essentially its original com-
plexion. The continuous Latin text cannot, how-
ever, be quoted as representing Origen’s ldeIﬂ”‘

This is not the place to extend farther the
inquiry into the textual characteristics of the
biblical quotations in the translations of Origen’s
works. It will be sufficient to have called atten-
tion, in one signal example, to the singular and
unt.‘xpectl,d features of interest which t}u oy offer,

The commentary gives a continuous discussion
of the text, often :11“,111»1\'9, but still full of
acute and nuh]n conceptions. Some of the most
striking passages may be indicated.

Book 1, (e i)

§§ 4 ff. On the Sonship of the Lord,
§ 18, Responsibility.
Book 11. (e. ii. 2-iii. 4).

$2. The duty of teachers. Comp. § 11,
§9. The law of nature,
§ 13. Spiritual circumcision.
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Book 1. (e. iii. 5-31).

§ 2. The universal sinfulness of man,

§ 6. The law of nature of universal obligation
(p. 191 L., of great interest),

§ 8. Christ our propitiation.

§ 9. Justificativn by faith,

Book 1v. (e. iv. 1-v. 11).

$ 1. The need of grace (non ex operibus radix
Justitine sed ex radice justitiae fructus

operum cregcit, p, 241 L.)

§ 6. Faith of grace: the “likeness” of God to be
gained,

§ 6. Hope.

§ 7. The experience of faith of Abraham fulfilled
in the experience of Christians (pp.
283 fI. L., of great interest).

gs Glory in tribulation,

Book v. (c. v. 12—vi, 11).

¢ 1. The manifoldness of the divine treasures
(pp- ff. L., of great interest).

¢ 2. Justification through Christ.

§ 6. The law of nature the occasion of sin.

9 8. Baptism (and Confirmation) of infants,

§ 10. Spivitual death.

Book v1. (c. vi. 12-viii, 13).

¢ 8. The operation of the law of nature.
§ 9. The conflict in man (ipse ea quasi in semet-
ipso geri descripsit).
§ 12. The weakness of the law,
§ 13. The action of the Spirit through man.
300k viI. (c. viil, 14—ix. 33),
§§ 3 ff. The inheritance of Christians,
§ 7. The work of the Spirit.
¢ 8. Foreknowledge not the cause of that which
is foreknown.
§ 11. The discipline of suffering (p. 140, of great
interest).
$ 13. St. Paul's spirit of self-sacrifice,
§ 17, Divine mysteries insoluble.

Book v (e. x. 1-xi. 36).

t and the Law.

everal duties of men,

[ ID The unity of rational beings.

¢ 11. Purification by fire for those who neglect
the Guspel.

Book 1x. (e. xii. 1-xiv. 15).

¢ 1. The worship of God.

§ 3. Gifts of grace according to the measure of
faith here and hereafter,

§¢ 25, 30. Civil duties,

Book x. (e. xiv. 16—end

§ 3. Things clean and unclean.

¢ 8. Unselfishness.

¢ 10. Progressive knowledge.

¢ 14. Christians’ help to Christians.

It may be added that Origen’s treatment of
the eighth chapter, as represented by Rufinus,
is, on the whole, disappointing. It might have
been expected to call out his highest powers of
imagination and hope. His silence, no less than
his rash conjectures as to the persons named in
the sixteenth chapter, is a singular proof of the
complete absence of any authoritative tradition
as to the persons of the early Roman church.
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For the passage (x. 43) which refers to Mar-
cion’s mutilation of the epistle by removing the
doxology (xvi. 25-27) and (though this is dis-
puted) the last two chapters, it must be enough
to refer to the papers by Bp. Lightfoot and Dl
Hort in the Journal of Philology, 1869, 1.
264 ff. 5 1871, iii. 51 ff,, 193 IT.

1-2 CORINTHIANS.

(Eleven Homilies on 2 Cor.—H. C.)

Greek.

Jerome mentions (Ep. ad Pammach. xlix. § 3)
that Origen commented on this epistle at
length; and Origen himself re to what ?m
had said on 1 Cor. i. 2 (Hom. in Luc. xvii. s. f.).

A very important collection of notes on the
first epistle is given in C ramer’s Catena, vol. v,
1844, which deal with the following passages :

1. 2 (bis), 4, T (bis), 9 (bis), 10, 11, 17 (bis), 18,

20 (bis), 21, 22 f., 26 (ter).

1, 3,5F, 7,9 10, 14 £, (bis).

9, 18, 21.

, 6, 7, 9, 15, 20.

) B

9 £, 12, 13 (bis), 15, 18, 19 .
5 (bis), 14, 18 £, 21, 25.

, 10, 15, 19, 23, 24.

il

It appears that the motes were taken from
homilies (wepl @y kal mpamy éAéyouer, c. iii. 13
wapakahotper kel dpas @ wailes, c. vi. 9). Some

of the notes contain passages of considerable
interest, as that on the vicarious death of
Gentile heroes (c. i. 183 comp. Hom. in Joh.

tom. xxviii. § 14), on the sovereignty of believers
(c. iii. 21), on evangelic * counse (c. vii. 25),
on the public teaching of women (e. xiv. 34, with
reference to Montanism). In other places Origen
gives the outline of a creed (c. i. 9, 20), and
touches on Baptism (c. i. 14) and Holy Communion
(c. v ). He describes the Jewish search for
leaven (c. v. 7); and supposes that many books
of the Old Testament were lost at the Captivity
(c. ii. 9),

The text, as in all the notes in Cramer, is full
of obvious blunders and requires careful editing,
with a fresh collation of the MS.

GALATIANS.

(Fifteen Books; seven Homilies.—H. C))

Jerome, in the Prologue to his Commentary on
the Galatinns, mentions that Origen wrote five
Books on this u;vistlr:_. 18 well as various Homilies
and Notes (fractatus et excerpta), and that he in-
terpreted it with brief amnotations (commatico
sermone) in the tenth book of his Stromateis
(Proem. in Comm. ad Gal.; Ep. ad Awjust. exi.
§§ 4, 6).

Three fragments of the Commentary are con-
tained in the Latin translation of l’:-lmphi!u:s's
Apology.

Jerome does not seem to have made much use
of Origen in his own Commentary ; but this work
has not yet been carefully examined with a view
to determine how far it is original.

EPHESIANS.

(Three Books.—H. C.)

Origen’s commentary on the Ej
still be vractically recovered.

hesians may
Jerome,
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P:‘nfu_;'t(.’ to his own Cr'nmnwmr:r-;, says that « his
readers should kmow that Origen wrote thres
books on the epistle, which he had partly fo].
lowed ™ (Zllud quoque in praefations commonen yi
sciatis Oriyenem tria voluming i hanc B istolam
conscripsisse, quem et nos ex parte secuti stinus),
The extent of his debt could only be estimated
by conjecture, till the publication of the P.ris
Cutena (Cramer, 1842). This contains very 1!ll'ge
extracts from Origen’s commentary, 50“;.,;‘“]{“
with his name and sometimes anonymous, and in
nearly all cases Jerome has corresponding words
or thoughts, Nor is it too much to say that a
careful comparison of the Greek fragments with
Jerome’s Latin would make it possible to recon-
struct in substance a very large part of Origen’s
work ; and it is strange that the work has not
yet been Clrtl‘TﬂEltU‘], The i‘ill'l'f‘}&]\l\“wli]]_‘_[ notes
on the :Iv«:l‘\lu{inn of the Christian warfare (vi.
11 f.) offer a good example of Jerome's mode of
dealing with his archetype.

The comments of Origen are almost con-
tinuous, and deal with the following passages;

Chap. 1. 1,2,4,7-11, 13, 14,17, 18, 23,

» ii. 1ff,6,12, 13,17, 19 fI.

il 1/, 14, 15.
a iv. 3, 6, 9-15,17, 1 0, 24-32.
K v. 3-6, 10-12, 15-20, 29, 31, 32,
1, 9-16, 18, 19, 21, 23.

A fragment on Eph. v. 28 f. is preserved ir
the Latin translation of the Apology of Pams
philus. This is not found in the Greek notes.

Purnieriaxs, Corossiaxs, Trrus. PHiLumoN.

(One Book on Philippians; two Books on
Colossians 3 one on Titus ; one on Philemon ; one

Homily on Titus.—H. C.)

Short frazments fr the third Book on the
epistle to the Colossians, and from the Coms
mentary on the epistle to Philemon, and more
considerable fragments from the Book on the
epistle to Titus (Tit. iii. 10, 11), are found in
the translation of Pamphilus’s Apology.

No Greek notes on these epistles have been
preserved.

I THESSALONIANS.

(Three Books; two Homilies—H. C.)

A considerable fragment from the third Imr_\k
of the Commentary on 1 Thess. is preserved in
Jerome’s translation: Ep. ad Minerv. el Alex. 9

(1 Tt iv. 15-17).
Henrews.
ighteen Homilies.—H. C.)

rigen wrote Homilies and Commentaries on
the epistle to the Hebrews. Two l‘l'll!a'""“"“‘.f
the Homilies are preserved by Eusebius (H. E.
vi. 25), in which Origen gives his opinion on the
composition of the epistle.

Some inconsiderable fi
“ Books ™ are found in the t1
philus's Apology.

CATHOLIC EPISTLES. )

The quotations from Origen, which are given
in Cramer’s Cafena on the catholic epistles, aré
apparently taken from other treatises, and not
from commentaries on the books ti]vilm‘]"‘-‘-"’:
James i. 4, 13; 1 Pet. i. 4 (k 77s épumvelas €5
T kard wpdyvwaiw feod); 1 John ii. 14 (e TV
dopatos Tay doudrwy T. AT).

APOCALYPSE.

Origen purposed to comment upon thel.-'kl’o‘
calypse (Comm. Ser. in Matt. § 49), but it is ud=

nents from the
anslation of Pam=

in the |

certain whether he carried out his design.
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B. DoaMATIC WRITINGS.®

On the Resurrection.
Delarue, i. 32-37.
Lommatzsch, xvii. 53-64.

Origen’s writings ¢ Ontheresurrection,” which
are said to have consisted of two books and of a
dialogue in two books (Hier. ap. Ruf. Apol. ii. § 20;
comp. Hier. Ep. xxxiii. 3 [H. C.]), preceded, in
part at least, his essay on First Principles (c. 230).
They were violently assailed by Methoedius, and
were considered by Jerome to abound in errors
(Ep. 1xxxiv. 7). Probably they excited opposi-
tion by assailing the gross literalism which pre-
vailed in the popular view of the future life.
The fragments which remain are consistent with
the true faith, and express it with a wise caution,
affirming the permanence through death of the
whole man and not of the soul only. Thus Origen
dwells rightly on St. Paul’s image of the seed
(Fragm. 2); and maintains a perfect correspon-
dence between the present and the future (qualis
fuerit uniuscujusque praeparatio in hac vita
talis erit et resurrectio ejus), and speaks very
happily of the “ ratio substantiae corporalis ” as
that which is permanent.

On First Principles (mwepl dpxév.
cipiis).d

(Four Books Periarcon.—H. C.)

Delarue, i. 42-195.
Lommatzsch, xxi.

De prin-

Greek.

(1) Considerable fragments of books iil. iv.,
preserved in the Fhilocalia.

(2) A few others mainly in the letter of
Justinian to Menas.

Latin.

(1) A complete translation by Rufinus, who
took great liberties with the text.

(2) Fragments of a translation by Jerome,
given in a letter to Avitus (/£p. 124).

The book On first principles is the most com-
plete and characteristic expression of Origen’s
opinions. It was written while he was in the
full course of his work at Alexandria. He was
probably at the time not much more than thirty
years old and still a ]iyman, but there is no
reason to think that he modified, in any im-
portant respects, the views which he unfolds in
it. The book, it must be borne in mind, was
not written for simple believers but for scholars,
—for those who were familiar with the teaching
of Gnosticism and Platonism j and with a view
to questions which then first become urgent

when men have risen to a wide view of nature |
Non-Christian philosophers moved in |

and life,
a region of subtle abstractions, “ideas™: Origen
felt that Christianity converted these abstrac-
tions into realities, persons, facts of a complete
life ; and he strove to express what he felt in
the modes of thought and language of his own
age. He aimed at presenting the highest know-
ledge (yw@ois) as an objective system. But in
doing this he had no intention of fashioning two
Christianities, a Christianity for the learned and

® It i8 not certain what the Monobiblia, of which
Jerome speaks (Ep. xxxiii. 3), were. They may have
been detached essays on particular points.

4 The edition of Redepenning (E. R.), Lipsiae, 1836,
ia useful and convenient. The translation by Schnitzer,
Stuttgart, 1835, has a suggestive introduction.
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a Christianity for the simple. The faith was
one, one essentially and unalterably, but infinite
in fulness, so that the trained eye could see
more of its harmonies as it necessarily looked for
more. Fresh wants made fresh truths visible.
He who found much had nothing over: he who
found little had no lack.

The book is the earliest attempt to form a
system of Christian doctrine, or rather a philo-
sophy of the Christian faith. In this respect it
marks an epoch in Christian thought, but no
change in the contents of the Chri
The elements of the dogmatic bas issumed
on the authority of the church. The author’s
object is, as he says, to shew how they can be
arranged as a whole, by the help either of the
statements of Scripture or of the methods of exact
reasoning. And however strange or startling
the teaching of Origen may seem to us, it is
necessary to bear in mind that this is the ac-
count which he gives of 1t. He takes for granted
that all that he brings forward is in harmony
with received teaching, He professes to :m;ul;t
as final the same authorities as ourselves.

The treatise consists of four books. The com=
position is not strictly methodical. Digressions
and repetitions interfere with the symmetry of
the plan. But to speak generally the first book
deals with God and creation (religious statics),
the second and third books with ecreation and
providence, with man and redemption (religious
dynamics) ; and the fourth book with Hely i
ture. Or to put the case somewhat differently,
the first three books contain the exposition of a
Christian philosophy, gathered round the three
ideas of God, the world, and the rational soul,
and the last gives the basis of it. Even in the

s on *the restoration of things”)
it is not difficult to see that each successive treat-
ment corresponds with a new point of sight.

In the first book Origen sets out the final
elements of all religious philosophy, God, the
world, rational creatures. After dwelling on
the essential nature of God as incol l, in-
visible, incomprehensible, and on the charac-
teristic relations of the Persons of the Holy
Trinity to man, as the authors of bein
reason, and holiness, he gives a summary view
of the end of human life, for the elements of a
problem cannot be really understood until we
have comprehended its scope. The end of life
then, according to Origen, is the progressive
assimilation of man to Gud by the voluntary
appropriation of His gifts. Gentile philosopher
had proposed to themselves the idea of assimila-
tion to God, but Origen adds the means. By
the unceasing action of the Father, Son, and
Holy Spirit towards us, renewed at each succes=
sive stage of our advance, we shall be able, he
says, with difficulty perchance, at some future
time, to look on the holy and blessed life; and
when once we have been enabled to reach that,
after many struggles, we ought so to continue in
it that no weariness may take hold on us. Each
fresh enjoyment of that bliss oucht to enlarge
or deepen our desire for it; while we are ever
receiving or holding, with more ardent love and
larger ___' sp, the Father and the Son and the
Holy Spirit (i. 3, 8).

But it will be said that this condition of pro=
gress, effort, assimilation, involves the p{\s.-:i}.wﬂii'\-‘
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creed.

| of declension, inlolence, the obliteraticn of the
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divine image. If man can go forward he can go
backward. Origen accepts the consequence, and
finds in it an explanation of the actual state of
men and angels. The present position of each
rational being corresponds, in his judgment, with
the use which he has hitherto made of the reve-
Jations and gifts of God. No beings were created
oricinally immutable in character. Some by
diligent obedience have been raised to the loftiest
places in the celestial hierarchy : others by per-
verse self-will and rebellion have sunk into the
condition of demons. Otl r an inter-
mediate place, and are capable of being raised
again to their first state, and so upward, if they
avail themselves of the helps which are provided
by the love of God. # Of these,” he adds, “I
think, as far as I can form an opinion, that this
order of the human race was formed, which in
the future age, or in the ages which succee
when there shall be a new heaven and a new
earth, shall be restored to that unity which
the Lord promises in His intercessory prayer.”
¢ Meanwhile, ” he continues, “ both in the ages
which are seen and temporal, and in those which
are not seen and eternal, all rational beings who
have fallen are dealt with according to the order
the character, the measure of th leserts,
in the first, others in the second, some

even in the last times, through greater and
neavier sufferings, borne through many ages,

reformed by
stage by s

wper discipline, and restored ...
... reach that which is invisible
and etern .* Ouly one kind of change is
impossible. There is no such transmigration of
souls as Plato |>i“1m'wi, a
Hindoos, in the lezend of
rational bei
brute (i. 8,

The p

 the Armenian. No
into the nature of a
iv. 83).

liscussion is interrupted
I:y one singular episode w hich is characteristic
of the time. How, Or s, are we to re-
gard the heavenly bodies,—the sun and moon and
stars?
lhl‘_\' the temporary

SInK

r can
comp. ¢.
rress of this

tbodes of souls which shall
hereafter be released from them? Are they
finally to be broucht into the |
“#God shall be all in all”? he questions, he
admits, are bold; but he answers all in the
affirmative, on what he held to be the authority
of Seripture (i. Cels. v. 10 £.). f

73 comp. c.

v the fashion of the |

Are they animated and rational ? Ave |

at unity, when |

In the second book Origen pursues, at greater |

length, that view of the visible world, as a place
of discipline and preparation, whi
already lic:

h has
He follows out as a mov
ment what he had before regarded as a condi-
tion. The endless variety in the situations of
men, the in::\ltl;l“ty of their material and moral
circumstances, their critical spiritual ditferences,
all tend to shew, he ¢ s, that the position of
each has been determined in accordance
previous conduct. And God, in
wisdom, has united all tog
Jjustice, so that all these creatures, most diverse
in themselves, combine to work out His purpose,
while “their very variety tends to the one end
of perfection.” All things were made for
sake of man and rational beings. It is through
man, therefore, that this world :
becomes t-umpll-te'. and pertect (comp, ¢ Cels,

t s

His ineffable

iv. 89). The individual is never isolated, though | illumination of men in the future
gh | 2 3 :

he is never irresponsible. At every moment he
is acting and acted upon, adding somethine te

been |

with |
1 | righteous and most loving is fulfilled :
ther with absolute |

the |

y 88 God’s work, |
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the sum of the moral forces of the world, fyp.
nishing that out of which God is fulfilling g;
purpose. The difficulties of life, as (}l‘i"r';; “:
gards them, give scope for heroic effort and
loving service. The fruits of a moral vict
become more permanent as they are gai
through harder toil. The obstacles .'11)-_!hhiu,1_
rances by which man is hemmed in are incen-
tives to exertion. His body is not a ¢ prison.”
in the sense of a place of punishment only; it Jis
a beneficent provision for the discipline of beings
to whom it furnishes such salutary 1‘::.~'Tr::iuts;s
are best fitted to farther their moral growth,
This view of the dependence of the 'pn:scnt, on
the past—to use the forms of human speech—
seemed to Origen to remove a difficulty which
weigh heavily upon thoughtful men in the irst
age, as it has weighed heavily upon thoughtful
men in our own generation. Verv many
then that the sufferings and disparities of life
the contrasts of the law and the gospel, point g;,
the action of rival spiritual powers, or to a
Creator limited by something external to Him-
self (ii. 9, 5). Not so, was Origen’s reply ;
they simply reveal that what we see is a frag
ment of a vast avstem in which we can do o
more than trace tendencies, consequences, signs,
and rest upon the historie fact of the Incarn
tion. In this respect he ventured to regard the
entire range of being as “ one thought ™ ansy
ely perfect will of God, while
“ywe that are but parts can see but part, now this,
now that.” And this seems to be the true mean-
ing of his famous assertion, that the power of
Gaod in ereation was finite and not infinite, It
would, that is, be inconsistent with our ideas of
perfect order, and therefore with our idea of the
Divine Being, that the sum of frst existences
should not form whole, “God made all
things in number and measure.” The omnipo-
tence of God is defined (as we are forced to con-
ceive) by the absolute ions of His nature,
“ He cannot deny Himself” (ii. 9, 1; iv. 33).
jut it may be objected more lefinitely that
our difficulties do not lie only in the circum-

ory
ned

one

stances of the present: that the issues of the
esent, so far as we can see them, bring diffi-
culties no less overwhelming : that even if we

g
s world is fitted to be a place of
discipline for fallen beings who are capable of

allow that

recovery, it is only too evident that the Ll\rC'ii‘li“e
does not always work amendment. Origen admits
the fact, and draws from it the conclusion, that
ystems of per al ]n[]'ilii':lriull and moral
advance w. According to him world grows
out of world, so to speak, till the consummation
is reached. What is the nature or position or
constitution of the worlds to come he does nob
attempt to define. Itis vnnuj_(h to believe that,
from first to last, the will of Him wha is most
and that
each loftier r n gaived is the entrance to some
still more glorious abode abova, so that all being
becomes, as it were, in the highest sense, a
journey of the saints from mansion to mansion
up to the very throne of God i
In order to give clearn to this view Ori-
gen follows out, in imaglnation, the mormal
course of the progressive fl'uiuing, purifying and
He pictures
them passing from sphere to sphere, and resting

| in cach so as to receive such revelations of the
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providence of God as they can grasp; lower
phenomena are successively explained to them,
and higher phenomena are indicated. As they
look backward old mysteries are illuminated :
as they look forward unimagined mysteries stir
their with divine desire, Ewverywhere
their Lord is with them, and they advance from
strength to strength through the perpetual
supply of spiritual food. This food, he says, is
the contemplation and understanding of God,
according to its proper measure in each case,
and as suits a nature which is made and created.
And this measure—this due harmony and pro-
portion between aim and power—it is right that
every one should regard even now, who is begin-
ning to God, that is, to understand Him in
purity of heart (i' 11, 6 £).

But while Origen opens this infinite prospect
of scene upon scene to faith or hope or i
tion, call it as we may, he goes on to shew that
S i‘]s!uru concentrates our attention upon the
next scene, summed up in the words, resurrec-
tion, judgment, retribution. Nowhere he
more studiously anxious to keep to the teaching
of the Word than in dealing with these cardinal
ideas. For him the resurrection is not the repro-
duction of any particular organism, but the pre-
servation of complete identity of person, an
identity maintained under new conditions, which

souls

;(i]]:l-

is

he presents under the apostolic figure the
growth of the plant from the seed: the seed is
committed to the earth, perishes, and yet the

hers a new

vital power which it contains
frame answering to its proper nature.
is no limited and local act, but the unimpeded
execution of the absolute divine law by

Judgment |

which |

the man is made to feel what he is and what he |

has become, and to bear the inexorable conse-
quences of the revelation, Punishment is no
vengeance, but the just severity of a righteous
King, by which the soul is placed at least on the
way of purification.
joy or indolent
of the divine glory,
the mysteries of the
counsels.

In the third book Origen discusses the moral
s of his system. This lies in the recognition

repose,
the growing insight into
fulfilment of the divine

b

of free-will as the inalienable endowment of
rational beings. But this free-will does not
carry with it the power of 1n-]qmniu1t. stion,

but nul_lr the power of receiving the help which
is extended to each according to his c apacity and
needs, and therefore Just lu]zimqlnln\ for the
consequences of action. Such free-will
a sullicient L'\}I]A'llitl\!l} in Origen’s judgment,
for what we see, and gives a stable foundation
for what we hope. It 114( sin definitely within
the man himself, and not without him. It pre-
serves the ]|u~~|b1i:1\' of restoration, while it en-
forees the penalty of failure. “ ¢ God said,’ so he
writes, ¢ let us make man in our image after our
ilkuw\a

aflers

Then the sacred writer adds, ‘and
God made man; in the m‘xL,w of hu-] made He
him.” This therefore that he says, “in the im: e

of God made He him,’ while he is silent as to
the likeness, has no other meaning than this,
that man received the dignity of the image at
his first creation: while the perfection of the
ikeness is kept in the consummation (of all

things) ; that is, that he should himself gain it
by the efforts of his own endeavour

, since the

| that is finite

Blessedness is no sensuous |
but the opening vision |
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possibility of perfection had been given him at
the first...” (iii. 6, 1).

4 : i

Such a doctrine, he shews, gives a deep solem-
nity to the moral conflicts of life. We cannot,
even to the last, plead that we are the victims
of circumstances or of evil spirits. The decision
in each case, this way or that, rests with our-

ORIGENES

selves, yet so that all we have and are truly is
the gift of God. Each soul obtains from the
| ob of its love the power to fulfil His will.

“It draws and takes to itself,” he says in another

e, *“the Word of God in proportion to its
capacity and faith. And when souls have drawn
to themselves the Word of God, and have let
netrate their and their under-
gs, and have perceived the sweetness of

Ance ... filled with \']"’I\lll' and cheer=
Iu\m- 5 thns speed af him ...” (in Cant. i.).

Such a doctrine, so far from tending to Pela-
‘irl.li‘\lll. the very refutation of it. It lays
down that the essence of freedom is absolute
self-surrender : that the power of right action
is nothing but the power of God.
man is the act of a free being,
cise of freedom: if done \\'1Hluli1
upon God, it :lunv in despite of
sponsibly indeed, but under

The decision from momen
mainzains, rests with us, but
is determined from the first, though the conduct
of creatures can delay, throngh untold ages, the
consummation all things.  The gift of being,
onee given, abides for ever. The ra il creature
15 capable of uhun-m, of better and worse, but it
‘an never cease to be, What ]||_\-.1L-1 ies hu\\ ever
behind ; what is the nature of the spiritual
body in which we shall be clothed ; whether all
shall be gathered up in some un-
speakable way into the absolute,—that Orig
holds is beyond our minds to conceive,

As the third book deals with the moral basis
of Origen’s system, so the fourth and last deals
with its dogmatic basis. This order of succese
sion in the treatise is unusual, and yet it is in-
telligible. It moves from the universal to the
special ; from that which is most abstract to
that which is most concrete; from the heights
of speculation to the rule of authority. *“In
investigating such great subjects these,”
Origen writes, * we are not content with com=-
mon ideas and the clear evidence of what we s
but we take testimonies to prove what we \mu,
even those which are drawn from the Scriptures
which we believe to be divine ” (iv. 1). There-
fore, in conclusion, he examines with a reverence,
an insight, a humility, a grandeur of feeling
never surpassed, the i]uu-:lirm'& of the inspiration
and the interpretation of the Bible. The intel-
lectual value of the work may best be charac-
terised by one fact. A single sentence taken
from it was quoted by Butler as containing the
germ of his Analogy.

MISCELLANILS,

senses

18

freedom,
rerse const
t to moment, il
not the end. ih 1t

Ie=
nt.

(0]

as

Delarue, i. 37-41.
Lommatzsch, xvii, 65-78

Before he left Alexandria Origen wrote ten
books of miscellanies (Erpwpareis : comp. Euseb,
H. E. vi. 18).* In these he appears to have dis-

e In H. C. the title *Stromatum,” without any further
definition, is given after the Books on Leviticus and
before those on Isaiah,
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cussed various topics in the light of ancient
philosophy and Scripture (Hier. Ep. ad Magn.
lxx. 4). The three fragments which remain, in
a Latin translation, give no sufficient idea of
their contents. The first, from the sixth book,
touches on the permissibility of deflection from
literal truth, following out a remark of Plato
(Hier. adv. Ruf. i. § 18: comp. Hom. xix. in Jer.
§ 7; Hom. in Lev. iii. §4). The second, from
the tenth book, contains brief notes on the history
of Susanna and Bel (Dan. xiii. xiv.) added by
Jerome to his commentary on Daniel. The third,
from the same book, gives an interpretation of
Gal. v. 13, which is referred to the spiritual
understanding of the narratives of Seripture
(Hier. ad loc. Compare also Hier. in Jerem. iv.

ff)

10 JULIUS AFRICANUS ON THE HIS-
TORY OF St NA (Dan. xiii.).

This letter was written from Nicomedia (§15),
and probs ly on the occasion of Origen’s second
visit to Greece (c. 240). It contains a reply to
the objections which Julius Africanus urged
against the authenticity of the history of
Susanna, and offers a crucial and startling proof

ORIGENES

Cod. Vatic. (Rome) Montfaucon, Bibl. Msg i
12 E. [Used by Persona for the Latin tm;._'
lation 1]

Cod. Ottobon. ([Rome) Montfaucon, L. e, 1.186 g

Cod. Ambros. (Milun) *c. .
tria.” Montfaucon, I ¢. 1. 502 .

Cod. Bodl. Miscell. 21 (Oxford). Saee, xv,

v 36, T (Oxford). Saec, xvi,
Bks. i. and part of ii.

Cod. Coll. Novi (Oxford)., Saec.xvi, A gift of
Card. Pole to the college,

Cod. 8, Marci, 44 (Venice),

- 45 (\'l‘siiCi‘}.

46 ( Venice).

1

Delarue says that his text was collated with
eight MSS, zio, Basiliensi, .]U}}ii\nf_l, qui
nunc est ecclesiae cathedralis Parisiensis, duobus

Vaticanis [recenti et vetere, ii. 11] et tribus

glicanis ” (1. p. 315), but he gives no further

. They probably included 3, 4, 6, 7, 8.

The MSS. agree not unfrequently in readings

which are obviously corrupt, and differ from

the text in the Philocalia ; but as yet they have
not been examined as to determine their
mutual relations. Elie Bouhéreau in his French

(-]

Saec. xiv.
Saec. xiv,

2, Cod. Leidens

seyden). Fabricius, vil, p, 220,

B0

of Origen’s deficiency in historical eriticism. Afri-
canus pointed out, among other things, that the
writing must have been Greek originally, from
the plays upon w ords which it contains, and
that it was not contained in the ¢ Hebrew ”
Daniel. To these uments Origen answers
that he had indeed been unable (@iAn ~yap 7
&rffea) to find Hebrew equivalents to the
paronomasias quoted, but that they may exist;
and that » Jews had probably omitted the
history to save the honour of their elders. In
thus vindicating the authority of the narrative,
on the evidence of the current Greek Bible, he
1'(-<'u:;:ui.\d_‘~' the difference between * the H\'l’i]ltﬂl‘(‘.i
of the Jews ” and * the Scriptures of the church,”
which became fruitful in confusion afterwards.
He is unwilling to sacrifice anything which he
has found held to be sacred. " Providence, he
held, must have provided for the edification of
the church. It is well, too, to remember the
words which bid us “not to remove the eternal
landmarks (aldwa 8pia) which those set who
were before us” (§§ 4 ff.). If it is natural to
admire the reverence of the lar, made doubly
sensi erhaps by the controversies which he
had unwiilingly raised, it must be allowed that
right lies with the aged Africanus, who could
address Origen as *“a son,” and whose judgment
was in the spirit of his own noble saying :
such a principle never prevail in t
Christ that falsehood is framed for His
and glory ” (Fragm. ap. Routh, R. 8. ii. 230).

ve

C. THE EIGHT BOOKS AGAINST CELSUS.
Delarue, i. 310-799.
Lommatzsch.

The following MSS. of the Books against Celsus
are known more or less imperfectly :

1. Cod. August. (Munich, Cod. Graec. 1xiv.) saec.
xvi. followed in the main by D. Hoeschel in the
Editio primeps. ( Reiser, Catol. p. 38.)

2, Cod. Palatinus, used by Hoeschel.f

also

f Hoeschel says on his titlepage that he edited the Book
#ax bibliothecis Elect. Palat. Boica et Au,
notes he refers several times to * Codex P
am not aware that this M3, has been identi

; | tions changes ; but it may be said fa

translation of the work (Amsterdam, 1700)
shewed great skill, with too much boldness, in
dealing with the texv; and Mosheim in the Pre-
face to his valuable German translation (Ham-
burg, 1745) says justly : * Bouhereau, der nichts
mehr als seinen Witz hat brauchen kinnen, hat
weit mehr kranke Stellen des Origenes geschickt
geheilet als Carl de la Rue mit allen seinen acht
alten Abschriften” (Pref. p. 8).

An edition of Books i.~iv. was published by
Prof. W. Selwyn (Cambridge, 1872-4) with
short critical notes and some emendations, The
best English translation is that by Dr. Crombie,
in Clark’s Ante-Nicene Christian Library, bdin-
burgh, 1869, 1872. The French translation by
Bouhéreau, and the German franslation by
Mosheim (see above) are of considerable value.

The earlier apologists had been called upon
to defend Christianity against the outbursts ot
popular prejudice, as a system ::mn!mtihhr with
civil and social order. Origen, in his Books
against Celsus, entered upon a far w ider field,
It was his object to defend the faith inst &
comprehensive attack, conducted by L‘l"lhul\,lh'].--
torical, and philosophical, as well as by politicaly
arcuments. He undertook the work very un
willingly, at the urgent request of his 1‘:-1.:[}-1
Ambrosius, but when he had once undertaken ity
he threw into the labour the whole energy ol
his genius. Celsus was an opponent worthy o
his antagonism [Cersus]; and Origen has ab

least done justice to his adversary, by :\:luwml':
: and fol-
and

him to state his case in his own words,
lowing him step by step in the great controver
At first Origen proposed to deal with the A k
of Celsus in a general form; but after i. 27 he
quotes the objections of Celsus, in the order n,
their occurrence, and deals with them one b;
one, so that it is possible to 1'u=_'s-n.~trtuet.‘the \m.‘
of Celsus, in great part, from Origens quos
tions. It would be ditficult to overrate the iy
portance both of the attack and of the ‘lf]““',\'e
in relation to the history of religious opinion 1t

the 2nd and Srd centuries. The form of objecs
|y that

janity

every essential type of objection to Ch

finds its representative in Celsus’ statementss
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and Origen suggests in reply thoughts, often
disguised in strange dresses, which may yet be
fruitful.

No outline can convey a true idea of the ful-
ness and variety of the contents of the treatis
It may however indicate the range of the dis-
CHS.\irrr'l. ‘:a'pu:ll(ing broadly the whole work falls
into three parts,—the controversy on the history
of Christianity (books i. ii.), the controversy on
the general character and idea of Christianity
(books iii.~v.), the controversy on the relations
of Christianity to philosophy, to popular religion,
and to national life (books vi-viii.). There are
necessarily many repetitions, but in the main this
view appears to represent the course of the argu-
ment. The lines of the discussion were laid down
by Celsus: Origen simply followed him.

After some introductory chapters (i. 1-27),
which deal with a large number of miscellaneous
objections to Christianity as illegal, secret, of
barbarous origin, inspired by a demoniac power,
an offshoot of Judaism, Origen meets Celsus’ first
serious attack, which is directed against the
Christian interpretation of the gospel history.
In this case Celsus places his arguments in the
mouth of a Jew. The character, as Origen points
out, is not consistently maintained, but the
original conception is ingenious. A Jew might
reasonably be supposed to be the best critic of a
system which sprang out of his own people. The
chief aim of the objector is to shew that the
miraculous narratives of the gospels are untrust-
worthy, inconclusive in themselves, and that
the details of the Lord's life, so far as they can
be ascertained, furnish no adeguate support to
the Christian theory of His person. The eriti-
cism is wholly external and unsympathetic.
Can we suppose, Celsus asks, that He who was
God would be afraid and flee to Egypt (i. 66) 2
that He could have had a body like other men
(i. 69 ii. 36) ? that He would have lived a sordid
wandering life, with a few mean followers (i. 62)?
that He would have borne insults without exact-
ing vengeance (ii. 35) ? that He would have been
met with incredulity (ii. 75)? that He would
have died upon the cross (ii. 68) ? that He would
have shewn Himself only to friends if He rose
again (ii. 63) ? For the rest he repeats the Jewish
story of the shameful birth of Christ, and of His
education in Egypt, where Celsus supposes that
He learned the magical arts by which He was
enabled to impose upon His countrymen. These
illustrations sufficiently shew the fatal weakness
of Celsus’ position. He has no eye for the facts
of the inner life, He makes no effort to appre-
hend the gospel offered in what Christ did and was,
as a revelation of spiritual power; and Origen
rises immeasurably superior to him in his vin-
dication of the majesty of Christ’s humiliation
and sufferings (i. 29 f.). He shews that Christ
did “dawn as a sun” upon the world (ii. 30),
when judged by a moral and not by an external
standard (ii. 40): that He left to His diseiples
the abiding power of doing “greater works?”
than He Himself did in His rthly life (ii. 48);
that the actual energy of ¢.'|:1"|~'ti:ﬁ]it-}' in regen-
erating men,$ was a proof that He who was its
8pring was more than man (ii. 79).

& Seen, for example, in one like 8t. Paul, of whom
Celsus took no notice (i. 63).
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In the third and following books Celsus appenrs
in his own person. He first attacks Christianity
as being, like Judaism, or ginally a revolutionary
system, based upon an idle faith in legends no
more worthy of credence than those of Greece
(iii. 1-43) ; and then he paints it in detail as a
religion of threats and promises, appealing only
to the ignorant and the sinful, unworthy of wise
men, and, in fact, not addressed to them, or even
excluding them (iii. 44-81). Here again Origen
has an easy victory, He has no difliculty in
shewing that no real parallel can be established
between the Greek heroes (iii or, as Celsus
had ventured to suggest, Antinous (iii. 36 f.)
and Christ. On the other side he can reply with
the power of a life-long experience, that while the
message of the gospel is universal and divine in
its universality, ¢ education is a way to virtue,”
a help towards the knowledge of God (iii. 45,
49, 58, 74), contributory, but not essentially
supreme, But he rightly insists on placing the
issue as to its claims in the moral and not in the
intellectual realm. Christians are the proof of
their creed. They are visibly transformed in
character: the ignorant are proved wise, sinners
are made holy (iii. 51, 64, 78 fi.).

The fourth and h books are in many respects
the most interesting of all. In these Origen meets
Celsus’ attack upon that which itral
idea of Christianity, and indeed of Biblical reve-
lation, the Coming of God. This necessarily

s the ce

includes the discussion of the Biblical view of
man’s relation to God and nature. The conten-

tions of Celsus are that there can be no s
cause and no adequate end for “a coming of
(iv. 1-28): that the account of God’s dealings
with men in the Old Testament is obviously in-
eredible (iv. 29-50): that n: e is fixed, even
as to the amount of evil (iv. nd that man
is presumptuous in claiming a superiovity over
what he calls irrational ani 54-499), In
especial he dwells on the i ity of the
belief of a coming of God to ji r. 1-24);
and maintains that there is a divir i1 in the
distribution of the world among difl t nations,
in which the Jews have no prerogative (v. 25-50).
On all grounds therefore, he concludes, the ¢
of U]n:.;tinnit‘\' to be a universal religion, base
on the coming of God to earth, are absurd. In
treating these arguments Origen had a more
arduous work to achieve than he had hitherto
accomplished. The time had not then come—
probably it has not come yet—when such far-
reaching objections could be completely met.
And Ox ereatly embarrassed by his want
of that historic sense which is essential to the
apprehension of the order of the divine revela-
tions. His treatment of the Old Testament nar-
ratives is unsatisfactory ; and it is remarkable
that he does not apply his own views on the
unity of the whole plan of being, as grasped by
man, in partial explanation at »
ries of life. They une
and much that he urges in de
great weight, as his remar
of a divine coming (iv. 5 fi., 13 £.), on the 1
dignity of man (iv. 18, 23 ff., 30), on the anthro-
popathic language of Scripture (iv. 711L), opn
the resurrection (v. 16 ff.). .
In the last three books Origen enters again
upon surer ground. He examines Celsus’ par-
allels to the teaching of Scripture on the know-

ts upon the con
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ledge of God and the kingdom of heaven, drawn
from Gentile sources (vi. 1-23); and after a
digression on a my diagnosis of some here-
tical sect, which Celsus had brought forward as a
specimen of Christian teaching (vi. 24-40), he
passes to the true teaching on Satan and the Son
of God and creation (vi. 41-65), and unfolds more
in detail the doctrine of a spiritual revelation
through Christ (vi. 66-81). This leads to a vindi-
cation of the Old Testament prophecies of Christ
(vii. 1-17), of the compatibility of the two d
sations (vii, 18-26), and of the Christian idea of
the future life (vii. 27-40). Celsus proposed to

point Christians to some better way, but Origen

shews that he has failed : the purity iristians
puts to shame the lives of other men (vii. 41-61).

The remainder of the treatise is occupied with
arguments bearing upon the relations of Christi-
anity to popular worship and civil duties, Celsus
urgzed that the “demons,” the gods of polytheism,
might justly claim some worship, as having been
entrusted with certain offices in the world (vii.
62-viii. 32); that the circumstances of life de-
mand reasonable conformity to the established
worship, which inclu what is true in the
Christian faith (viii. 33-68); that civil obedience
is paramount (viii. 69-75), Origen replies in
detail ; and specially he shews that the worship
of one God is the essence of true worship (viii.
12 f); that Christianity has a consistent cer-
tainty of belief, with which no strange opinions
can be put into comparison (viii. 53 ff.); that
Christians do, in the noblest sense, support the
civil powers by their lives, by their prayers, by
their organization (viii. 75).

The spirit of the arguments on both sides is,
it will be seen, essentially modern : in the mode
of treatment there is much that is characteristic
of the age in which the writers lived. Two
points of very different nature will E:-}n'.ri:l”y
strike the student. The first is the peculiar
stress which Origen, in common with other early
writers, and not with them only, lays upon iso-
lated passages of the prophets and of the Old
Testament generally : the second, the unques-
tioning belief which he, in common with Celsus,
accords to the claims of magic and augury (i. 6,
67 5 iv. 92 f. 5 vil. 67 ; viii. 58). But when every
deduction has been made, it would not be easy to
point to a discussion of the claims of Christianity
more comprehensive or more rich in pregnant
thought. Among early apologies it has no rival.
The constant presence of a real antagonist _(z:ivcs
unflagging vigour to the debate; and the con-
scious power of Origen lies in the appeal which
he could make to the Christian life as the one

unanswerable proof of the Christian faith (comp.
Praef. 2; i. 27, 67 s. ).

In addition to the passages of the treatise
which have been already noticed, there are many
others of great interest, which are worthy of
study apart from the context. Such are Origen’s
remarks on the spirit of controversy (vii. 46);
on the moral power of Christianity, its univer-
sality, and its fitness for man (ii. 64 iii. 28, 40,
o4, 625 iv. 26; vii. 17, 85, 42, 59); on fore-
knowledge (ii. 19 f.); on the anthropomorphism
of Scripture (vi. 60 ff.); on the beauty of the
ideal hope of the Christian (iii. 81); on the ideal
of worship (viii. 17 f.; vii. 44); on the divisions
of Christians (iii. 12f; v. 61); on spiritual
fellowship (viii. 64) ; on future unity (viii. 72),
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Compare, in addition to the general writeps 0]
Origen— .

Aubé, B., La poiemique paienne & lg fin dg
11me Sitcle, Paris, 1878,

Keim. Th., Celsus’ wahres Wort .., Zurich, 1813

Pélagaud, E., Etude sur Celse... Paris, 1975,

Lagrange (F.), Abbé, La Raison et lg F;.i
Paris, 1856 A

Kind (A.), Teleologie w.
1875,

Naturalismug ,,, Tena,

D. PracricaL WoRks,
Ox PRAYER.
Delarue, i. 195-272,
Lommatzsch, xvil. 79 ff.

rigen’s essay on prayer was addressed tg
Anﬂm’-sms and l‘:Lh:m:x‘ (pihopadéoraro kal
ynowTaror v BeoseBela &.E&Aqaof, c. 33), in
answer to inquiries which they proposed to hiy
as to the eflicacy, the manner, the subject, the
circumstances of prayer. No w:'itiug of Origen
is more free from his characteristic faul ,_(;r
more full of beautiful thoughts. He examines
first the meaning and use of eby4 (§ 3), and the
ul\jw_-'r.inns urgm] against the Q!Iir_-;\a;)' of prayer,
that God foreknows the future, and that all
things take place according to His will (§5).
Divine foreknowledge does not, he points out,
take away man’s responsibility : the moral atti-
tude of prayer is in itself a sufficient blessing
upon it (§§ 6 ) Prayer establishes an active
communion between Christ and the angels in
heaven (§§ 10 £); and the duty of prayer is
enforced by the example of Christ and the saints
(§§ 13 £.). Prayer must be addressed to God
only, * our Father in heaven,” and not to Christ
the Son as apart from the Father, but to the
Father through Him (§ 15). The proper objects
of prayer are things heavenly, to which *the
shadow “—things earthly—may follow or not
(8§ 16 £). These general reflections are illus-
tratel by a detailed exposition of the Lord's
Prayer, as given by St. Matthew, with reference
also to the corresponding prayer in St. Lli_ke
(8§ 18-30). The last chapters (§§ 31-33) give
interesting details as to the appropriate disposi-
tion, the attitude, the place, the direction (keAiua),
the topics of prayer. He who prays will by
preference, Origen says, pray standing j‘-‘lﬂl
eyes and hands uplifted, and turned to the Enst.

The observations on the habit of prayer (_§‘3):
on the sympathy of the dead with the llvm%
(§ 11), on life as “ one great unbroken prayer
(§ 12, pla cvvarroudrn peydAn edxf) on the
preparation for prayer (§ 81), are of singular
beauty. Elsewhere Origen dwells on the power
of the prayers of the church (in Eom. X. § 19),
even for heathen benefactors (Comm. Ser.in Matt.
§ 120).

The essay is found complete in one MS. only,
Cod. Holmiensis of Trin. Coll. Cambridge. 1}91:”:“5
found the last chapters (31-end) in a Colbertine
MS.,, and had the advantage of a co]lutinnvnfthe
Trinity MS. by the skilful hand of J. Walkeh
witk Bentley’s conjectural emendations. ;

TuE EXHORTATION TO MARTYRDOM (€is paf~
TUpioy wpoTpemwTikds Adyos)

Delarue, 1. 273-310.
Lommatzsch, xx, 227 ff,

In the persecution of Maximinus (23‘5‘23.7)‘
Amiu‘miua;tml'l‘hcoctclus,:lprcsbytcrcf(.aesaleli

£y




ORIGENES

125

ORIGENES

were thrown into prison. Origen addressed them | of wide discipline to Christianity (c. 1). He

in a book written from his heart: as a boy and

as an old man he looked face to face on martyr- |

dom. Their sufferings, he tells them, are a proof
of their maturity (e. 1), and in some sense the

price of future blessedness (2), for which man’s |

earthly frame is unfitted (3 ).
Christ, on the other hand, is the most grievous
wrong to God (6 ff.). Believers are indeed pledged

The denial of |

to endurance, which will be repaid with un- |

speakable joys (12 f.). Moreover they are en-
c:)uruged in their trials l_l-l,' the H!i»llgil'{. of the
unseen spiritual witnesses by whom they are
surrounded in the season of their outward suffer-
ings (18 f.), and by the examples of those who
have already triumphed (22 ff.). By martyrdom
man can shew his gratitude to God (28 f.), and
at the same time receive afresh the forgiveness
of baptism, offering, as a true priest, the sacrifice
of himself (30 ; comp. Hom. vii. in Jud. 2). So
he conauers demons (32). And the predictions
of the Lord shew that he is not forgotten (34 fI.),
but rather that some counsel of love is fulfilled
for him through affliction (39 fi.), such as we
can represent to ourselves by the union of the
soul with God when it is freed from the distrac-
tions of life (47 ff.). Perhaps, too, it may be
that the blood of martyrs may have some virtue
to gain others, for the truth (50, rdya 7¢ Tiuie
aluare @y papripwy dyopabfoovral Tives: comp.
Hom. in Num. x. 2; e. Cels. viii. 44).

E. Crrricar, WriTiNGs [HexapLa].

F. LETTERS.

(Eleven “ books” of Letters in all, two beoks
of letters in defence of his works.—H. C.)

Delarue, i. 3-32.
Lommatzsch, xvii. 1 ff.
Eusebius relates that he had made a collection
of Origen’s letters, containing more than a hun-
dred (I, E. vi. 36, 2).

main entire, those to Julius Africanus and Gre

gory, and of the remainder the fragments and |

notices are most meagre. The famous sentence
from his letter to his father has been already
quoted (p. 98). In another fragment (Dela-
rue, i. p. 3, from Suidas, s. v. Qpryévns) he
gives a lively picture of the incessant labour
which the zeal of Ambrosius imposed upon him.
A third fragment of great interest, preserved by
Eusebius, contains a defence of his study of heathen
philosophy (Euseb. H. #. vi. 19). Another im-
portant passage of a letter addressed to friends
at Alexandria, in which he complains of the mis-
representations of those who professed to give
accounts of controversies which they had held
with him, has been preserved in a Latin transla-
tion by Jerome and Rufinus (Delarue, i. p. 5).
Of the many letters which he wrote in defence
of his orthodoxy, including one to Fabianus,
bishop of Rome (Euseb. H. E. vi, 36 ; comp. Hier.
Ep. 41 (65)), nothing remains. In like manner
his letters to Beryllus (Hier. de Vir. Zil. 60), to
his scholar Trypho (id. 57), to the emperor Philip
and his wife (or mother) (Euseb. H. E. vi. 36 ;
Hier. de Vir. 1il. 54), have also perished.

To Gregory of Neo-Caesarea.

Gregory was as yet undecided as to his pro-
fession when this letter was written {c. 256-7;
comp. pp. 101 f.). Origen expresses his ear-
nest desire that his “son™ will devote all hia
knowledge of general literature and the fruits

Of these two only re- [

illustrates this use of secular lecarning by the
“gpoiling of the Egyptians” (c. 2); and con-
cludes his appeal by a striking exhortation teo
Gregory to study Scripture (rpdnsxe Tﬁ TEY
Belwy ypagdy dvayvdoer AAE wpdoexe): “Ha
that said knock ... and seek ... said also, Ask
and it shall be given” (c. 3). Comp. Driiseke,
Dur Brief d. Orig. an Gregorios . . . Jahrb. f. Pro-
test. Theol. 1881 1.

The letter to Julius Africanus has been already
noticed (p. 122).

G. THE PHILOCALIA.

Some notice must be given of this admirable
collection of extracts from Origen’s writings, to
which the preservation of many fragments of
the Greek text is due. It was made, as it ap-
pears, by Gregory of Nazianzus and Basil; and
the former sent it to Theodosius bishop of
Tyana, about A.D. 382, with a letter (Greg. Naz.
Ep. exv.) in which he says: “That you may
have some memorial from us, and at the same
time from the holy Basil, we have sent you a
small volume of the ¢Choice thoughts’ of
Origen (rukrior Ths "Qpryévous Pidokarias), con-
taining extracts of passages serviceable for
scholars (7ols ¢ihoAdyois). Be pleased toaccept
it, and to give us some proof of its usefulness with
the aid of industry and the Spirit.”

The Philocalia is of great interest, not only
from the intrinsic excellence of the passages
which it contains, but as shewing what Catholic
saints held to be characteristic thoughts in
Origen’s teaching.

The book consists of xxvii. chapters, which
treat of the following subjects:

1. On the Inspiration of divine Scripture.
How Scripture should be read and understood.
What is the reason (Adyos) of its obscurity, and
of that in it which is impossible or irrational
according to the letter (kare Td pnriv).—Long
cts from the fourth book on First Prin-
a 1-23: an extract from the Com-
mentary on Psalm 1. (1i.); an extract from the
Second Homily on Leviticus.

2. That divine Secripture is closed (kéxAetoTar)
and sealed.—Extracts from the Book on Ps. i.

3. Why the Inspired Books [of the Old Test.]
are twenty-two.—Extract from the same FBook
on Ps, i.

4. Of the solecism and poor style of Scripture.
—Extracts from the Fourth Book on St. John.

5. What is much-speaking, and what are
“many books;” and that inspired Scripture is
one Book.—Extracts from the Fifth DBook on
St. John.

6. That divine Scripture is one instrument of
God, perfect and fitted (for its work).—Extract
from the Second Book on St. Matthew.

7. On the special character (o i5iwuaros) of
the persons of divine Scripture.—Extracts from
(1) the early Book on Canticles, (2) the Fourth
Homily on the Acis.

8. On the duty of not endeavouring to correct
the inaccurate (ooAoucoeds) phrases of Scripture
and those which are not capable of being under-
stood according to the letter, seeing that they
contain deep propriety of thought (woAd Td 775
Swavolas dudhovlor) for those who can under-
stand.—Extract from the Commentary on Hosea.

9. What is the reason that divine Scripture
often uses the same term in different significa-

L‘a‘u('
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tions, and (that) in the same place.—Extract
from the Ninth Book on the Romans.

10. On passages in divine Scripture which
seem to involve some stone of stumbling or rock
of offence.— Extract from the Thirfy-ninth
Homily on Jeremiah.

That we must seek the nourishment sup-
miéd by all inspired Scripture, and not turn
from the passages ({ nra) troubled by heretics
with ill-advised difliculties (Euu}q‘znlunu émamo-
phoeow), nor slight them, but make use of them
also, bei from the confusion which
attaches to unbelief—Extracts from the Zwen-
tieth Book on Eze

That he should not fuint in the reading
of divine Scripture who does not understand the
dark riddles and parables it contains.—Extract
I‘I‘um the Twenticth Homily on Joshua,

When and to whom the lessons of philo-
.‘u-ph_\_' are serviceable to the explanation of the
sacred Scriptures, with Scripture testimony.—
Letter to Gregory.

14. That it is most necessary for those who
wish not to fail of the truth in understanding
the divine Scriptures to know the logical prin-
ciples or preparatory discipline (uaBfuara fiTol
'n'pf)?ra:ﬁﬂrwa‘ra} which apply to their use, with=-
out which they cannot set forth the exact mean-
ing of the thoughts expressed as they should
do.—Extract from the Third Book on GGenesis.

15. A reply to the Greek philosophers who
disparage the poverty of the style of the divine
Secriptures, and maintain that the noble truths
in Christianity have been better expressed among
the Greeks ; and who further say that the Lord s
person was ill-favoured ;
different forms of the Wurd
Sizth and Seventh Books against is,® ¢. Cels.
vi. 1-5 (with a fragm. from i. 2); vii. 58-61;
vi. 75-77 (with fragments from i. 42, 63 ; ii. 15;
and one of uncertuin source, p. 89 L.).

16, Of those who malign Christianity on ac-
count of the heresies in the Church.—Extract
from the Third Book against Celsus (c. Cels. iii.
12-14, with fragments from v. 61, 63).

17. A reply to those philosophers who say
that it makes no difference if we ¢ Him who
is God over all by the name Zeus, current among
the Gr , or by that which is used by Indians or
Egyptians.—Extracts from the Third and Eifth
Bouks against Celsus (c. Cels. i. 21-25; v.45, 46 :
iv, 48 fragm.).

18. A reply to the Greek philosophers who
profess univ ersal knowledge, and blime the

17 ke

Extracts from the

simple faith (70 é&veléraocror 7is wiorews) of

the mass of Christians, and charge them with
preferring folly to wisdom in life; and who
say that no wise or educated man has become a

disciple of Jesus . ... Extracts from the
First and Third Books against Celsus (c. Cels, i.
9-11; 19b, 20; 12, 13; 62b-66; iii. 44-54;

73h, 74).

19. That our faith in the Lord has nothing in
common with the irrational, superstitious faith
of the Gentiles . . . And in reply to those
who say, How do we think that Jesus is God
when He had a mortal body 7 —Extracts from the

h ]t will be noticed that the description of the sources

of the extracts given in the book is not alw ays exact or
orrect.

| (Rom,
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same (Third) Book against Celsus (c.
38-42 a).

20. A reply to those who say that the whol
world was made, not for man, but for Jrnuu,[,s
creatures. .. who live with less toil than mey ;
and foreknow the future. Wherein is an 'un-q.
muut against transmigration and on augury ,

ixtract frnm the Fourth Book against {7 l’aus
( els. 73b-76a, 78-99).
: ()1 1ru will, with an explanation of the
8f \m<'~. of “ullpTUil’ which \mm to deny
Extract from the Third Book (’J First Pry

22. What is the dispersion of the rati
human souls indicated under a veil in the build-
ing of the Tower, and the confusion of tongues,
from the Fifth Book against Ld\
(c. Cels. v. 28a, 35, 28b-3:

3. On Fate, and the recon tion of divine
foreknowledge with human freedom; and how
the stars do not determine the affairs of men,
but only indicate them . . . Extracts from (i.) the
Third Book on Ge nesis, (il.) the Second Book
against Celsus (e. Cels. ii. 20b).

“24. Of matte r, that it is not uncre: |lm1(a'yrym.
Tos) or the cause of evil.—From the Seventh I
of the Evangelical Preparation of Eusebius Lrlhuu
j’,lurxu Evany. vii.

25. That the separation to a special work
i. 1) from foreknowledze does not dl:s'.rny

Cels, gy,

it -
i;-f{'-!.
onal op

| free-will.—Extract from the First Book un the

with the reason of the |

Romans.

26. Of the question as to things good and
evil . . . Extract from the Book on Fs. iv.

27. On the phrase: “ He hardened Pharach’s
heart,”—FExtracts from unnamed books ; and from
notes on Exodus, and from the Secoad Book on
Cunticles.

The MSS. of the Philocalia are numerous. One
at Venice (No. 47) is referred to the 11th century.
A MS. at New College Oxford is of interest as
having been presented to the Society by Cardinal

| Pole.k

It does not fall within the scope of this article
to notice in detail the works which have been
falsely attributed to Origen. Of these the most
important are:

_Hea Dialogue against the Marci nites (Auioyos
xatd Mapriwwiordy §) wepl Tiis eis Beby opins

| wioTews).

Delarue, 1. 800 ff,

Lommatzsch, xvi. 246 fI.}

1 The passage is qnwled by Eusebius from 4 Maxl-
mus, f tingu »d man.” A large part of it is found
in the * Diulogue of Adamantius,” falsely attributed 0
Origen (Delarue, 1, ﬂ\ﬂ'.; l,uuun..n, sch, xvi. 341 )
Comp. Routh, f.::H Sacrae, ii. 77T,

It is by no means unli \f‘l\ [Imt this section was added
to the text afterwards, The concluding note says that the
]m\\-u:v is also found ér fé‘f!pl-}rgt ous Tpos MapriuwriaTas
the Dialogue of Adamantius, which they could bardly
have attributed to him.

k Sce also § ix. note, p. 140,

1 There is a MS. of the Dialogue in the Gale coll
(0. 4.41) with the following note : *C
cum cod. ms. qui servatur in Bibl
autem i8 descriptus ex cod. ms =

collatus cum alio ejusdem Bibliothecae libro ms®
the end ia the colophon: * Scripsit Petrus Golitmann?
Seotus in bibliotheca Bodleiana anno redemptae ,.alulli
A lovse sheet of conjectural emendations
sluded in the same volume,

n A
R.g,w Bibl. Gall \9‘
4
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Philosop’wmrna, 8 fragment of & treatise | of the people (in Josh. vii. 6), using the powers

»

% ggainst all heresies.’
Delarue, i. 872 ff.
Lommatzsch, xxv. 279 ff.

Commentaries on Job (three books), written
after 311.
Delarue, ii. 850 ff.
Lommatesch, xvi. 1 ff,

Philosophumena, published under the name of
Origen from a Paris MS. by E. Miller, Oxford,
1851, but now generally attributed to ][1]11;1;«
1$‘LL1.~.

" It is probable that the Lezicon of Hebrew
names, published under the name of Origen by
Martianay (Hieron. iii. pp. 1203 ff,, ed. Migne),
has at least an Origenian foundation, and the
interpretations deserve comparison with those
scattered through Origen’s Greek works, Comp.
Fabricius, Bibl, Graecu, vii. 226 f.™

V. View oF CHRISTIAN LiFE.

The picture of Christian life which is drawn
in Origen's writings, is less complete and vivid
than might have been expected. It represents
a society already sufficiently large, powerful,
and w t’:llth\, to offer ex: unp sles of llupuLu vice
Origen contrasts the Christians of his own ds
with those of an earlier time, and pronounces
them unworthy to bear the name of “ faithful
(Hom. in Jer. iv. 85 comp. in Matt. xvil. 24).
Some who were Christians by birth were unduly
ln'uuai of their descent (in Matt. xv. § 26).
Others retained their devotion to pagan super-
stitions — nstrology, auguries, necromancy (in
Josh, v. 6, vii. 4; comp. in Mutt. xiii. § 6)
and secular amusements (Hom. in Lev. ix. 9,
xi. 1). There were many spiritual “ Gibeonites "
among them, men who gave liberal offerings to
the churches but not their lives (in Josh. x.
1, 3). The :ltli'ltrl.’\llt:(! at church mrrvices was
infrequent (in Josh. i. 75 Hom. in Gen. x. 1, 3).
The wors h|ppus were inattentive (Hom. in Ex.
xiii. 2) and impatient (fom. in Jud. vi. 1).
Commercial dishonesty (in Matt., xv. 13) and
hardness (Sel. in Job. p. 341 L.) had to be re-
proved.

Such faults call cut the preacher’s denuncia-
tions at all times. Origen deals with an evil
more characteristic of his age when he dwells on
the growing ambition of the clergy. High places
in the hierarchy were now sought by favour and
by gifts (Hom. in Num. xxii. 4; comp. in Matt.
xvi. 22; Comm. Ser. §§ 9, 10, 12). Prelates
endeavoured to nominate their kinsmen as their
successors (id. xxii. 4); and shrank from boldly
rebuking vice lest they should lose the favour

The MS, in the Library of Trinity College which is
referred to 18 marked B. 9, 10. The colophon is: “In
gratiam praestantissimi et reverendissimi viri Isaaci
Vossii [.V.D. describebam Lutetiae Parisiorum, Decembri
1647, ego Qandius Sarranius.” The MS. was given by
Voss to H. Thorndike.

m One apocryphal Homily On Mary Magdalene
deserves to be noticed on account of its wide popularity.
Chaucer says that :

* He made also, gon is a grete while,
Origenes upon the Maudelaine,™
Legend of Good Women, 427.
But the Lamentation of Marie Magdaleine, which is

often printed among his works, is generally held to be
Ipurluuﬂ.

| unhesitatingly

of discipline from passion rather than with judg-
ment (in Matt. Comm. Ser. § 14), so that their
conduct already caused open secandal (Hom. in
Nuwm, ii. 1 They too often forgot }mmwht_\ at
their ordination (Hom. in Ezech. 2). They
despised the counsel of men of lower rank, “not
to speak of that of a layman or a Gentile ™
(Hom. in Ex. xi. 6).

Origen in particular denoun the pride
of the leading men in the Christian society,
which already exceeded that of Gentile tyrants,
especially in the more important cities (in Matt.
xvi. B).

It natural that a public teacher should
dwell on wvi rather than on virtues, but
Origen’s language must not be forgotten when
an estimate is made of the early church.

Yet, according to Origen, traces still remained
in his time of the miraculous endowments of the
‘1!m1u]u church, which he had himself seen (e.

15

Jels, ii. 8, iil. 24 in Joh, tom. xx. 28, Ixwm kal
J\srglua.af., comp. ¢ Cels. i. 2). Exorcism was
habitually practised (Hom. in Jos. xxiv. 1).

Demons were expelled, many cures were wrought,
future events were foreseen by Christians through
the help of the Spirit (c. Cels. i. 46 5 comp. i. 25
iii. 36, viii. 58) ; and he says that the *name of
Jesus” was sometimes powerful against demons,
even when named by bad men (c. Cels. i, 63
comp. v, 43),

But this testimony must be taken in conjunc-
tion with the belief in the power of magic which
he shared with his contemporaries. He appeals
to the efficacy of incantations
made with the use of sacred names (c. Cels. i. 22,
iv. 33 ff.; comp. m Matt. Comm. Ser. § 110),
and otherwise according to secret rules (c.

24 Hom. in Num.
ap. Philoc. c. xii.)

Origen says little of the relations of Christians
to other bodies in the state. The interpenetra-
tion of eommon life by paganism necessarily
excluded believers from most public ceremonies,
and from much social intercourse. The same
influence made them ill-disposed towards art,
which was for the most part devoted to the old
rion (c. Cels. iii. 56 5 De Orat, 17), and had
as yet founl any place in connexion with
tian worship (e. Cels. vii. 63 I.). And it is
remarkable that while Origen was pre-eminently
distinguished for his v indication of the claims of
reason (¢, Cels. i. 13) and of Gomilt philosophy,
as being the !!lm-J fruit of man’s n: |t|11.|\ powers
(comp. Hom. in Gen. xiv. 3; in Ez. xi. 6) and
not their corruption (Tertullian), he stil} very
rarely refers to the literature of secular wisdom
in his general writings as ancillary to revelation,
He even in some cases refers its origin to “the
princes of this world * (De Princ. 3, 2); and
in an interesting outline of the course of Gentile
education, he remarks that it may only accumu-
late a wealth of sins (Hom. iii. in Ps, xxxvi. 6).
On the other hand, his directions for dealing with
unbelievers are marked by the tiuest courtesy
(Hom. in Ex. iv. 9); and in spite of his own
courageous enthusiasm, he Ci‘lli!’l-?tl](.li I'rudcm‘e
in times of perseention (in Mati. ). Oc-
casions for such self-restraint ar mmtunml]v.
For Ulu'nl notices the pnpu!.u ]u dgment, ac ive
from ihr time of Tertullian to that of Augustine,
which referred * wars, famines, and pestilen 8

Cels.
xiii. 43 in Jos. xx, fragm.




128 ORIGENES

to-the spread of the faith (in Matt. Comm. Ser.
§ 39). In especial he dwells upon the animosity
of the Jews, who * would rather see a criminal

acquitted than convicted by the evidence of a |

Christian” (id. § 16). Of the extension of
Christianity he speaks in general terms, rhe-
torically rather than exactly. It was mnot
preached among all the riopians, especially
% those beyond the river,” or among the Chinese,
% What,” he continues, “shall we say of the
Britons or Germans by the Ocean, Dacians, Sar-
matians, Scythians, very many of whom have not
vet heard the word ?” (in Matt. Comm. Ser. § 39).
Yet elsewhere he reckons inhabitants of Britain
and Mauritania among those who held the com-
mon faith (Hom. in Lue. vi.).

As a general rule Christians declined publie
offices, not from any lack of loyalty, but as
feeling that they could serve their country
better through their own society (c. Cels. viii.

, T9).

The church, according to Origen, is the whole
body of believers animated by Christ, who, as
the Divine Logos, stirs each member, so that
without Him it does nothing (e. Cels. vi. 48).
In the widest sense it has existed even from the
Creation (in Cant. ii. p. 418 L.). Such a view,
which makes the church coextensive with the
existence of divine fellowship, 'ries with it
the corollary, that ¢ without the church there is
no salvation” (Hom. in Jos. iii. 6). Origen, as
has been seen, shewed practically his respect for
the see of Rome, but he recognised no absolute
supremacy in St. Peter (in Muatf. xii. 11). He
held indeed that he had a certain pre-eminence
(in Joh, tom. xxxii. 5), and that the church was
founded on him (Hom. in Fie. v. 4), but every
disciple of Christ, he affirms, holds in a true
sense the same position (Comun. tn Matt. xii. 10).

In this connexion it may be noticed that
Origen lays great stress upon the importance
of right belief (¢#n Matt. tom. xii s Comemn, Ser,
in Matt. § 333 De Orat. 29). As a young man
he refused every concession to a misbeliey in
the house of his benefactress (Euseb. H. E, vi.
2). In later years he laboured successfully to
win back those who had fallen into error. DBut
none the less his sense of the infinite greatness
of the truth made him tolerant (c. Cels. v. 63).
He ventured to say that varieties of belief were
due to the vastness of its object (e. Cels. iii. 12);
and his discuss
heretic? is full of interest (.j'lr'\éJrHl. in };:p. ad
Tit).

Casual notices scattered through Origen’s
writings, give a fairly complete view of the
religious observances of his time. He speaks
generally of stated times of daily prayer, “ not
less than three ” (De Orat. 12), of the days which
they kept—* the Lord’s days (comp. Hom. in Ex.
vii. 53 in Num. xxiii. 4), Fridays, Easter, Pente-
cost” (e. Cels. viii. 22; comp. Hom. in Is. vi.
§ 2),—and of the Lenten, Wednesday, and Friday
fasts (Hom. in Lev. x. 2). Some still added Jewish
rites to the celebration of Easter (Hom. in Jer.
xii. 13), and other traces remained of Judaizing
practices (Hom. in Jer. x. § 2). Jewish ccsnvm-t::,
Origen says without reserve, *have mnot left
their national law (c. Cels. ii 1, comp. § 3);
though he lays down that Christ forbade His
disciples to be circumcised (c. Cels. i, 22 5 comp.
v. 48). Christians however still abstained from

n of the question, Who is a |
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“ things strangled ” (e. (:‘;-f‘s, viii, 30), and from
meat that had been offered to idols (id. 24
Outward forms had already made progress: _m&
there were those whose religion Cl';llsii'l:_ll‘ in
& l‘m\_\'ing their head to priests, and in bringing
oﬂermg_.—; to adorn the altar of the Chlll::h;’
(Hom. in Jos. x. 3).

Baptism was administered to int‘nnts, “in
ncc-:uj!;m(:f: 1\'|lh El!1:‘.~ilu!1;: tradition ” (in Rom,
v. § 9, p. 397 L.; Hom. in Lev, viii. § 33 in Ly,
xiv.), in the name of the Holy Trinity (in Rom
v. § 8, p. 383 L.3® comp, in Jok. tom, vi. 1'7].
with thesolemn renunciations *“ of the devil -'lﬂfiui
his pomps, works, and pleasures ” ( Hom, in N,
xii. 4)° The unction (confirmation) does not
appear to have been separated from it (in Rom,
v. § 8, p. 381 : “ omnes baptizati in aquis istis
visibilibus et in L-]_u‘ism;lm visibili ”)_ As for the
gift of the Holy Spirit, which comes only from
Christ, Origen held that it was given m:‘:'..m'.ng
to His righteous will : “ Not all who are bathed
in water are forthwith bathed in the Hol
Spirit” (Hom. i Nwm. iii. 1). Compare al
Sel, n Gen, ii. 155 Hum. tn Luc. xxi, 3 De Prine,
i. 23 and for the two sacraments, Hom. in Num,
Adult converts were divided into
different classes and trained with great care
(c. Cels. iii. 51).

Of the Holy Communion Origen speaks not
unfrequently. but with some reserve (Hom. in
Lev. x. 103 dn Jos. iv. 1). It is remarkable
that he does not mention it when he discusses
the various modes of remission of sin (Hom, in
Lev. ii. 4). The passages which give his views
most fully are in Joh. xxxii. § 163 in Matf, xi.
§ 145 in Mutt. Comm. Ser. §§ 85 fi5 Hom. in
Gen. xvii. 83 in Ex. xiil. § 33 in Lev. 10;
m Num, xvi. 9. Comp. c. Cels. viii. s 073
Hom. in Jud. vi. 2; Hom. ii. in Ps, xxxvii, 6}
Sel, in Ps. p. 365 L.

The ruling thought of his interpretation i
suggested by John vi.: “corpus Dei Verbi aut
sanguis quid aliud esse potest nisi verbum quod
nutrit et verbum quod laetificat?” (in Matt.
Comm. Ser. § 85); “bibere autem dicimur san-
guinem Christi non solum sacramentorum ritu
sed et cum sermones eius recipimus in quibus
vita consistit, sicut et ipse dieit, Verba quid
locutus sum spiritus et vita est” (Hom. in N
xvi. § 93 comp. xxiii. § 6). The passage which
is often quoted to shew *a presence of Christ in
the sacrament extra wswm,” indicates nothing
more than the reverence which naturally belongs
to the consecrated elements (consecratum munus,
Hom. in Ez. xiii. 3). 4

The kiss of peace was still given “at the time
of the mysteries” (in Cant. i. p. 331 L.), “ after
prayers” (in Rom. x. § 33) ; and the Joye-feast
CAvydny) was sufficiently notorious to form a
subject of Celsus’s attacks (o L 1) hm_the
practice of ¢ feet-washing,” if it ever ]n‘(—.v;‘sllul,
was now obsolete (in Joh. xxxii. § 7; Hom. ¥ b,
vi. § 3). It may be added that the use made 0

® In commenting on Rom. vi. 3 in this passage he
meets the guesiion which may be asked, how it is 111}}1'
St. Paul speaks of baptism * in the name of Christ Jestus
“ while baptism is not held to be lawful unless under the
name of the Trinity.”

o In Hom. in Ezech. vi. 6, there appears to be are
ference to the use of salt and milk and the white 100
Comp. in Rom. v.§8 l.¢c
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Tames v. 14, in Hom. in Lev. ii. 4, does not give

any support, as has been often affirmed, to the-

practice of extreme unction.

The treatise On Prayer gives, as has been
geen, a vivid picture of the mode and attitude of
prayer. It was usual to turn to the east (De
Orat. 31; Hom. in Num, v. § 1). Standing and
kneeling are both recognised (De Orat. L.
Hom. w Num. xi. § 95 comp. in Sam. Hom.

i §9). F

Forms of prayer were used (Hom. in
Jer. xiv. § 14) ; and prayers were made in the
vernacular language of each country (c. Cels.
viii. 31).

Origen frequently refers to confession as made
to men and not to God only (Hom. in Luc. xvii.;
De Orat. 285 Hom, ii. in Ps. xxxvii. § 6); and
reckons penitence completed by such confession
to a “ priest of the Lord” as one of the modes
for forgiveness of sins (IHom. ii. in Lev. § 4).
At the same time he speaks elsewhere of public
confession (Eopordynais) to God as e
(Hom. i. in Ps. xxxvi. § 5), a form of penitence
to be adopted after wise advice (Mom. ii. én Ps.
xxxvii. § 6); and while he adopts the common
but false view of Matt. xvi. 18, he supposes that
acy of “the power of the keys” depends
upon the ‘character of those who exercise it (in
Matt, tom, xii. § 14).

Discipline was enforced by exclusion from
common prayer (in Mutt. Comm. Ser. § 89);
and for more serious offences penitence was
admitted once only (Hom. in Lev. xv. § 2).
Compare also what is said on “sin unto death”
(Hom. in Lev. xi. 2). Those who had offended
ievously after baptism were looked upon as
incapable of holding office (c. Cels. iii, 51),

The threefold ministry is noticed as if it were
universally recognised; and Origen speaks of
presbyters as priests, and deacons as Levites
(Hom. in Jerem. xii. 3). The people were to be
present at the ordination of priests (Hom. in
Lev, vii. 3). At the same time he recognises
emphatically the priesthood of all Christians

who “have been anointed with the sacred
chrism” (Hom. in Lev. 93 comp. Hom. in
Num, v. 35 in Jos. vii. 2; comp. Fuh. ad

Martyr. 30).

Widows are spoken of also as having a definite
place in the organization of the church (Hom.
in Is. vi. § 33 Hom, in Luc, xvil.); and yet it
does not appear that they were combined in
any order (in Lom. x. §§ 17, 20).

As yet no absolute rule was made as to the
celibacy of the clergy. Origen himself was
inclined to support it by his own Jjudgment
(Hom. in Lev. vi. § 6). “No bishop, however,
or presbyter or deacon or widow could marry a
second time ” (Hom. in Luc. xv such Origen
held to be in a second elass, not “of the church
without spot” (7. ¢.; but comp. note on 1 Cor.
vii. 8). It was a sign of the difficulties of the
social position of Christians that some rulers
of the church” allowed a woman to marry
again while her husband (presumably a Gentile
Who had abandoned her) was still living (in
Matt, tom, xiv. § 23).

Origen’s own example and feeling were
strongly in favour of a strict and continent life
(cfuﬂp, ¢ Cels. vii. 483 Hom. in Gen. v. 4),
while he condemns false asceticism (in Matt.
Comm, Ser. §10). He enforces the duty of
systematic alnsgiving (id. § 61); and maintains
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that the law of offering the firstfruits to God,
that is to the priests, is one of the Mosaic pres
cepts which is of perpetual obligation (Hom, in
Num. xi. 1; comp. e. Cels. viii. 34). Usury is
forbidden (Hom, iii. in Ps. xxxvi. § 11). Tha
rule as to food laid down in Acts xv.
as has been seen, still observed (in Rom. ii.
p- 128 L. ; e. Cels, viii. 30).

The reverence of Christian burial is noticsd
(Hom. in Lev.iii. § 3 5 ¢. Cels. viii. 30). Military
servize, according to Origen, was unlawful for
Christians (e. Cels. v. 33, viii. 73), though he
seems to admit exceptions to the rule (id. iv

VI. Or CRITIC AND IN i

Origen regarded the Bible as the source and
rule of truth (Hom. in Jer. i. § 7). Christ is
“the Truth,” and they who are sure of this seck
spiritual knowledge from His very words and
teaching alone, given not only during His earthly

sence, but through Moses and the prophets
inc. Praef. 1). The necessary points of
doetrine were, Origen held, comprised by the
apostles in a simple creed handed down by tradi-
tion (De Princ. Praef. ii.), but the fuller exhibi-
tion of the mysteries of the gospel was to be
sought from the Scriptures. In this respect he
made no sharp division between the Old and New
Testaments. They must be treated as one body,
and we must be ful not to mar the unity of
the Spirit which exists throughout (in Joh. x. 13 :
comp. De Princ. ii. 4). The divinity of the Old
Testament is indeed first seen through Chuist
(De Princ. iv. 1, 6).

1. The Canon of Seripture.—In fixing the con-
tents of the collection of sacre 3
shews some indecision. In ard to the Old
Testament he found a serious difference between
the Hebrew Canon and the books which were
commonly found in the Alexandrine Greek
Bible. In his Commentary on the first Psalm
he gives a list of the canonical books (al
évdidfnror BIBAor) according to the tradition
of the Hebrews, twenty-two in number (ap.
2b. H. E. vi. 25). In the enumeration the
Book of the Twelve (minor) Prophets is omitted
by the error of Eus s or of his transcriber,
for it is necessary to make up the number; and
the © Letter ” (Baruch vi.) is added to Jeremiah,
because (apparently) it occupied that position in
Origen’s copy of the L for there is no evi-
dence that it was ever included in the Hebrew
Bible. The B¢ of the Maccabees, which
(1 Mace.,) bore a Hebrew title, were not included
in the number (¥fw Todrwy éorl).

But while Origen thus gives a primary place
to the books of the Hebrew Canon, he expressly
defended, in his letter to Africanus, the use
among Christians of the additions found in the
Alexandrine LXX. (comp. p. 122).
willing to sacrifice anything which ws
by custom and tended to edification.
practice reflects this double view. He never, as
far as we know, publicly expounded any of the
apocryphal books of the Old Testament, while he
habitually quotes them as having authority,

, was
§ 13,

10ks

I[lﬁ was un-
sanctioned
His own

P In addition to the general works already referred to
the essay of J. J. Bochinger (Argentor. 1829-30), De 0.
allegorica 8. ilerpretatione may be noticed as im-
partial and full in detail. There is another essay on the
subject by C. R. Hagenbach (B
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though he frequently notices, while he does so,
that their authority was challenged.

So we find references to the Books of Maccahees
(De Princ. ii. 1, 5 5 in Joh. xiii. 57); to Baruch
(Hom. in Ec. vii, 2; Comm. in Lom. ii. § 7); to
Ecclesiasticus (in Joh, tom, xxxii. 14; Hom. ii. in
Ps. 39,8 7); to Wisdom (in Joh. xxviil. 13, el Tis
wpogleTar; comp. tom. xx. 43 De f‘m‘uu‘.”i\' :
to Tobit (De Orat. 11 mm. in Bom. viii
1o Judith (in Joh. vi. § 16); to the Additions to

Esther and to Daniel, in the letter to Africanus.

In addition to these books, which had a cer-
tain sanction in the church, Origen quotes also
the Book of Enoch (¢. Cels. v. 55 ; De Prine. iv.
3535 Hom.in Num. xxviii. 2), the Prayer of Joseph

(in Joh. ii
of Moses (Hom. in Jos. ii. 1), and the Ascension
of Isaiah (De Prine. iii. 2, 15 Hom. in Jos. ii. 13
comp. tn Matt, t. 5. 18) ; and it is probably to
books of this type that he refers in the interesting
remarks on  apocryphal ” books in Prol. in Cant.
. 525 L.

How far Origen was from any clear view of
the history of the books of the Old Testament
may be inferred from the importance which he
assigns to the tradition of Ezra’s restoration of
their text from memory after the Babylonian
captivity (Sel. in Jer, xi. p. 5 L.; Sel. in Ps. id.
p. 371).

His testimony to the contents of the New
Testament is more decided. He notices the
books which were generally acknowledged in the
church as 1.*05.‘-1‘»5“:4 un-lﬁc.\i ionable ultthul‘it'\';

els [the Acts¥], 1 Peter, 1 .John,
thirteen Epistles of St. Paul. To these he adds
the Apocalypse, for he seems to have been
unacquainted with its absence from the Syrian
Canon (ap. Euseb. H. E. vi. 25). In another
passage, preserved only in the Latin translation
of Rutinus (Hom. in Jer. vii. 1), he enumerates
all the books of the received New Testament,
without addition or omission, as the trumpets
by which the walls of the spiritual Jericho are
to be overthrown (the Four Gospels, 15t and 2nd
Peter, James, Jude, the Epistles and Apocalypse
of St. John, the Acts by St. Luke, fourteen Epistles
of 8t. Paul). This enumeration, though it can-
not be received without reserve, may represent
his popular teaching. In isolated notices he
speaks of the disputed books as received by some
but not by all (Epistle to the Hebrews, ap. Euseb.
H E v s Ep. ad Afric. § 9; James, in Juh.
xix. 63 2nd Peter, Hom. in Lev. iv. 4; Jude, in
Matt. tom. x. 17, xvii. 30); and it was ilcuurdiuf_g
to his spirit to accept, in a certain sense, whatever
tended to edification, though he appears to have
limited doctrinal authority to the acknowledged
books (Comm. Ser. in Matt. § 28). )

In addition to the %controverted” books
which have found a place in the New Testa-
ment, Origen quotes most frequently and with
the greatest respect the J‘)'.f'u’}'u"L(’i'rf'l‘lf Hermas
(e. g. De Prine. i. 8, 8, iv. 11 ; in Matt. tom, xiv.
§ 21; in Rom. x. 31, p. 437 L.)F

q This book is not specially mentioned, but Origen's
usage is decisive as to the position which he assigned to
it. The tacit omission is a good illustration of the danger
of trusting to negative evidence, i

* The statement of Tarinus, however ( Philoc. p. 633),
that Origen wrote a ecommentary on the Shepherd appears
to be simply a fulse deduction from the word Supyovpefa
(Philoc. L p. 23, 11).

95, ef 1is wpoclerar), the Assumption | :
ion | Preaching (in Joh. xiil. 173 De Princ, Praef, 8,
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He quotes also or refers to the Epistls () of
Clement, * a disciple of the apostles™ (De f‘;'ir:--
ii. 3, 6 ; in Joh. tom. vi. 86 3 Sel. in Ez, vijj 3}'
“the Catholic Epistle of Barnabas” (c. Cels i
635 De j’:_'fraa.‘. iti. 2, 44 comp. Comm. in };n;ml 'l.
§ 18), the Gospel according to the Hebrews (in J‘-m.
tom. ii. 6, dav wpua'ie‘rn.f TIS 3 Hom. in Jer, “‘
43 in Matt. tom. xv, 14, Vet. int. Lat.: .;‘.mpl
Hier, de Virr, Zll. 2), the Gospels *according to zﬁ;
Egyptians,” and  “according to the Tiele
Apostles,” “according to Thomas,” and “ afjes
Matthias” (Hom. 1 in Luc., *Ecclesia quatugr
habet evangelia, haeresis plurima, e quibus ,, ”
the Gospel according to Peter, the Book of James
(in Matt. x. 17, Tou émryeypappévor Kard Mérpop
edayyerlov §) Tns BlBAov ’lakdBov), Peter's

Petri doctrina), the Acts of Paul (in Joh, xx,
12 ; De Princ. i. 2, 8), the Clementines (Comm,
Ser. in Matt, § 77 5 in Gen. iil. § 14, al weplodor),
some form of the Acts of Pilate (in Matt. Comm,
Ser. § 122), the Testaments of the Twelve Pge
triarchs (in Joh. xv. 6), the Tedching of the
Apostles (2) (Hom. in Levit. xi. 2).

Sayings attributed to the Lord are given in
Matt. tom. xiii. § 2, xvi. § 28 (Sel. in Ps. p. 452 L.
and De Orat. §§ 2, 14, 16 ; comp. Matt. vi. 83),
xvii. § 313 in Jos. iv. 3. A few traditions are
preserved : in Matt. Comm. Ser. § 126 (Adam
buried on Calvary); id. § 25 (death of the father
of John Baptist); e. Cels. i. 51 (the cave and
manger at Bethlehem); e. Cels. vi. 75 (the ap-
pearance of Christ) ; Hom. in Ezech. i. 4 (the
baptism of Christ in January).*

Anonymous quotations occur, Hom. in Luc.
xxxv.; Comm. Ser. in Matt. § 61 ; Hom. in Ezech.
i. 53 in Rom. ix. § 2.

2. The Text.—It will be evident, from what
has been said, that Origen had very little of the
critical spirit, in the modern acceptation of the
phrase. This is especially seen in his treatment
of the biblical texts. His importance for textual
criticism is that of a witness and not of a judge.
He gives invaluable evidence as to what he found,
but his few endeavours to determine what is
right, in a confliet of authorities, are for the
most part unsucce ful both in method and
result, Generally, however, he makes no at-
tempt to decide on the one right reading. .HE
is ready to accept all the conflicting {'i‘il'ilﬂ.zs
as contributing to edification. Even his great
labours on the Greek translations of the Old
Testament were not directed rigorously to tlhﬁ‘
definite end of determining what was fhe
authentic text, but mainly to recording ?he
extent and character of the variations. Having
done this, he left his readers to follow their
own judgment (Comm. in Matt. xv. 14: fva vus
& uév BovAduevos mpdnTat abrd, & bt mpockbnTé
0 Towobrov, b PovAerar mepl Tis wapadox7s
abr@y § us worfon). [HI-ZXA]"L.\-] :

This want of a definite critical aim Is Tﬂ_”e'
decisively shewn in his treatment of the New
Testament. Few variations are more Iremirts
able than those in Hebr. ii. 9: xdp'ﬂ.&.éw mlr:]
xwpls Beod. Origen was acquainted with both
and apparently he was wholly unconcerned 10

® His statement as to the duration of the U"fd'“' ml;;‘
lstry, for “a year and a few months” (de Prine. IV ”'
cannot be included in this list. Comp. Redepenning &

Princ. p, 49,
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mnkt‘ a choice between them ; both gave a good

se, and that was a sufficient reason for us g
bnth (m Joh. tom, i. 40: efre 8¢ xwpls feod ..,
v« 1 Joh, xxviii. 14: the Latin of

efre xdpere .

Comm. tn Rom. iii. § 8, v. § 7, sine Deo, is of no |

authority for Origen’s judgment).

In other cases of | importance he notices
the existence of various readings in the same
manner : Matt, xvi. 20 (Stearelraro, éfreff;(nnw,
(‘w,-wz in Matt. xii. §I.=) Matt. xviii. 1 (&pa,
Huépa; Comm. in Matl. xiii. § 14); Mark iii. 18
(AeBBaiov; c. Cels. i, 62); Luke ix. 48 (doi,
Eorar; Comm. in Matt, xiii. § 19)3 Luke xiv. 19
(Fragm. in Luc. p. 241 L.); John i. 4 (some read
rdxa obk émibdvws éatly for 7v; in Joh. ii. § 13).

In Matt, xxvii, 17 Origen found ’Incody
BapaBBav in his copy, but he inelined to the
omission of *Inoofy, with many copies, © that
the name Jesus should not be applied [contrary
to the other evidence of Snuiunu-’] to an evil-
doer” (in Matt. Comm. Ser. § 121 ; comp, § 3
and schol. ap. Galland).

In noticing the variation in Luke xxiii. 45 he
supposes that the phrase ot fAlov exAelmovros
(-Aardvros) was introduced in place of kal éawo-
Tioby & fiAeos either from a false desire for clear-
ness or by the malice of adversaries (in Jatt.
Comm. Ser. § 134) ; and though he himself quotes
the reading without remark elsewhere, the ecri-
ticism is (;u{te according to his style.

In discussing the scene of the um_ of the de-
moniac (Matt. viii. Mark v. 1 Luke viii. 26)
he decides peremptorily, on geographical argu-
ments, that Tepaonrér and l‘a'o‘apnv&-y must
both bi.- wrong, and that Pepyecalwy (Cepye-
onr@dy) must hi‘ read in all places, for in his
time the scene of the miracle was shewn in the
neighbourhood of Gergesa, though it does not

H

appear certainly from his language that he |
found f‘e_p'ysrmu.‘v in any evangelic text.
In Rom. iii. 5, if the Latin version of his com-

mentary can be trusted, he seems to have found
in his Greek copy xara aw}pmrr_w (Comm. in Rom.
iii. § 1, pp. 163, 167 L.). It is more difficult to
!1I‘tt.1mlllc whether the omission of u# in Rom.
V. 14 (érl Tols apapr.) is simply due to Rufinus
or not (id. v. § 1, p. 344 L)

Sometimes Origen indulges in conjectures
without any adequate ground. Thus he suspects
that the phrase in Matt. xix. 19, Gyam. T. T. gov
@s 0. has been inserted, supporting the opinion
by the fact that the words are IlnL found in
St. Mark or St. Luke (in Matt. xv. § 14). In
Matt. v. 45 he thinks that ¢ vu@dy may hc an addi-
tion of copyists (in Joh. xx. § 15). In Matt,
xxvil. 9 he offers as an alternative explan: \IIHT]
of the difficulty the substitution of * Jeremiah®
for “Zechariah” by an “error of writing ” (in
Matt, Comm. Ser. g 117).

The following passages in the Latin transla-
tions may also be noticed: Comm. Ser. in Malt.

§ 43 (Matt. xxiv. 19): §115‘ (Mark xiv. 61):
Hom, in I, ii. § 1 (Matt. i. 28); Hom. in Lue.
vil. (Luke 1. 46): Comm. in Rom, vi. § 7 (Rom.

vii. 6),

The remarks on the variations of Latin MSs,
are interesting in themselves but forei to
Origen—e.g. Comm. in Rom. il § 6 (Rom. iii. 19) ;

* It may however be noticed that c. Cels. vi, 36 is not
Spposed to the present reading in Mk, vi, 3.

| others, among whom He
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vii. § 4 (c. viii. 22); ix. §§ 10, 12 (e, xii. 11, 13);
ix. Mi»‘(\htt xv. 20).

Of Orig ectures (if indeed it is simp ]}
a n'nu‘]ct!rul‘u‘} tlu. most famous is Bmaﬁapa for
B?;Smsfg in John i. 28, which he maintained for

local reasons. But when he says that Bndavia

was found oxeddby év mag: Tois vrrypdpois he
implies that he found some other reading which
may have been BynfaBapd (Bnﬁapaﬂa}

In a]uh' of these drawbacks, which are practi-
cally of far less moment than appears from an
enumeration of particulars dr.w- n from a large
area, Origen’s importance as a witness to the
true text of the New Testament is invaluable.
Notwithstanding the late date and scantiness of
the MSS. in which his Greek writings have been
preserved, and the general antrustworthiness of
the Latin translations in points of textual d letail,
it would be possible to determine a pure text Of
a great part of the New Testament from his
ngs alone (comp. Griesbach, Symb. Cri.

i-w some respects his want of a critical spirit
makes his testimony to the text of the New
Testament of greater value than if he had fol-
lowed consistently an inde pendent  judgment.
He reproduces the characteristic readings which
he found, and thus his testimony is carried back
to an earlier date. At different times he used
n:n]:ins exhibiting di |:11t, l"]l.T lexions of text;
so that his writin thfully the varia-
tions to which he re orally,  Griesbach
called attention to the most cons picuous illustrs
tion of this fact. He shewed by a wide induc=
tion from the variations in St. Mark that the
evangelic text which Origen used while writing
his commentary on St. Matthew, which was one
of his latest works, wi 18 of the type generally
described as “ Western ** (of which D is the best
representative), while that used by him in writ-
ing his earlier commentary on St. John was of

an lexandrine ” character in the wider s
{(represented by B C L) (Griesbach, Comm. Crit.
Partic. ii. pp. x. ff. 1811, w which may be

compa his early essay De cc bus  Evangg.
IV Origenianis, 1 Opuscula, 1. 226 1.).

But while Origen’s quotations are of the
highest textual value, oreat c is required in
using the evidence which they furnish. He

frequently quotes f) memory, and combines
texts; and in some cases gives several times a
reading which he can hardly have found in {:-1‘,

MS. 1 John iii. 8, yeyéwmrar). Ilustr:
tions of this perplexing laxity oceur in Hom. i'si,
Jer. 1. 15 (Matt. iii. 12, id. iv. 2, v. 1

(Acts xiii. 26, 46); id. iv. 4 (Luke xviii. 12) ; id.
v. 1 (Tit. iii. 5 £.).

3. Inlerpretation.—Origen has been spoken
of as the founder of a new form of literature
in lical interpretation; and justly, though
icleon was conspicuous,
had preceded him in expositions of S
more or less continuous. Origen himself con-
stantly refers to interpretations of his predeces-
sors : ® to Heracleon in Joh. ii. 8 and constantly 3
in Matt. x. §22 (nﬁv 'n‘pb Hudv Ti8), xiv.
xvii. § 17 (vdpwr :sp:w G?\f\?}l‘}'r}p( ) . § 28
in Matt. Comm. §§ 31, 69, 75, 126 ; Hom,

Ser,

® Fabricius hasgiven an important eollection of writers
quoted by Origen, Biblioth, Graeca, vii 244 ff. (ed.
Harles).
K2
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in Luc. xxxiv. (quidam de presbyteris); in Rom.
iv. § 10, p. 304 L., vi. § 7, p. 40 L. ; Hom. in Gen.
v. § 5, xv. § 6; in Er. xiii. 8; dn Lerit. viil (iH
in Num. ix. 5;in Jos. xvi. 1, 535 in Jud, viii. 4;
in 1 Sam. i. 13 in Ps. xxxvi, Hom. ii. 6, Hom,
iv. 13 in Jerem., e, Cels. ii. 25. <
It is probable that these references are in
many cases to homilies or isolated treatises, but
at any rate they give a striking view of the
extent of Christian thought and literature in the
2nd century and at the beginning of the 3rd,
Origen’s method of interpreting Scripture was
a practical deduction from his view of the inspir-
ation of Scripture. This he developed in the
fonrth book of the treatise On Fir
Briefly he regarded every * jot and tittle ” as
hm’in;: its proper work (Hom. in Jer. xxxix. fr.
ep. Philoc. ¢. x.). All is precious; not even the
least particleis void of force (in Madt. tom. xvi. 12).
Comp. Ep. ad Greg. §3;in Joh.tom.i.§ 4. Minute
details of order and number veil and yet suggest
great thoughts (e.g. Sel. in Pss. xi. 370, L).
It follows that in interpretation there is need of
great exactness and care (in Gen. tom.iii. p.46 L. 5
Ph xiv.), and scrupulous study of details (in
Joh. xx. 29). Origen himself illustrate his
principles by countless subtleobservations of great
interest —e.g. in Matt. xii. § 22 (c. iv. 10, onlrw
wov and grpagels) ; id. § 35 (c. xvi. 28, ~yevoarbal
Bavdvov) ; xiii. § 31 (c. xvi. 19, odpaval); xiv. 15
(c. ix. 9, avagras); xv. § 9 (c. xix. 15); xv. § 28
(c. xx. 4 f£); in Matt. Comm. Se
xxvi. 24, 8 ob); id. § 90 (e. xxvi.
id. § 100 (c. xxvi. 50, plre) 5 in Fom.
ii, 8, opyn); Hom. in Gen. iv. § 5, vi
§ 33 in Levit. xiv. §

3 tn Num. xii
xiv. § 3, xvi. § 2, xxiv. § 2, xxvii, § 65 in
Ezech, ix. § 2.

In these criticisms the skill with which he
combines passages from different parts of Serip-
ture in illustration of some particular phrase or
detail is ially to be noticed—e.g. in Matt. c.
xiii. § 3 (c. xvil. 4 £); ¥d. xiv. § 14 (e xix. 1,
dréneae); id. xvi. § 4 (¢. xx. 21, kablowow); in
Jok. xxxii. 2(p. 381 L., &pieTov). FEach term
calls up far-reaching associations ; and all Scrip.
ture is made to contribute to the fulness of the
thm]ghi. to be e,‘.'{'l)l'{’ﬁ.—titd‘

One practical consequence followed from Ori-
gen’s sense of the value of each word of Scripture.
He recognised the necessity of learning Hebrew
that he might be confident as to the original form
of the records of the Old Testament. It must not
however be supposed that he studied Hebrew
with the spirit of a modern scholar. He seems
to have contented himself with being able to
identify the Hebrew corresponding with the
Greek texts before him (comp. Sel. in Pss. xi.
pp. 355 £ L.). Nor did he always take the
trouble to do this. In his Homilies he constantly
follows the Greek text, when it differs widely
from the Hebrew, without marking the variation
(e.g. Hom. in Jos. xxvi, a most remarkable
example ; Hom. in Jos. xxiv. § 1; Hom. in Cant.
i. § 6, Cant. viii. 5).

In other cases he notes variations of the Greek
copies without any reference to the Hebrew (Hom.
o Num. xxviii. 4, Deut. xxxii. 8 a crucial ex-
ample : comp. Hom. in Ezech. xiii. § 15 in Joh.
tom, xiii. § 24, 1 K. xix. 12 in Joh. xx. § 20, Ps.

-

xviii, (xix.) 103 Hom. in Ezech. xi. 15 Hom. in |

Jer. vii

1, Job xxvi. 7); and he even appears

Principles. |

. § 83 (e |
s fipkaTo) |

| moral, mystical, corresponding to the ti
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to have obelized passages in consideratioy of
the agreement of *“the other editions” Gl
Aoiral ékBéoas) alone (in Joh, xxviii, 13, Nym,
. 8). 3L .
sewhere he notes the variation of the Greek
copies from the Hebrew (Hom. in Cant, i §4,
" il

Ly g
vili. § 5, Is. Bii. 15 id. § 7, Ps, Ixviii (}xi;_;‘fj;‘:
id. § 11, Is, ]i.‘\-' ¢ el. in Pss. p. 366 L. :'r:
Ezech. vi, 4, xiii. 4; in Jer. xiv. 3); and in ope
place at least he notes the readings of “ two
Hebrew copies” (Sel. in Pss. xi. p. 383 L).

Sometimes he implies that his knowledge of
the Hebrew reading depends on the information
of others (Hom. in Num. xvi. 4, * Hebraei habere
se scriptum dicunt,” Jonah iii. 5 5 in Bom. ii.§ 13
p. 136 L.); and in especial he quotes what he
learnt in conversation with “Iullus ("TovAdos)
the patriarch * [of Alexandria #] (Sel, in Pss. PP
352 ff. ; comp. Hier. Apol. i. § 3, Huillus).

In one place he confounds the letters 1 and o
supposing that Ahimelech of 1 Sam. xxi. is called
by a slight change Abimelech in the heading of
Ps. xxxiv. (xxxiii.), “since the Hebrew letters
h and Beth differ only by a small stroke”
Sel. in Pss. p. 363 L.). On the other hand, he
notices the idiomatic usage of Y (Hom. in Num.
xix. 3).

When he marks the variation he gives no
paramount auwshority to the Hebrew text (Hom.
in Num. xviii. 3, in * Hebracorum codieibus . ..
peri, quibus quamvis non utamur, tamen agnos
cendi gratia dicemus etiam ibi quae legimus,” Dan.
i. 173 Hom. in Gen. iii. 5, * codices ecclesiae...
Hebraea exemplaria. . .”), but keeps faithfully to
the LXX (in Cant. i. p. 344 L., “nos LXX. inter-
pretum scripta per omnia custodimus ;” comp.
note on Gen. iii. 24, p. 59 L.).

But though his ical knowledee of Hebrew
was slight he evidently learnt much from Hebrew
interpreters, and not unfrequently he quotes

Hebrew traditions and ¢ Midrash” (Sel in Gen.
ii. 8; Hom. in Er. v. in Num. jin
Rom. x. §7, p. 897 L att, xv. 5; Sel. in

Pss. p. 374 L. Prol. in Cant. pp. 289 f; Hom.
in Is. i. § 5, ix.; Hom. in Ezech. iv. 8, . a8
compare an interesting note on the sacred name
ok, Sel. in Ps. xi. p. 396 L), He gives alo
an interpretation of “ Corban” (in Matt. b
xi. 9) and of ¢ Iscariot ™ (in Matt. Comm, Ser. T8
from Jewish sources.

The most characteristic use which he m:ikPr" of
his knowl] ig in the mystical interpretation
of a series of names. These interpretations are
often striking, even when they are based upon
false etymologies (e.g. Hom. in Jos. xx. 93 _Ht'm-
in Ex.v.; comp. Redepenning, Origenes, 1 PP
458 f1).

While Oricen thus endeavoured to apply '-.h"
principle that every word of Secripture }m_.wltS
lesson to all the sacred records without diflers
ence, he was met at once by the moral and his-
torical difficulties of the Old Testament (comp-
De Prine. iv. 1 = Philoe. 1 ff. t.hl‘un::'mrn[}. .1"
obviate these he systematized the theory of &
% spiritual sense,” which was gt:;n‘rﬂ“}'iTj""‘gf‘“'_’]-‘"
admitted by the church (De Princ. 1, Pracf. 8)
There is, he taught, generally, a threefold mean=
ing in the text of the Bible, literal (}1iatn.w1'll-'ﬂ|)s
1Teé ele-
oul, and spirik
1,5). So it s

ments in man’s constitution, body, s

(De Prine, iv, 11; Hom. n Lev. v
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that Scripture has a different force for different
ages and for different readers, according to their
eircumstances and capacities (in Rom. ii. § 14, p.
150 L.). Baut all find in it what they need.*

This threefold sense is to be sought for both
in the Old and in the New Testament. The
literal interpretation brings out the simple
precept or fact : the moral meets the individual
want of each believer: the mystical illuminates
features in the whole work of Redemption (fHom.
in Lev.i. §§ 4 £, ii. § 4; De Princ. iv. 12,13, 22).
There is them manifold instruction for all be-
lievers in the precise statement, the definition
of practical duties, the revelation of the divine
plan, which the teacher must endeavour to bring
out in his examination of the text. Origen him-
self steadily kept this object in view. Examples
of his method have been noticed in the brief
analysis which has been given of his exegetical
writings. It will be sufficient here to refer to
Hom, in Gen. ii. § 6, xvii. §§ 1, 9; in Fr. i. § 4,
i, § 3; in Lev. v. § 5, vii. § 1; in Num. ix. § 7 ;
and for the application of the method to the New
Testament to in Matt. tom. xvi. § 12, xiv. §§2 £.;
in Matt. Comm. Ser. 17 ff. 27.

Sometimes indeed he holds that only two of
the three senses coexist, when the literal sense
cannot be maintained (e. g. in Mutt. Comm. Ser.
43, 1 Tim. ii. 15 ; comp. Hom. v. in Ps. xxxvi. ) ;
and even when the letter is true, the ideal mean-
ing is of greater importance (in Matt. Comm.
Ser. 77, Matt. xxvi. 6 f£). At the same time
Origen affirms generally the literal truth both
of the Old and of the New Testament (e.g. Frag.
in Philem. and Frag. in Galat. p. 269 L.; comp.
Te Princ. iv. 19).

It is easy to point out serious errors in detail
in Origen’s interpretation of Scri On
these there is no need to dwell, It is however
of importance to mark that which was his main
defect, and the real source of his minor faults.
He was without true historic fecling. He speaks
of the difficulty of history (c. Cels. i. 42); and
he seems to have given up all idea of realising
the changing eonditions of life during the fulfil-
ment of the counsel of God. He had therefore
no law of proportion to assist him in judging of
the primitive phases of revelation. He refused
to interpret life in the phases of its growth, and
converted it into a riddle. For him prophecy
ceased to have any vital connexion with the
trials and struggles of a people of God; and
psalms (e.g. Ps. 1.) were no longer the voice of a
believer’s deepest personal experience,

In this respect Origen presents, though in a
modified form, many of the characteristic defects
of Rabbinic interpretation. It is not indeed
unlikely that he was directly influenced by
the masters of Jewish exegesis. Just as they
claimed for Abraham the complete fulfilment
of the Law, and made the patriarchs perfect
types of legal richteousness, Origen also refused
to see in the Pentateuch any signs of inferior
1'c}1ginus knowledge or attainment. The pa=
tI’_li\].‘i:h.‘: and prophets were, in his opinion, as
wise by God’s gifts as the apostles (in Joh. vi. 3);
ﬂll"! the deepest mysteries of the Christian reve-
lation could be directly illustrated by the records

* The relation of Origen’s principles generally to those
of the Alexandrine school has been discussed by Kihn,
Theodor v. Mopsuestia, pp. 20 I,
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of their lives and words (in Jok. ii. 28), though
sometimes he seems to feel the difficulties Ly
which his position was beset (in Joh. xiii. 46 ;
comp. c. Cels. vii. 4 {I.).

But while this grave defect is most distinctly
acknowledged, it must be remembered that
Origen had a special work to do, and that he
did it. In his time powerful schools of Christian
speculation disparaged the Old Testament or
rejected it. Christian masters had not yet been
able to vindicate it from the Jews and for
themselves, This task Origen accomplished,
From his day the Old Testament has been an
unquestioned part of our Christian heritage,
and he fixed rightly the general spirit in which
it is to be received. The Old Testament, he says,
is always new to Christians who understand and
expound it spiritually and in an evangelic sense,
new not in time but in interpretation (Hom. in
Num. ix. § 45 comp. ¢. Cels, ii. 4). If in pressing
this conclusion he was led to exaggeration, the
error may be pardoned in regard to the greatness
of the service. The principle itself becomes more
frmitful when history and criticism are allowed
the fullest activity, within their own sphere, in
dealing with Scripture, a part which Origen was
unable to give to them.

Moreover Origen’s method was fixed and con-
sistent. He systematized what was before tenta-
tive and inconstant (comp. Redepenming, De
Prine., pp. 56 £.). He laid down, once for all,
broad outlines of interpretation; and mystical
meanings were not a itrarily devised to meet
particular emergencie The influence of his
views is a sufficient testimony to their power.
It is not too much to say that the mediacval
interpretation of S-"]'i[\l.ll!“ti in the Wes
inspired by Origen; and through secondary
channels these mediaeval comments have pus:suii
into our own literature.

Origen indeed was right in principle. ¢ He
felt that there was something more than a mere
form in the Bible: he felt that the wor [
God > must have an eternal significance, for all
that comes into relation with God is eternal :
he felt that there is a true development and a
real growth in the elements of divine revelation,
it not in divine communication, yet in human
apprehension : he felt the power and the glory
of the spirit of Seripture bursting forth from
every part.” No labour was too great to bestow
upon the text in which priceless treasures were
enshrined : no hope was too lofty for the inter-
preter to cherish. This conviction Origen has
bequeathed to us that it may be embodied more
fully than he could embody it.

VIL. ORIGEN A8 A THEOLOGIAN.Y

Origen was essentially the theologian of an
age of transition. His writings present prin-
ciples, ruling ideas, tendencies, but they are
not fitted to supply materials for a system of
formulated dogmas, after the type of later con-
fessions. Every endeavour to arrange his opinions
according to the schemes of the 16th century,
can only issue in a misunderstanding of their
general scope and proportion. This is sufficiently
clear from the outline which has been already

s of

¥ In addition to works treating of Orlgen’s opinions
generally, the essay of P. Fischer, Commentatio de O.
Theologia et Cosmologia (Halis, 1845), is worthy of
notice.
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given of his treatise On First Principles
whole structure of this work, which presents a
connected view of his intellectual apprehension
of Christianity, is widely different from mediae-
val and modern l\!sﬂ\l!lt'llx of the faith. At
the outset Origen gives a clear exposition of
wowledged to be the xln(‘llupi

what were a
held generally by the chur , COTTespon
in the main with the Apostle 57 ‘i'rm:wi, whic

is of the ]H'f]l(ai interest (De Princ . Praef.);
and starting from this he endeavours to deter-
mine, by the help of Scripture and reason, sub-
Juclk\\ hich were left open or une xplo But his

: results were ]1u1uuuH\ in-

nqu and his
fluenc by his circumstances. They be
judged fairly when taken out of their connexion

with contemporary thought. The book contains
very little technic ‘al teac ]mw It is silent as to
the sacraments. It gives no theory of the atone-
ment : no discussion of justification. Yet it does
deal with proble thought and life which lie
behind these subjec

Origen found himself face to face w ith ]-n\\ er-
ful sc shools, which within and without the church
maintained antagonistic views on man, the world,
and God, in their extremest forms. The

was

the false realism, which found expression in Mon-
tanism : the false idealism, which spread widely
in the many forms of (_‘rlm.«t]vi-u\.. Here the
Creator was aded into a secondary place;
there God Himself was lost in His works, Some
represented men as inherently good or bad from

moral distine-
en sought to

all

their birth: others swept aw
tions of action. Against all
maintain two great tn‘t]n which inspire
writings, the nmi\ of all e L, A5 answer
to the thought of .I.LlLL.cl! infinitely good and
infinitely just; and the power of moral deter-
mination in rational beings. The treatment anc
the apprehension of these two truths is modi
for man by the actual fact of sin,
moral determination has issued in present dis
OI¢ ]n ; and the divine unity of cre

ter.

sation |1
n therefore 1
unnl as it is, and strives to find in revelation
some solution for the riddles which it offers.
His aim is to help his readers to gain a practical
conception of what he holds to be the central
truth of life, that the whole sum of finite being,
even in its present state, offers an intelligible
manifestation ot the goodness and righteousness
of God in every detail, not only consistent with
but dependent upon the free and responsible
action of each individual, which forms a de

isive
element in the fulfilment of the divine counsel
(on the ideas of Foreknowlede , Providence, the

Divine will, see Phi

Y ; i Rom. 1. 8 p.
6 p. 213 in Gen.

L.; in Gen. tom. Hom.,
23 c. Cels. ii. 20).

In the attempt to establish this conception
Origen does not conceal or extenuate the evils
which are everywhere visible in the world. He
believes that Scripture throws light upon them,
and that in obedience to its guidance we must
seek knowle of God, of the Incarnation, of the
origin and ditferences of rational creatures in
heaven and on earth, of the creution, and of the
causes of the wickedness which is spread over
the earth and (as it appears) elsewhere (De
Princ. iv. 14).

1. Finite Beings, Creation, Muan, Spirits— He
goes backward therefore: he endeavours to pass

The power of
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The | from the outward to the inward, from the tey.

poral to the etern: 1l. He argues that it is jm.
possible to think of God “]I]IUUI a4 creations
of a king without subjects; even as it ig im=
| possible to think of a Father without a Son
(comp. Phot. Cod. 235). In doi ing this he ( |11n]\.
lm :1s the contradictions which ir:]]m\ from apply-

1ig words of time (like “always™) to Gog,
'1'j1..u;,:h in one sense there aly was a finite
order (De Prine. i. fragm. ), the world
was not coeternal with God (De Prine. ii. 1, 4),
rming this truth Origen thinks that we shall
best realise the fact of creation, according to our

present powers, by supposing a vast succession of

ers, one springing out of another (id, ii. 1, 3).
The present order, which began and will end in
time, must, as far as we can conceive, be one
only in the succession of corresponding orders
(De Pring, iii. 5, 3). The word used for the
foundation of the world (ketaBoA#) really im-
1.]'1-'-5' that it owes its i'-.-in_t_; to a '-\,j‘-jm-t](‘,],_“n
casting down from some loftier state (id. iii, 5, 4;
in Joh. ix, ). It points to a fall in another
or To understand the actual constitution of
things which we see we must consequently form
some idea of a beginning, if such a word can be
used.

“In the beginning,’
God ¢

then, he writes, “when
ited what He was pleased to cr
is rational natures, He had no other cause of
creation beside Himself, that is His own good-
ness” (De Prine. ii. 9, 6 ; comp. iv. 85). This
creation answered to a definite lnr‘ll\'ht. :I.Ll\l
therefore, Origen argues, was definite itself.
God “*ecould ” not create or embrace 111 t]:rm rht
that which has no limit (De Princ.
Gr. 65 ii. 9, 1; iv. fragm. Gr. 4).
creatures which He made were all originally
equal, spiritual, free. There was no ground for
their difference. But moral freedom, including
personal self-determination, gave occasion to dit-
ference. Finite creatures, once made, either ad-
vanced, through imitation of God, or fell away,
tululum T t of Him (id. ii. 9, 6).

, it follow s, is nm'flhil‘ —the loss of E""d
which was attainable, the shadow which marks
the absence or rather the exclusion of light.
But as God made creatures for an end, so He
provided that they should, through whatever
discipline of sorrow, attain to it, He made
matter also, which micht serve as a fitting ex-
pression for their character, and become, in the
most manifold form, a medium for their traini g
So it was that, by spirit "
('n‘:*ﬂllua} lost its ]m:];l‘l fire and was chilled into
a “soul ” (Yux4), and “souls” were embodied in
our e: ui.ll\ frames in this world of sense. Suc
an embodiment was a prov ision of divine wisdom
by which they were un.ml(d in accordance with
the necessities of the fact, to move towards the
accomplishment of their destiny (De Princ. is
7, 4).

Under this aspect man is a microcosm. (Hom.
in Gen. i. 11 in Lev. v. 2 : intellige t¢ et alium
mundum ¢ }Jruwtm ¢t intra te esse solem, 6%
lunam, ctiam stellas)) He stands in the closest
connexion with the seen and with the unseen’
and is himself the witness of the (_-n]1'p~1u|11|l1’t1u‘9
which exist between the visible and invisible
orders (Hom. in Num. xi. 4, xvil 4, xxiv. 4
xxviiil. 2; Hom, i in Ps. xxxvii. 13 i Joh. 1o

rions declensi

sl R e v
xix. 5, xxiii. 4; De¢ Princ. iv. fragm- Gr. 1
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184 R). He is made for the spiritual and can-
not find rest elsewhere. Hence it is that Origen
combats with unwearying earnestness every ten-
dency to unite indissolubly present conditions
with the future, or to trust to deductions drawn
from the temporal and local limitations of present
human observation, The grossness of Millenari-
anism filled him with alarm (De Prine. ii. 11, 2;
comp. Sel. in Ps. xi. p. 449 L).  The literal
assertion of anthropomorphic conceptions of God
seemed to him to overthrow the
Hom. in Gen. iii. 2; Sel. in Gen. i.
those who are familiar with the writings and
influence of Tertullian will know that Origen’s
opposition to materialism in every form was
called for by pressing dangers.

As a necessary consequence of his deep view of
man’s divine kinsmanship, Origen labours to give
distinctness to the unseen world. He appears
already to live and move in it. He finds there
the realities of which the phenomena of earth
are shadows (comp. in Rom. x. § 39). External
objects, peoples, cities, are to him veils and
symbols of invisible things. And more than this.
Not only is there the closest correspondence
between the constitution of different orders of
being, there is also even now a continuation of
unobserved intercourse between them (comp.
de Princ. ii. 9, 3).

Angels (see De Prine. i. 8, iii. 2, throughout)
are supposed to preside over the working of ele-
mental forces, over plants and beasts (in Num.
Hom. xiv. 23 in Jer. Hom. x. 63 ¢. Cels. viii. 31;
De Prine. iii. 3, 3), and it is suggested that
nature is affected by their moral condition (in
E:ech. Hom.iv. 2). More particularly men were,
in Origen’s opinion, committed to the care of
spiritual “rulers,” and deeply influenced by
changes in their feeling and character (in Joh.
xiil. § 58; comp. D¢ Princ. i. 8, 1). Thus he
maintained that there are guardian angels of
cities and provinces and nations (Hom. in Luc.
xii. 3 De Prine, iii. 3, 2 elief which he sup-
ported habitually by the LXX. version of Deut.
xxxii. 8 (in Matt, tom. xi, § 16 ; in Lue. Hom.
xxxv.; in Rom. viii. § 8; in Gen. Hom. xvi. 23
m Bz, Hom. viii. 2; in Ezech. Hom. xiii. 1 f,,
&e.). Individual men also had their guardian
angels (in Matt, t. xiii. 27 ; in Luc. Hom. xxxv. 3
in Num, Hom. xi. 4, xx. 33 in Fzech. Hom.i. T3
i Jud. vi. 2; De Princ. iii. 2, 4); and angels
are supposed to be present in the assemblies of
Christians, assisting in the devotions of the faith-
ful (De Orat. xxxi. p. 283 L.; Hom. in Luc. xxiii. ;
¢. Cels, viii. 64),

But while Origen recognises in the fullest
degree the reality and power of angelic ministra-
tion, he expressly condemns all angel-worship
(c. Cels. v. 4, 11).

On the other hand Origen held that there are
spiritual hosts of evil corresponding to the
apgciic forces, and matched in conflict with
them (in Matt. tom. xvii. 25 in Mutt, Comm. Ser.
§ 102; Hom. in Jos. xv. 5). He even speaks of
a Trinity of evil (in Matt. xi. § 6, xii. § 20).

An evil power strives with the good for the sway
n_F‘inrll\-idunls (in Rom. i. § 18); and thus all
life is made a struggle of unseen powers (e. g.
notes on Ps. xxxvii. ; in Joh. xx. §§ 29, 32 ; Hom.
xx. in Jos. fragm.).

One aspect of this belief had a constant and
powerful influence on daily life. Origen, like
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most of his contemporaries, supposed that evil
spiritual beings were the objects of heathen
worship (e. Cels. vii. 5). There was, in his
opinion, a terrible reality in their agency,
Within certain limits they could work so as to
bind their servants to them.

But the intercourse between the seen and
unseen worlds was not confined, according to
Origen’s opinion, to the intercourse of angels
and demons with men. He believed that the
dead also influence the living.

The actions of men on earth last. in their
effects, after the actors have departed (in Kom.
ii. 4, p. 80 L.). Disembodied (or unembodied)
souls are not idle (in Matt. xv. 35). So the
“soul” of Christ preached to * souls” (c. Cels.
iii. 43). And, in especial, the saints sympathize
with man still struggling on earth with a sym-
pathy larger than that of those who are clogged
by conditions of mortality (De Urat. xi.; in
Mutt, tom. xxvii. 30 ; in Joh. tom, xiii. 57 ; iii. in
Cant. 7). They help us not only by the examples
of their lives and the lessons of their books, but
also by their prayers (Hom, in Num. xxvi. 65 in
Jos, xvi, 5); and they can pray with a better
knnwhaulgn of our true wants than we have our-
selves (Lxh. ad Mart. 30, 38 ; Hom. in Jos. xvi.
§ 53 comp. De Orat, 14). But in this connexion
Origen’s silence as to prayers of the living for
the dead is most remarkable. Prayers to the
dead, like prayers to angels, are excluded by his
view of the one object of all prayer (ec. Cels.
viii. 64). The innumerable hosts of spirits help
us uncalled (id.).

Such views as have been indicated give a
mysterious solemnity to the laws of creation (e.
Cels. iv. 8), bound together in all its visible
parts, and in all its parts bound to the
invisible, and destined to judgment (in Lzech,
Hom. iv. 1). Origen dwells upon them with
devout partiality. He strives, not always suc-
cessfully, to give them clearness and consistency.
But he is happier in the assertion of his main
principles, and he himself acknowledges that it
must be so. The range of human observation,
the scene of human experience, are, he repeats
again and again, very small (in Rom. viii. § 10,
p. 260; § 12, p. 280). Still we can trace cor-
respondences in the periods of the divine dis-
pensations (in Matt. xii. § 35 comp, in Matt. xv.
§ 81), and feel the dependence of phenomena one
on another,®* and the life and sympnthy which
unites all being (in fom. 1. 9, p. 85 L. 5 De Princ.
1.7, 55 8, 2)

What has been said of Origen’s opinions as to
the wider relations of life, makes his view of
man’s position in the visible world more intelli-
gible. His presence and condition here are due,
as has been seen, to the fact of evil, of which
the origin is referred to some unknown sphere
(c. Cels. iv. 65; comp. in Joh. xiii. § 37). When
phu‘wl in the world man, as a rational being, was
still endowed with freedom, that is, moral re-
sponsibility (in Num. xii, 3). On this Origen
insists with the greatest earnestness. (See De
Prine. iii. = Philoe. 20; id. i. 5, 5 s.f.) DBut
every one is sinful (c. Cels. . 69) sign of
which he sees in the baptism of infants (Hom.

* Tt is a characteristic illustration of this belief that
Origen allows that there may be a true sclence of astro-
logy, though not for us (Comm. in Gew, iil. § 9).
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wm Luc. viii, 85 in Rom. v. § 9, p. 397 L.), though
i1 sins are not equal (Hom. in Ez. x. 3, peccata
ad damnum, ad mortem); and grace is required
for the doing of all good (c. Cels. vi. 78 ; comp.
Hom. in Num. xx. ). Ty one also can ]11sth
be called to account for his corruption (Hom. in
.hr 3)

l;uf while Origen does not extenuate the effects
of man’s sin, }aL maintains a lofty view of the
nobility of his nature and of his destiny (c. Cels.
iv. 2 ".".'i); and so he holds that the world has
been made by divine wisdom to be a fitting
place for the |rul|lu<tllnn of a being such as man
(De Prine.ii.1,1; 2,2 5 8,135 e. Cels. vi. 44 ; comp.
in Rom, viii. 10, p. 261); .ln-l that e‘.'n-"\'th.iu}_:
has been so ordered by Providence from the first
as to contribute to this end (De Prine. ii. 1, 2)
Man can, if he will, read the lesson of his life:
he has a spiritual faculty, by which he can form
conclusions on spiritual things, even as he is
made to form conclusions on impressions of
sen

The body, so to speak, reflects the soul; the
“outer man” expresses the “inner man” (in
Rom, ii. 13, p. 142 L.). There is imposed upon
us the duty of service (in Mutt. Comm. Ser, § 66),
and there is the largest variety of offices (in Jok.
t. x. 23), room being » even for the meanest
(Hom. in Num, xiv., . 162 L.).

All this is determined by law, that is, by the
will of God ; and God has not left man without
spiritual knowledge (in Rom. i. 16). All alike
have a natural law within them (id. ii. 8, 9,
ii. 6; ¢ Cels. i. 4; Hom. in Nuwm, x. 3). This
¢ Jaw of nature ” is the * law of God 7 (in Kom. iii

, p. 177 L.). God Himself cannot hnuk it
l]w would then cease to be God (c. Cels. v. 23).
It follows therefore that alleced lml.ulu must

be brought to a moral test (¢. Cels. ii. b1, iii. 2

Jo
True miracle are “signs ™ (in -"l'u,h vi. 17). The
perception of the “law of nature’ (l:lm~ w 11}1 the
development of reason (in Fom. vi. 8, p p-43 f. L.);
and he who loyally follows its l.l,um.tmn.w‘ t}hn rh
he has not the faith of Christ, be he Jew or
Gentile, will not lose an appropriate reward (id.
98 L.).
sible creation thus bears, in all its parts,
the impress of a divine purpose; and the Incar-
nation was the crowning of the creation, by which
N mnd pre
e for its accomplishment (De Prine. iii. 3
2. The The Imcarnation. The P
of Christ. Hfir'rf Trinity. The work of €
—On no s l|ztt is Origen more full or more
ve than on this (f—‘ Prine. 1. 2, ii. 6,
No one ]m]upu has done so much tu
vindicate and harmonize the fullest acknowle
ment of the ]H}uc? humanity of the Lord and of
His Eu-:hu div |1ut\ in one ]i]\ﬂ]l.
image of the * glowing iron’
made an epoch in Christology. Here and there
his language is liable to misconception, or even
found to be erronzous by later investigations,
Lkut he laid down the outlines of the faith, on
the basis of Scripture, which have not heen
shaken. He maintained, on the one hand, the
true and perfect manhood of Christ, subject to
the conditions of natural growth, against all
forms of Docetism; and, on the other hand, he
maintained the true and perfect divinity of the
“God Word ™ (Oeds Adyos), which was so united
with ‘“the man Christ Jesus,” through the human

His famous

(U< Prine. ii. 6, 6)
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-;o}ul as tod:‘i U;itfw m, against all formg of
h) 8 o ol 3
b,):j nism ipassionism (De Pring, i
Origen’s doctrine of the Incarnation of the
God Word rests in part upon his doctrine of the
Godhead. * All,” he held, % who are born again
unto salvation, have nee 1 of the Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit, and would not obtain saly, ion
unless the Trinity were entire ” (De Prine. i, 3 \5),
Hence he bpe.t]\s of baptism as “the }>g,rr|m“n.,
and fountain of divine g to him who uﬁms
himself to the divinity of the pnm; of thL invo-
cations of the aderable l!lult‘. (rav Ts Tpog-
KUynTiS T,rmﬁos é?rut?\'.n}crewu) (Ju Joh, vi. 17)
But there is, in his judgment, a difference in the
extent of The action of the Persons in the Holy
Trinity, The Father, “holding all things to.
gether, reaches (pfdver) to each being, , imparting
hlmlf to each from that which is Ih\ own, for
He is absolutely (v yap :-c.r‘rw) The Son is less
than the Father (éAarTwr wapa T. ), ¢ ching
only to rational beings, for Ho is second to th
Father; and, further, the Holy Spirit is less
(fTTov), and extends (Survodperor) to the saints
only. So that in this respect (kata Toire) the
power of the Futher is greater in comparison
with (mzpu.) the Son and the llr\l\. Hillllt; and
that of the Son more in comparison with the
Holy Spirit ; and, again, the power of the Holy

Spirit more exceeding (Siagpépovoa parior) in
comparison with all other holy beings” But
to rightly understand this pass
im

age it is of primary
ortance to observe that Origen is not speak
the essence of the Persons of the Godhead, but
of their manifestation to creatures (comp. D
Prine. 1. 8,7)." Essentially the three Persons are
of one Godhead, and eternal, The subordination
which Origen teaches is not of essence but of per-
son and office. His aim is to realise the Father as
the one Fountain of Godhead, while vindicating

true deity for the Son and the Holy Spirit. In
this respect he worked out first the thought of
‘“the eternal generation ™ of the Son, which was
aceepted from him by the catholic church as the

truest human expression of one side of the mys-
tery of the essential Trinity.

Gener: lly it may be remarked that Orig n's
~1n=u!m nlmuum spring from a (,uml:.mwn of
what man is and needs with the broad reve'ation
' God in Scripture, ~ Looking within he is con-
scious of personal existence, t}wu'rht }];lllli\\l]l.,t
and in each relation he recognises the action of
the one God.* He feels lh‘lt however imper-
fectly, the relations thus existing in himself
COI'T 1n=11|l to snmd‘mur in the linme Imthl‘f-
So he interprets what Scripture and the ¥
of the church taught of the Holy Trinity. The
Trinity of revelation answers to the trinity of
being, but it is of the former that he treats:
human thought can rise no higher with distinct
conceptions.

E—

& There can be no question as to the authenticlty of
this passage, and of the use of the word Tpas. Itmust
have escaped Redepenning’s recollection when he wrote
his confident note on the date of the term: de Princ. 1,
3, 4, p. 126.

b Compare Maréchal, Concord. Pp. e v. § 9, and Bp.
Bull, Def. Fid. Nic. o, ix. (reprinted by Delarue), o8
Origen’s view of subordination,

¢ Comp. Meier, D, Lekre v. d. Trinitdt, 1. 103.

4
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( For fuller details on Origen’s teaching on the
Holy Trinity it must be suificient to refer to Je
Princ. i, 5, 3 iv, 27 f. 3 tn Bom. 13, p. 158 L.,
viii. 4, p. 216 L. j in Num. xii. 15 fragm, in Gen.
tom. i. p. 4 L.; ¢. Cels. viii. 12 ff.; and especially
in Joh. tom. ii. 1 . For his doctrine of the
Father, see De Princ. i. 1.)

The peculiar connexion which Origen re-
cognises between the Son (the God Word) and
rational beings establishes (so to speak) the fit-
ness of the Incarnation, The Son stood in a
certain affinity with rational souls; and the
human soul with which He was united in the
Incarnation had alone remained absolutely pure,
by the exercise of free choice, in its pre
(D¢ Princ. ii. 6, 5).
human nature therefore was made capable of
being glorified, without the violation of its char-
acteristic limitations (comp. e. Cels. iii. 41 f.).
The body of Christ was perfect no less than His
soul (e. Cels. i. 32 £.).

Fuller illustrations of Origen’s views will be
found in—in Jok. tom. xii. ¢
17 ; in Muil. tom. xv.
(méorams) 3 in Rom. iii.
p- 107, 14, p. 158; |
Hom. in Lev. xiii.

stence

tom. xxxii.

v Yil. B,
. p. 300 L.;
(human pro-

in Jer. 1. 7

}
10; Hom.

gress); i Lzech, i in Luc. xix.; in
Kom. viil. 4 (prayer to Christ); . Cels, 9
Compare also in addition to the general works

on the Doctrine of the Person of Christ, H. Schutz,
Dic Christologie d. Origenes, Jahrbb. f. Prot.
I 1875,

The work of Christ was, Origen emphatically
maintained, for all men and for the whole of man
(comp. ¢, Cels. iv. 3 f.). It was therefore so re-
vealed that it could be apprehended according to
the several powers and wants of believers (in
Mutt. tom. xii. 36, 41, xv. 241, xvii. 19 ; c. Cels.
iv. 15, vi. 68; in Joh. ii. 12). Christ became,
in a transcendent sense, ““all things to all men ”
(De Pring. iv. 31; in Joh. tom. xix. 1, xx, 28;
comp., ¢ Cels. iii. 79). And there is still a
present continuous manifestation of Christ. He
is ever being born (Hom. in Jer. ix. 4). He is
seen even now, as He was seen by the eye of
faith, as each believer has the faculty of seeing
(c. Cels. ii. 64, iv. 15, vi. 77; in Mait. xv. 7;
fom. in Lue. iii.). And as each reflects Him,
he becomes, in the apostolic sense, himself a
Christ, an anointed one (in Joh. tom, vi. 3 £). For
the union of God and man, which was accom-
plished absolutely in Christ, is to be fulfilled
in due measure in each Christian (c. Cels. iii. 28;
in Joh. i. 30), as Christ had made it possible (in
Matt. tom. xiii. 9).

Origen thus insists on the efficacy of Christ’s
work for the consummation of humanity and of
the individuzl, as a victory over every power of
evil. He dwells no less earnestly upon the value
of the life and death of Christ as a vicarious
sacrifice for sin, He secks illustrations of the
gunnm! idea of the power of vicarious sufferings
in Gentile stories of self-sacrifice (c. Cels. i. 31),
and extends it to the case of martyrs (Exh. ad
Mart. c. 42; comp. in Joh, tom. vi. 36 3 xxviii, 14),
And though he does not attempt to explain how
the sacrifice of Christ was eflicacious, he fre-
quently presents it as a ransom given to redeem

man from Satan, to whom sin had made man a |

debtor. Christ, in His own person, freely paid
the debt, by Learing the utmost punishment of

xvii. 14 |
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sin, and so set man free, ¢ giving His soul (Yvy4)
as a ransom for him " (in Mutt. tom. xvi. 8
Rom. ii. 13, p. 140 L. ; Comm. Ser. in Mutt. § 1:
At other times he regards it as a propitiation
for the divine remission of sins (Hom. in Num.
xxiv. 1; in Lev. i. 3; comp. e. Cels. vii. 17).

As a necessary consequence of his view of the
connexion of all things, Origen held that the
death of Christ was salutary for the whole world
(c. Cels. iii. 17); and of avail for heavenly beings,
if not for the expiation of sin yet for advance-
ment in blessedness (Hom. in Lev. i. 3, ii. 3 ; in
Rom. v, 8. f.,p. 409 L. 4d. i. 4 ; Hon, in Lue. x.).

Thus in a true sense angels themselves w lis=

3 | ciples of Christ (sn Matt. tom. xv. 7).
Through this union all |

At times indeed Origen speaks as if he sup-
posed that the Word was actually manifested to
other orders of being in & manner corvesponding
to their nature, even as He was revealed as soul
to the souls in Hades (Sel. in Ps. iii. 5, xi. p.
L.). In this sense also he thinks that * He
became all things to all,” an angel to angels (in
Joh. tom. i. 34); and he deoes not shrink from
allowing that His Passion may be made av ble,
perhaps in some other shape, in the spiritual
world (De Princ. iv. fr. Graec. 2; comp. iv. 25
Lat.).

The work of the Holy Spirit, according to
Origen, is fultilled in believe His office is
specially to guide to the fuller truth, which is

),

a(

L]

the inspiration of nebler life. Through Him
revelation comes home to men. He lavs open
the deeper meani of the word. hrough
Him, *who proceeds from the Ty’ all
things are sancti (De Pr 5, 8).
Through Him ev divine gift which is

wrought by the F and ministered by the
Son, gains its ind 1 effi iency (in Joh. tom, ii.
6). Thusthereisa unity in the divine operations,
which itself tends to establish a unity in creat
beings. (Fu]‘ the doctrine of the 1]\\]'\' Sp
I[_';wlu‘l‘;\“_\' see De Princ. i. iii. 735 1in Jo
tom. ii. 6.)

3. The consummation of being.—These charac-
teristic lines of speculation lead to Origen’s
view of the consummation of things. All human
thought must fail in the endeavour to give
distinctness to a conception which ought to
embrace the ideas of perfect rest and perfect
life. Origen’s opinions are further embarrassed
by the constant confusion which arises from the
intermingling of ideas which belong to the close
of the present order (aidy) and the close of all
things. It is again impossible to see clearly how
the inalienable freedom of rational beings, which
originally led to the Fall, can be so disciplined
as to bring them at last to perfect harmony.
This however Origen holds; and though he is
unable to realise the form of future purification,
through which souls left unpurified by earthly
existence will be eleansed hereafter, he clings to
the belief that *the end must be like the begin-
ning ” (De Prine. i, 6, 2), a perfect unity in God.
From this he exeludes no rational creature. The
evil spirits which fell have not lost that spirit
by which they are akin to God, which in its
essence is inaccessible to evil (in Joh. xxxii. 11,
avem(SexToy TGOV Xewpbrwy TO Wrelua Tob Gv-
Opdmov), though it can be overgrown and over-
]mwerml (comp. D¢ Prine. i. 8, 3). And, on the
other hand, freedom remains even when perfect
rest has been reached, and in this Origen appeara
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to find the possibility of future declensisns (De
Princ. 8, 3; fragm. Gr. ii. 2). Whether
matter, the medium through which rational
freedom finds expression (De Prinec. 5), will
at last cease to be, or be infinitely spiritualised,
he leaves apparently undetermined. The ques-
tion is beyond man’s powers (id. i. 6, 4, ii. 2, 1.
3, 3, iii. 6, 1).

Origen evidently feels that the same is true of
many speculations which he follows some way.
He warns his readers tnat he is dealing with
subjects which man has no power to determine,
though he cannot but look upon them and ponder
them (De Princ. i. 6, 1 f, iii. 4, 5 8. f.). And
so he presents, in imagivary outlines, the picture
of the soul’s progress tl rough various scenes of
chastisement or illumination (De Prine. i. 6, 3,
iii. 6, 6, iii. 5, 6 ff., and Redepenning’s note), till
he can rest in the thought of a restoration in
which law and freedom, justice and love, are
brought to a perfect harmony (comp. De Orat.
§ 27, p. 227 L.).

This thought Origen pursues in his endeavour
to form some theory of future punishments. All
future punishments exactly answer to individual
sinfulness (in Matt. Comm. Ser. § 16), and, like
punishments on earth, they are direc to the
amendment of the sufferers (c. Cels. iv. 10 ; Hom.
in Ezech. v, 1). Lighter offences can be chastised
on earth : the heavier remain to be v
after (Hom. in Lev. xiv. 4). In every case the
uttermost farthing must be paid, though final
deliverance is promised (in Rom. v. 2 f.).

In this connexion Origen looked forward to a
fiery ordeal, through which men should pass in
the world to come. Every one already baptized
with water and Spirit would, he thought, if he
needed cleansing, be baptized by the Lord Jesus
in a river of fire, and so purifiel enter into
paradise (Hom. in Luc. xxiv.). And in this sense
also he looked forward to a (spiritual) conflagra-
tion of the world, by which all beings in need of
such discipline should be at once chastised and
healed (¢. Cels. v. 15; comp. iv. 13),

On the other hand, since the future state is
the direct fruit of this, there are, =o Origen held,
varieties of blessedness in heaven (in Fom. iv. 12},
corresponding to the life of saints (id. ix. 3,
303), and foreshadowed by the divisions of
srael (Hom. in Num. i, 3; id. xxviii. 23 Hom.
in Jos. xxv. 4). Speaking generally the believe
after death enters upon a being of fuller know-
ledge and loftier progress (De Prine. ii. 11, 6).
The resurrection of the body completes the full
transfiguration, without lo of all that bl‘]ﬂngs
to his true self; and he begins a nobler develop-
ment of body and soul—moral, intellectual,
spiritual—by which he is brought nearer to the
throne of God (comp. De Princ. i. 3, 8; in
Matt, Comm. Ser. § 513 Hom, i. in Ps. xxxviii.
§8). The 1'1-];Ltiu]1.~]1[|r\ of earth come to an end
(in Matt. tom. xvil. 33: on this point Origen is
not consistent). visible ceases, and men
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enjoy the eternal, for which now they hope (in
Rom. vii. §).2

4 None of Origen’s opinions was more vehemently
assailed than his teaching on the Resurrection,
his early and later apologists were perplexed in their
defence of him. Yet there is no point on which his in-
eight is more conspicuous. By keeping strictly to the
apostolic language he anticipated results which we have

Even
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Thus human i_ntere:\t is removed from the
present earth to its heavenly antitype. And it
is probably lll ue to this peculiarity of his teach-
ing that Origen nowhere, as far as ] j
served, dwells on the doctrine of Chrisg’
\\"]1\'{.'.':‘1 ‘r:t.'cu;vii_.‘s‘:l ]:{1}'\9_;@ p!m_-\- in most schemes of
Christian belief. The coming of Christ in glor
is treated as the spiritual revelation of His tl'u);
nature (De Princ. iv. 25), though Origen says
that he by no means rejects “the second nn
sence (émdnuia) of the Son of God more
understood ™ (in Matf. tom. xii. 30).

VIII. CHARACTERISTICS.—A few words, neces.
sarily fragmentary and inadequate, may be added
to indicate Origen’s position in the great line of
Christian teachers; though the sketch of his
works and opinions which has been given (apart
from any comment) will be sufficient to convey
a fair idea of his merits and of his failings, He
is above all things a Christian philosopher. With
a firmer conviction of the universal sovereig
of truth, a larger grasp of facts, and a 311];:
.\_\m[lztth_\' with the restless questionings of the
soul than any other father, he claims for the
domain of Christianity every human interest and
power : he affirms that it is capable of co-
ordinating all thought and all experience, He
excludes indeed all irrational beings from the
final unity to which he looks (De Princ. iii. 6, 2);
but by giving a soul to the sun and stars he
strives after a fuller feeling of fellowship be-
tween man and nature than his knowledge
enables him to support.

It cannot be surprising that Origen failed to
give a consistent and harmonious embodiment to
his speculations. His writings represent an as-
piration rather than a system, principles of re-
search and hope rather than determined formulas.
At the same time his enthusiasm continually
mars the proportion of his work. His theorizing
needs the discipline of active life, without which
there can be no real appreciation of history or
of the historical development of truth. The
absence of a clear historic sense is indeed the
spring of Origen’s chief failures. Yet even Iiu
regard to the practical apprehension of the
divine education of the world it is only necessary
to compare him on one side with Philo and on
the other with Augustine, to feel how his grasp
of the significance of the Incarnation gave ]}Lm
gn power to understand the meaning
and destiny of life.

In the pursuit and expression of his greak
thoughts Origen sought knowledge from every

ave obe
8 return,

1 pre-
simpl.)r

hardly yet secured. Hesaw that it Is the “spirit” which
moulds the frame through which it is manifested ; that
the *“*body * is the same not by any material continuity
but by the permanence of that which gives the law, the
“ratio ™ (Adyos), as he calls it, of its constitution. No
exigencies of controversy, it must be remembered, brought
Origen to his conclusion, 1t was in his judgment the
clear teaching of St. Paul. The subject has been cares
fully discussed by C. Ramers in a special essay : Des 0.
Lehre von d. Auferstehung d. Fleisches, Trier, 1851, His
Judgment is worth quoting :—* Die Lehre des ﬂylg{"l'lf::g
von der Auferstehung . . . in allen wesentlichen l‘u?k‘
ten mit der katholischen Lehre iibereinstimmt. .. Und
wie sonderbar auch die Lehre des Origenes in n'l!ll'l{‘-lll'i
Punkten . . . klingen mag, so michte es doch vielleicd
schwer zu entscheiden sein, ob sie...sonderharer ”'
alsdie Lebre, welche in spiiterer Zeit manche Scholastiket
liber diesen Punkt aufstellten " (§ 77 £.).
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quarter, by conversation and by reading. His
attendance on lnhi]usninhi(: lectures at Alexandria
has been noticed. And in different parts of his
writings he presents parallels with the teaching
of various schools of Greek thought (comp.
Boehringer, pp. 226, 395, f'). These may be
due partly to the direct influence which they
exercised upon him and partly to.the speculative
atmosphere of the time.®

But while Origen was ru:u!_\' to zu'i;nn\\'hn];—:(‘ to |

the fullest the claims of reason (comp. Hom. in
Lue. i. p. 88 L.), he lays stress on the new data
which are given by revelation to the solution of
the problems of philosophy (De Prine. i. 5, 4).
Again and again he points out the insufficiency
of reason, of the independent faculties of man,
to attain to that towards which it is turned.
Reason enables man to recognise God when He
makes Himself known, to receive a revelation
from Him in virtue of his aflinity with the
Divine Word, but it does not enable the creature
to derive from within the knowledge for which
it longs. It follows that the capacity for know-
ing God belongs to man as man, and not to man
as a philosopher, Origen therefore acknowledges
the nobility of Plato’s words when he said that
it is a hard matter to find out the Maker and
Father of the Universe, and impossible for one
who has found Him to declare Him to all men.”
PBut he adds that Plato affirms too much and too
little (c. Cels. vii. 43). As Christians “we de-
cl
petent in any way to seek God and find Him
purely without the help of Him who is sought,
of Him who is found by those who confess after
they have done all in their power that they have
yet need of Him . ..” (Comp. Clem. Al Cohort.
§6.

The fact that our results on earth will be to
the last fragmentary and tentative does not in-
terfere with the re the spirit which
quickens the Gospel, *Now,” he says, * we seek
for a while, then we shall see clearly ” (De Princ.
ii. 11, 5). But both in the search and in the
fruition the object is the same.
Truth, which is finally nothing less than a
manifold revelation of God leading up to absolute
fellowship with Him, is that towards which the
believer is led by the Spirit alike through
thought and feeling and action.

For Origen, while he looks upon knowledge as
the noblest ambition and divinest reward of
rational beings, never ¢ ciates it from action.
This made Christian philosophy the common
possession of all. (Comp. e. Cels. vi. 2; iii.
44, f.) No teacher of the present day could
insist with greater earnestness upon the im-
portance of conduct than he does. There is
absolutely nothing in which he does not see
F“ln al influences. His thought wearies itself
in following out the effects of action, for all
action is to be referred to God (Hom. in Num.
xxv. 3). Without perpetuating the associations
of the present, he strives to ‘L"\'u definiteness to
our conceptions of the continuity of the spiritual
life, He carries the sense of responsibility up to
?.he llig]u_'sl orders of finite existence. His system
is a system of absolute idealism, but of idealism
as a spring for action. * God cares,” he says,

_® A list of the authore whom he quotes is given in
Fabricius, Bibl. Gr. vii. ;

The fulness of

that human nature is not in itself com- |

ORIGENLES 139

“not only for the whole, as Celsus thinks, but
beyond the whole in an especial manner for each
rational being” (e. Cels. iv. 99). Thus in his
doctrine of the re-incorporation of souls there is
nothing accidental, mnothing capricion in
Plato's famous Myth. The belief, according to
him, represents to human apprehension a judg-
ment of Infinite Righteousness execuled by In-
finite Love. It is an embodiment, if I may so
express it, of two principles, which he assumes
us axioms—the first that every of God is
perfect, and the second that God’s gift to His
rational creatures was not virtue, which it could
not be by the nature of the case, but the capacity
for virtue.

In the endeavour to fashion a Philosophy of
Christianity it may be fully admitted that
Origen did not practically recognise the limits
and imperfection of the human mind which he
con_qt.:mt,]_\; points out. His gravest errors are
attempts to solve that which is insoluble. The
question of the origin of the soul, for example
still beset by the same difficulties as Origen
sought to meet, but they are ignored. So too it
is with regard to his speculations on an endless
succession of worlds. Thought must break down
soon in the attempt to co-ordinate the finite and
the infinite. But with whatever errors in de-
tail, Origen laid down the true lines on which
the Christian apologist must defund the faith
winst Polytheism, Judaism, Gnosticism, Mate-
rialism. These forms of opinion without the
Church and within it were living powers of
threatening proportions in his a and he vin-
dicated the Gospel against them the one
absolute revelation, ph]-::t'u‘i through the dis-

as

as

In this respect the principles which he affirmed
and strove to illustrate have a present value.
They are fitted to correct the Africanism which,
the time of Augustine, has dominated
Western theology ; and, at the same time, they
anticipate in many ways difficulties which have
come into prominence in later times, In the face
of existing controversies, it is invigorating to feel
that when as yet no necessity forced upon him
the consideration of the problems which are now
most frequently discussed, a Christian teacher,
the master and the friend of saints, taught the
moral continuity and destination of all being,
interpreted the sorrows and sadnesses of the
world as part of a vast scheme of purificatory
chastisement, found in Holy Scripture not the
letter only but a living voice eloquent with
spiritual mysteries, made the love of truth, in all
its amplitude and in all its depth, the right and
the end of rational beings, and reckoned the fuller
insight into the mysteries of nature as one of the
ju_\:s' of a future state.

Such thoughts bring Origen himself before us.
Of the traits of his personal character little need
be said. He bore unmerited suflerings without
a murmur. He lived only to work. He com-
bined in a signal degree sympathy with zeal.
As a controversialist he sought to win his adver-
sary and mnot simply to silence him (comp.
Fuseb. H. E. vi. 33). He had the boldest con-
fidence in the truth which he held, and the ten-
derest humility in regard of his own weakness
(in Joh. tom. xxxii. 18; in Matt. tom. xvi. 13).
When he ventures frecly in the field of interpre=

since




140 ORIGENES

tations, he asks that he may be supported by the
prayers of his hearers. His faith was catholic,
and therefore he welcomed every kind of know-
ledge as tributary to its fulness. His fauith was
living, and therefore he was assured that no age
could seal any one expression of it as complete.
In virtue of this open-hearted trust, he kept
unchilled to the last the passionate devotion of
his youth, And therefore he was enabled to
leave to the Church the conviction, attested ]sy'
a life of martyrdom, that all things are its
heritage because all things ave Christ’s,
{. EpIT10Ns.—The earliest edition of any part
gen’s works was an edition of the Homilies,
described by Panzer (Annales Typo-
graphici, iv. 133 comp. p. 462, and Maittaire,
i. p. 351) as Homeline B. Gregorid papae et Ori-
genis Presbyteri..,; and in by Maittaire
(Annales 1 y 1. p. 8353 comp. p. 351)
simply as Origenis Homiliae, fol. 1475, without
the place of publication or the name of the
printer.”

This was followed by a Latin translation of
the books against Celsus, made by ¢ Christ.
Persona, Romanus,” and printed at Rome by
Herolt, 1581. The dedication to the Doge and
Council of Venice, contains a spirited appeal to
a war against the Turks. The book was re-
printed at Venice in 1514.

An edition of the Homilies on Genesis, Exodus,
Leviticus, Numbers, Joshua, and Judges, ¢ Hiero-
nymo interprete,” was pul 1ed by Aldus at
Venice in 1503; another edition followed in

> Commentary on the Romans, “ Hieronymo
,  was printed at Venice in 1506, and

ymilies on Canticles, Isaiah, Jeremiah,
Matthew (16), Luke (6), John (2), with
the books on Job and Canticles, were printed at
Venice, 1513 (Panzer, x. 40 ; Maittai ., ii. 242),

Meanwhile a collected [Latin] edition of the
works of Origen had appeared. This was published
at Paris by Jucgues Mertin, doctor of the col e
of Navarre (t1541), and dedicated to Michael
[i'a-‘-ll-h‘t_,y bishop of Langres, “ inter Francorum
pares fucile principi.,”  The dedicatory letter, in
which Origen is said to hold the same place
among philosophical theologians (inter th suphos)
*as the sun among the stars, or the eagle amone
birds,” is dated 1512, i =

The contents of the edition are as follows :—
Part 1. Dedicatory Letter; a general Indez 3
the Homilics on Genesis (17), Ezodus (13),
Leviticus (16), Numbers (28), on Joshua (‘:ri);
Judges (9), 1 Kings (1). Part 1I., The Com~
mentaries on Job (three books), on Psalm xxxvi.
(Hom. v.), Ps. xxxviii. (Hom. ii.), on Canticles
(Hom. ii. with a second, spurious, commentarv)
on Isaiah (Hom. ix.), on Jeremiah (Hom. :‘;1".",)7
on Ezekiel (Hom. xiv.), Part III. Mu.-rlin‘g
Apology yor Origen; the Homilies on St. Mat-
thew (35), on St. Lule (39) 5 Miscellineous
Homilies (10); the Commentary on the Lpistle to
the Romans (ten books) ; Jerome's notice of
Origen (De Virr, Iil). Part 1V. Trithemius’s
notice of Origen ; the Books aqainst Celsus (8);

On First Principles (four books); Laments, 3

T The book seems to have contained homilies of Gre-
gory, Origen, and Leo, which were published scparately
of variously combined.
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l"‘amphillus’sr Apology ; Ruffinus On the
tion of Origew’s Books; A Comme
Origen, by Jo. Badius
the work.

This edition was republished at P
1522, 1530, and at Venice in 151¢
Bibl. Graeca, vii. ).

‘Tlhi- edition of .\Ierlin.w:is suceeeded by that
of Erasmus, who, at the time of his death (15
was engaged upon an edition of Origen (l.mr:-}'
which was issued by Beatus Rhenanus, and -J»:-lij
cated to Hermann, :u‘rhblshup of qulngnf_" in the
same year.

The edition of Erasmus is more complete thag
that of Merlin ; as Erasmus translated into Latiy
the remains of the Greek commentary on Mat.
thew, tom. xiii., xiv., xv., xvi., and added an in-
teresting and characteristic criticism of Origen
and his writings. This edition wa 1‘ci.~su-n]‘\iu
1571 by J. J. Grynaeus, and dedicated to T,
Erastus, with the addition of Ambr. Ferrarius's
translation of the Commentaries on St. Joln. and
L. Humfrey'’s Latin translation of The Dix
against the Marcionites.

For meanwhile two Latin translations of the
Commentary on St. John had been published,
the first by Ambrosius Ferrarius from a MS. in
the library of St. Mark at Venice in 1551, and
the second from a MS. of the Royal Library at
Paris by Joachim Perionius, *about 1554”
(Huet).

An edition by G. Genebrard next appeare
Paris, 1574 (reprinted 1604, 1619; Fabricius,
Bibl. Gr. 235), which contains Perionius’s ver-
sion of the Commentary on St. John, and a
version of the Philocalia by Genebrard, and of
the correspondence with Africanus by Hervetus.

The first edition of any part of the Greck text
of Origen was that of the beginning of the letter
in ]'I'FI.!I\' to Julius Africanus, published by D.
Hoeschel at Augsburg, 1602 (Fabricius, Bibl,
Gr. 224). This was followed by an edition of
the Books against Celsus, together with the
Oration of Gregory, published at Augsb i
1605 by the same scholar.®

ﬁ:i’s{ﬁm.
L ndation of
» the original publisher of

aris in 1519
g s ]
] (htbr‘.c:m,

rale MSS, in the library of Trinity C
MS. of the Philocalia whick ‘
ation by D. Hoeschel. It is referred
3ibl. Gr. vil. 221, but the account I8
inaccurate. The title-page and colophon are worth
quoting: “Philocalia Grigenis ex ejus seriptis concifiata
variis a Basilio M. et Greg. Nazianzeno, ex codice Cyprio
descripta manu Graecae linguae studiosi, posita a re-
gione Gilberti Genebrardi interpretatione, Illustrissimo
simo Dn. Henrico Uuottonio, m‘rr-nl."iilﬂ_i et
mi Regis Magnae Britanniae apud Venetos Ura=
torl, felicem ex Italia in Germaniam gratulatus reditum
David Hoeschelius A.

“0pus hoc Origenis dvécSoror mepicadiis xai moAv
wperés L. M. observantiae ergo D. D.”

It is not easy to fix the date of the “return’” from
Italy. It probably was after Sir H, Wotton retir
his post at Venice in 1610. The Greek text h
close : Prid. Non. Sept. 1606. The Latin text, which is
written on the first side of the same page, Anno 1604
Nonis Septembris,

On a fly-leaf is written: “ Hoeschelius edidit 1ibros
Origenis contra Celsum cum suis annotationibus in qul=
bus saepe citat hujus codicis verba quod ex eo quoqué
fecit Tarinus in notis ad Pkilocaliam.

“In hoc nonnulla sunt quae in libris contra Celsud
non habentur quae tamen ibi habere oportuit.

“Collatus est hic codex cum alio Novi Collegil apud
Oxonienses uti conjicio,”

E Among the
Cambridge, i

prepared for publ
to by Fabricius,

i
|
|
i
.
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by the Pailocalia, published by Jo. Tarinus in
1618-9 (and again 1624).

The Books against Celsus and the Philocalia
were again revised and puhh\hcll at Cambridge
in 1658 and 1677, by W. Spencer, Fellow of
Trinity College.

Meanwhile seven Homilies on Jeremiah had
been published from a Vatican MS. by M. Ghisler,
Lyons, 1629 ; and the whole collection of nineteen
]hnmlms (Lnnl--l’ the name of Cyril Alex.), from
a MS. of the Escurial, by B, Corderius, at Ant-
werp, 1648 (Fabricius, Bibl. Gr. vii. 214). To
these was added the Exhoriation fo Martyrdom,
published by J. R. Wetstein, Basle, 1674.

Hitherto there had been no collected edition
of Origen’s Greek writings. The want had been
long felt; and as far back as 1635 the general
assemhl}r of French clergy had determined that
editions of ““ John of Damascus, Origen, Maximus,
Ephraem Syrus, among the Greek Fathers,”
should be |\tﬂril‘-‘]lll| “to jserve as authorities in
controversies of relicion.” The work was com-
mitted to At .nelt, doctor of the Sorbonme. Col-
lations of Italian (and so probably of other) MSS.
were provided, which afterwards came into the
hands of Tarinus (Huet, Praef.), but nothing more
was done (Delarue, i. p. 5).

The purpose however was taken up in other
quarters. Herbert Thorndike (f1672), Fellow
of Trinity College, Cambridge, contemplated a
complete edition of the works of Origen (Huet,
Praef.), for which he made important collec-
tions, still preserved in the library of his col-
lege, including the Codex Holmiensis; but the
plan was not carried out. Probably Thorndike
was deterred from executing it no less by the
troubles of the times than by the knowledge
that P. D. Huet, still a layman; but afterwards
(1685) bishop of Avranches, was engaged upon
a similar task.

The work of Huet (ORIGENIS in sacras Scrip-
turas Comomentaria quaecunque Graece reperiri
potuerunt, Rothomagi, 1668, 2 tom., republished
at Paris, 1679, and at Cologne, 1685), dedicated
in remarkable language to Louis XIV,, is the
foundation of the critical study of Origen. It
is however only a part of the original design,
which included three sections:—(1) the é&&n-
ynTikd 3 (2) the treatises, cvwrdypara; (3) the
supposititious writings, Of the second and third
parts nothing has been published.

Parinus refused to allow Huet to use the col-
lations of Italian MSS. which were in his posses:
sion, though he was through age unable to 'III:LLL,
any use of them himself (I[LtLt I’mu) Huet
had therefore to trust to a copy of the Cod.
Holm., which he had made in Sweden, and to Cod.
Reg., 11-1 his Greek text of the Commentary on
St. Matthew; and to the Cod. Rey., with Fer-
rarius’s Latin translation of the Cud. Venet., for |
the Commentary on St. John,

Huet’s collection of the 'E&ryﬂnm does not
l!u'll:-le the fragments found in Catenae. He
had originally intended to include thes ) but he
abandoned the purpose, partly from the immen-
sity of the work required for collecting them,
and partly from the uncertainty which attaches
to extracts often abridged, '1He{(n1 and mis-
named (Praef.). It is also g‘rmtlv to be re-
gretted that he did not reprint the old Latin

version of the Commentaries of St. Matthew,
which has a value of its own. Still, though
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his materials were imperfect and his work in-
complete, Huet holds the first rank among the
editors of Origen.

An addition to the published Greek works
of Origen was made by the appearance of the
treatise On Prayer, which was edited at Oxford,
1686, and republished, after the recension of
R. D. Wetstein, at Amsterdam in 1694, These
editions were followed in 1728 by a far more
complete one of Reading, London 1728, enriched
by the notes of R. Bentley (reprinted by Delarue,
i. pp. 911 ).

Bentley seems to have worked much at Origen.
A copy of Huet in the library of Trinity College
contains a collation of the Cud. Holm. nf the

Commentary on St. Matthew, and also of the
Cod. Bodl. of the Comment: iy on St. John, in
his handwriting, with many conjectur ]‘ut I

am not aware that he cun!umplutuxl any edition
of these writings.h
About the same time Th. Mangey (1684~1755),
the editor of Phiio (1742), was also engaged upon
Drigen; and notes and collections of his are pre-
served in the British Museum (MSS. Add. 6428).
In the meanwhile the resolution of the French
clergy found a tardy fulfilment through the
labours of the great Benedictines of St. Maur.
de Montfaucon edited the remains of the
Hexapla in 1715 (Paris), carrying far forward the
work of Flaminius Nobilius (Romae, 1587) and
J. Drusius (Arnhemiae, 1622), And the firs
two volumes of a complete edition of Or
(ORIGENIS vp:’rft omnig quae Graece vel Latine
tantum extant et ¢jus nomine circumferuntur) ap-
peared at l‘Llls in 1733, under the editorship of
Charles Delarue, a priest of the same society.
(Tom. i. Letters, Treatises, with the spurious
Dialogue and the Philosuphumena, Tom. ii.
Exegetical writings on the Old Testament as far
as the Psalms, with the anonymous commentary
on Job.) The work had been undertaken by the
wish of Montfaucon, and these two volumes had
been sent to the press as early as 1725 (t. iii. p. vii.).
The work was dedicated to Pope Clement XII.
The third volume (exegetical writings on the
0Old Testament from Proterls, and on St. Matthew
and St. Luke) appeared at Paris in 1740, a few
months after the death of the editor (Oct. 17: s‘J)
who left however the fourth volume, almost ready
for the press as it was hoped, to the care of his
ne ]nm,\\ Charles Vincent llel ue, whom he had
invited to help him in his work. The fourth
volume however proved to be in a most im-
perfect state. For six years the younger Delarue
was called away to complete Sabatier’s Latin
Bible, and he was not able to issue the fourth
volume of the Origen till 1759 (remaining
exegetical writings on the New Testament, with
an appendix containing Pamphilus’s Apology, Gre-
gory's Paneqyric, Huet’s Urigeniana, and selec-

g

| tions from Bull’s Defensiv).

It would be most ungrateful not to acknow-
ledge the service which the two Delarues ren-
dered to Origen; but their edition is very far
from satisfying the requirements of scholarship.
The collations of MSS. are fragmentary and even
inaccurate. The text is left only partially re-
vised. The notes are inadequate.

b He and his friend J. Walker communicated to Delas
rue Grabe's collections from English Catenae: Delarue,
1i. praef. L.
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But though this is so, the later editions of
Origen’s works have added very little to the
completeness of the Benedictine edition. This
is the more to be regretted, as large additions
have been made, and still can be made, to the
O nian fragments. In the appendix to the
last volume of Galland’s Bibliotheca,’ published
at Venice in 1781 after his death, there are given
copious notes of Origen on Job, Psalms, St.
Matthew, and St. Luke, and some notes on the
Pentateuch, the historical books of the Old
Testament, and Proverbs.

Not less important are the additional mnotes
from Catenae on the gospels of St. Matthew
and St. Luke, the Acts, the istles to the
omans, 1 Corinthians, Ephesians, published by
Cramer in his Cafena (Oxford, 1840-1844), of
which the notes on 1 Corinthians and Ephesians
age of the highest importance.

To these must be added the notes on Proverbs
published by Mai (Patrum Nova Biblivtheca,
Roms 1854) from a Vatican MS., and some

1

other frarments noticed under the heads of

the different books. Many fragments also

have yet to be collected from Catenae (e.
that on Pent. Josh. Jud. B. M. Burn. 34,
saec, Xv.)

1

o,
39,

ese materials have been either wholly
neglected or only part ]’_\' used in the latest
editions of Origen; and the editors who came
after the Delarues have d practically nothing
to improve or illustrate the text of their author.
The edition of Oberthiir (Wirceburgi, 1780-1794)
is a simple reprint of the Greek and Latin texts of
Delarue.  The handy edition of Lommatzsch
(Berlin, 1831-1848) promised much of the
highest interest (i. Praef.), but the promises
have been unfulfilled. The textual indices
scattered through many volumes are complete
and ser ible, but with this exception (to
which Petermann’s account of the Venetian MS.
of the Commentary on St. Matthew may be added:
iii. iv. Praef.), the edition has no independent
value. It contains none of the additional matter
supplied by Galland and Cramer, but it gives
1 Philocalia which Delarue did mot reprint.®
reprint of Delarue, in his Patrologia
(Paris, 1857) has the additions from Galland,
most of the additions from Mai, and one frag-
ment from Cramer as a supplement,

Enough has been said to shew that there is as
yet no edition of Origen worthy of the subject,
and no complete collection of his writings in any
shape. To prepare such an edition would be a
work for a society of scholars and for a uni-
versity press. [W., 188

ORIGENES (2), a layman, probably a
professor of rhetor whose discourses and
writings in defence of the truth durine a time
of persecution (which may be identified with
the reign of Julian, when Christians were for-

I It may be worth while to notice that Galland was
of French and not of Italian descent. In the license
printed in his Bibliotheca, he is described as Andrea
Galland, Prete dell' Oratorio,

¥ As Lommatzsch most unaccountably does not glve
the pages of Delarue, it may be well to mention that on
an average one page of Delart equal to one and six-
sevenths of Lommatzsch. The respective initial pages
of the works are given above.

ORIGENISTIC CONTROVERSIES

bidden to teach secular ]itvrntmv.;) are high)
commended by Basil, in a letter sent hin-1 b\;“h'r
sons, whose visit had caused him lively sati 2

tion. (Basil, Zp. 17 [384]) E ":'}Lﬁ.

ORIGENES (8), Platonic philosopher (1
@. § R. Biog.; Tillem. i, 283, 284). Mﬂff{"f

ORIGENTANI  Epiphanius, who mak
the errors n!: the celebrated (.Jl'i};',ﬁll the thj:f;:
of the ty—m‘urth section of his work on here.
sies, describes in his sixty-third chapter heretips
whom he calls Origeniani, to whom he give '
distinetion 1fhe epithet aiorxpol; for he i’l"\ff'sses
ignorance from what Origen they derived t} ir
name. He attributes to them no doctring
errors, unless we count under this head a state.
ment that they had in circulation among them
the apocryphal acts of Andrew ; but h: states
that though unmarried, and to outward appear-
ance living the monastic life, they Pprivately
indulged in gross sexmal irn]»\ﬂ‘ity,lﬂn]v taking
care to prevent a betrayal of it to the world
through conception of children. Such a charge
is easy to bring, but is difficult either to prn'\e
or to refute, Epiphanius states that these
people themselves brought similar charges
against the Catholics ; and he also tells a story
how the like accusation had been brought after
his death against a Palestinian bishop who had
been in the number of the confessors: but
whether the charge was true or false Epiphanius
will not venture to say. The theological ani
mosities of the time made men on both sides
so ready to believe evil of each other, that
the historical enquirer may now feel himself
justified in charitably disregarding such stories
on either side. There is no authority indepen-
dent of Epiphanius for the existence of such a
sect of Origeniani; and he himself appears only
to know of them by hearsay, and to have had
but very vague information concerning them,
‘I'ne most probable account of the matter seems
to be that the people of whom Epiphanius had
heard were called Origeniani because they really
were doctrinal disciples of Origen; and that a
charge of immorality was brought against them
by their.opponents; but whether they had done
or said anything to justify such a charge is a
point on which we have no trustworthy evidence.
See August. Haer, § 63; Joan. Damasc. ;’f-grﬁ 4:‘f-

[G. 8.
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ORIGENISTIC CONTROVERSIES.
I.—CONTROVERSY DURING ORIGEN'S LIFE

We have already seen in the article on
ORIGEN, p. 100, that he was condemned at Alese
andria during his life; the precise cause of the
condemnation is less certain than the fact. Un-
questionably, personal and formal irregularities
entered largely into the complaint of Demetrius.
Origen had preached at Caesarea, though not 8
priest himself, before an assembly of bishops
and priests. He had accepted ordination 1 &
foreign diocese without consulting his owa
bishop, as in duty bound ; and though disquali-
fied by the law of the church on account of 8
youthful indiscretion. It is true that mo doc-
trinal charges are attributed to the time of e
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censure, but it must not be forgotten that
Origen had already written the wepi dpx@v and
the oTpwpateis, embodying his characteristic
doctrines; while there is no reason to suppose
Demetrius to have been proof against the jealous
prejudice excited by the power and fame of an
wcclesiastical subordinate. At any rate, he took
action against Origen, convened a council of
priests and bishops, and obtained a decree ex-
]-eilin_t_\" Origen from Alexandria, and forbidding
him to reside or teach there, but leaving him
his priesthood. Dissatisfied with these measures,
Demetrius subsequently united with a few
Egyptian bishops to deprive Origen of the
priesthood also. Those who had voted with the
bishop before now signed this new decree (cf. Pho-
tius, cod. 118, avvumoypaldvrov kal 7§ aropdoes
Tay guuliipwy abTg yeyernuévar).t

To the account given above Hieronymus adds
that Demetrius obtained a condemnation of
Origen from Rome. (Fp. xxxiii® Migne, P,
vol. xxii, [Bened, xxix]).  If this be so, though
there is little evidence to support the view, it
must have been from a synod under Pontianus
in A.D. 231 or 232. Doellinger (Hippolytus and
; Eng. trans. pp. 244, foll., and p. 262
with Langen (Rimis:he Kirche, pp. 267, 268),
connects this condemnation with Origen’s conduct
in the controversy between ||i]v]n.-].l,t=l.\ and Cal-
listus. One fact is clear: that the condemnation,
if, or by whomsoever pronounced, could have had
little weight even at Alexandria itself, since the
doctrines and the personality impugned found
devoted admirers and champions among the
highest religious authorities in the city, even
when Origen had removed, 1();L\'i11g his work
to others.

II.—Or16EN’S FOLLOWERS AT ALEXANDRIA.

(1) Heraclas, a pupil of Origen, succeeded
his master at the catechetical school, and subse-
quently Demetrius in the bishoprie (Eusebius,
H. E. vi.; ce 3, 15). He took no steps to vifect
his master's return, but we therefore
assume that he acquiesced in his condemnation.
Duellinger (1. c. pp. 42-46) advocates the theory
of a second expulsion by Heraclas, but the
evidence of Gennadius (De Script. Eccl. e. 33)
even when combined with the reference in a
letter written three centuries later to a council
at Alexandria (Mansi, vol. ix. p. 514), and one
or two other vague illusions, is not of any real
weight, The name of Heraclas was more
famous than that of Demetrius, and the substi-
tution might be easily made by careless or
unscrupulous opponents. (2) Dionysius, who
succeeded by similar steps to the bishopric of
Alexandria (Euseb. #. E. vi. cc. 29, 30), shewed
h?n fidelity to Origen by open sympathy with
his master in misfortune (ih. vi, 46), and hy
sorrow at his death, (Steph. Gobar in Photius,
cod. 232.) A little while before Origen’s death,

cannot

* Huet (Grigeniana, 1., . 16) states that the bishops
who had voted with Origen at the first council were now
compelled to sign the decree of Demetrius at the second.
But in the phrase evudmduy airg, the word alry refers
to Demetrius, not to Origen, and the position of xai
makes the meaning still more clear, wid. Migne, vol,
xvii., p. 669, note (69).

® Migne, Patrologia Graeco-Lating ; Migne, P. Patro-
logiae cursus completus.

| in the controversy with the Ch
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Dionysius inscribed his De Martyrio to him, and
sts he defended
Origen’s allegori rstem of interpretation
against the literalism of Nepos (Euseb. H. E,
vii. cc. 24-25); and he with his master wm
claimed as an ally by the Arians through his
use of the term dmdorasis, and for his alleged
subordination of the Son. Basil actually attacked
him as an Arian (Photi Cod. 232), while
he was defended by Athanasius in the treatise
which bears his name (Athan. De Sent. Dionysii
de Synod. c. xxiv. cf De Decret. Syn. Nic. c. xxv,
Migne, P.vol. xxv. pp. 479, foll. and 515, foll.). (3)
Theognostus, a celebrated teacher at Alexandria,
wrote seven hooks, dworvrdeers, in imitation of
Origen’s wepl dpyév, containing similar specula-
tions with reference to the nature of the Son,
the Holy Spirit, and angels (Photius, Cod. 106).
On the third point his views were orthodox, on
the second avowedly heretical ; his speculations
on the third were only academical exercises
(Athan, L. c. Photius, #.). (4) Another of
Origen’s followers at Alexandria was Pierius, a
priest famous for his piety and learning. He
was at the head of the Alexandrian school of
his day, the teacher of Pamphilus, and the
author of twelve books in which he taught the
subordination of the Spirit to the Father and
the Son, possibly also the pre-existence of the
human soul. His devotion and resemblance to
his great prr_\nlin-es&nr secured for him the title of
the * Second Origen” (Hieron. e Vir, Il. c.
76, Photius, cod. 119, and Scholia; Routh, Rell,
Saer, iii. p. 425). [Fragments of the writings
of Pierius and Theognostus are to be found in
Migne, vol. x. pp. 259-246.]

III.—CoNTROVERSY IN ASIA.

At Alexandria, as we have seen, the influence
of Origen still remained supreme, but elsewhere,
within a short period after his death, his doctrines
were vehemently attacked, Foremost among the
assailants was Methodius, formerly of Olympus,
bishop of Patara in the early part of the 4th
century. Socrates, alluding to Origen’s foes,
gives him a place in the * Quaternion of Re-
vilers” (Terpdxrus kakoAdywy), but states that
in the Eévwy he recanted (éx waAwwdias), ex-
pressing admiration for Origen (Socrat. H. E.
vi. 13). Eusebius, as Walch points out (Aetz,
vol. vii. p. 408. cf. Hieron. ¢. Ruf. 1, § 11),
inverts this order of events; and the facts are
quite uncertain, for we know neither the relative
order of composition nor in whose mouth the
recantation is placed. In dialogue Methodius
would often state conflicting views, and in his
other works such abusive expressions as @
kévraupe are by no means rare when he refers
to Origen.® The chief points that he attacked
in the teaching of Origen were his views on the
Creation, the relation of soul and body, Resur-
rection, and Freewill ; but he also includes many
subordinate elements in his hostile criticism. 1t
often happens that Methodius, like many other
critics of Origen, does not understand the prin-
ciple which he attacks, and so bases the whole
argument on a false foundation. For instance,

® Vincenzi (vol. v. app. ii. p. 98) supposes that
Methodius was convinced of misconception by the
apology of Pamphilus and Eusebius.
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he impugns Orgen’s doctrine of eternal genera-
tion. Origen had argued that if the Creator’s

would involve change in the unchangeable ; and
that therefore the
the Mosaic account was inadequate. Methodius
replies that cessation from creation is change,
and argues for the prior existence of the Creator
on the analogy of the human sculptor and his
handiwork, the statue. He does not apprehend

an action j Origen would reply that there is no
cessation of creative activity as also there is no
o, and that the work of the Great
Renewer is not limited to moments of time,
Methodius also attacks Oricen’s sa) ing that the
body is the fetter of the soul, and was added to
it after the faull of man from innocence and
purity ; that the clothes of our first parents
(the “coats of skins ") were their mortal bodies,
and that the soul is the only essential part of
man (vid. Migne, vol, xviii. p. 267). Methodius
asks how, if the soul cannot sin without the in-ui_v,
the soul can have been sent into the body on
account of sinj and if the body is a fetter,
whether it is for the cood or the evil? The
good need no such restraint; and it does not
check the evil, as we see in the case of Cain.
In this same connection he also att Origen’s
doetrine of the rrection in a spiritual, not a
material body, his allegorical interpretation of
~ P the “coats of skins,” and his application of
Ezekiel’s prophetic prom (Photius, cod, 234.
De Resurr.)). Methodius seems also to have
written against Oricen with reference to the
witch of Endor, and his explanat of the
o of Samuel. Methodius supposed Origen
to believe that the soul of Samue) was in the
power of Satan, and that the apparition was in
reality the prophet’s spirit. theory may
possibly have led to the charge of sorcery st
sequently made against Or h
allegation was one which he shared with mar
nts of pre-eminent learning. (De f
wepl eyyaorpypifov, Hieron, De Vir.
IU, lxxxiii.) Another point of attack was the
l]l?L‘!l'illl.‘, that while in d r evil our choice is
free to act or to re , in thinking
evil we are not free to admit or to repel tempt:
tion (Photius, De Lib. Arbit., 236 cf, cod.
234).  From the reply of Pamphilus and Euse-
bius it would appear that M
pugned the orthodoxy of Origen in his conception
of the Divine Nature,
Antagonism intensified devotion; the books
under ban were studied with increased ardour:

]

1h-
n, though the

brought against their master to pass without
challenge. Apologists were numerous (Photius,
cod, 118). Pierius and Theognostus, already
mentioned among Origen’s suec s, and other
teachers of equal note, took up his cause. But
the first place among these treatises belongs to
the apology composed by Pamphilus and Eusebius
of Caesarea in the first decade of the 4th century,
probably about A.p, 306. It was famous at the
time, and nearly a century after its appearance
it again became the subject of embittered con-
troversy. Pamphilus had been a pupil of Pierius,
but had subsequently removed to Caesarea, where
he made his home, celebrated for sanctity, learn-
ing, and devotion to Origen, whose commentaries

existence in time were prior to the creation, this |

smentary interpretation of

thodius also im- |

that the term “creation ” is an idea rather than |

| Pamphilus in the per

| of controversy, vindicating

! principles
| details, vine
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he had transcribed and studied
care (Euseb. . F. vi. 32). Kusebjus had bee
attracted to him by kindred sympathies, anq :'m
pair continued in an intimate and I.'Lf(‘lm;,_\‘- fliun]tllf
ship. With regard to Origen they werp of o

mind, and together they prepared a defence [-h;
his character and doctrine. Pamphilus ..m.\:tJ
have been the originator ; [rul‘h;\ls.\ the first [,;.\.,E
was his sole work, but he was soon joined .[,‘.
Eusebius, and by the year A.D. 309, five books
were completed and inscribed to Paterm 3
and the confessors of Palestine—a dedi ion 1,1‘1:
inappropriate, seeing that part of the work had
been composed in prison. After the death of
2cution, Eusebin
sixth book to the work, but of the wi
one book has come down to us, and that in the
Latin translation of Rufinus (Phot us, Cod, 118:
Euseb. H. E. vi. 33 ; Soc. H, K., iii.7; Hieron. De
Vir. ZUl. Ixxxv.). This apology must have com-
prised a general defence on the entire case, for
though no doubt composed \\ithslxe ial reference
to Methodius, it also embraced the whole yan
Origen’s life (1
L. ¢.), discussing in the second book the validity
of hi

with incessang

ge

1is irvegular ordination (ib, e, 36), and in the
sixth the influence of his literary labours (th. ¢
36). Some of the charges advanced by Metho-
dius are dealt with in the first book; the
question of freewill was discussed in one of the
later books now lost to us. The apology opens
with a general introduction setting forth the
Origen, and then 311'i| seding to
cates him by appealing to his own
words to refute the misrepresentations of his
traducers Much of the treatise, therefore,

| consists of quotations. Its contents have been

described and its authenticity established in
a preceding article. [Eusesius oF CAESAREA
(23), § 28.] It is therefore only necessary to
recapitulate the chief nts on which issue
was raised in Origen’s behalf. The first set
of charges refuted refers mainly to the Nature
of the Divine Son. It is demonstrated
Origen believed (i) the Son to be of one sub-
stance with the Father; (ii) not produced
out of the substance of the Father by extension
(* per prolationem,” wpoBoA7) according to the
Valentinian doctrine, which would divide and
diminish the Divine substance; (iii) that Christ
was not a mere man, and (iv) that his life on
earth was not allegorical and illusory ; (¥v) that
there were not two Ch , one in heaven the
other on earth. Then after vindicating Origen’
method of interpreting scripture, it shews {.".I]
that he does not falsify the sacred narrative
by allegorieal exewesis, Lastly, it deals with
his doctrines concerning the pature and destiny
of the human soul, asserting (vii) Origen’s belief
in the resurrection of the i].\']<|._\'. and (viif) in t]\_ﬂ
future punishment of the impenitent; (ix) it
maintains the soundness of his views as to the
condition of departed souls ; and (x) that he does
not teach that the souls of the wicked pass .I'y
transmigration into beasts, On essential prin=
ciples, then, Origen’s orthodoxy is asserted ; it 15
however, conceded that where the voice of the
church is silent, e.e., on the relations of body
and soul, his speculations are cpen to question.
But the distinction between speculation am
doctrine is insisted upon, and it is shewn that
these theories are broached only in scattered

5,

1
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references, not advanced in a s_\'stem:d[q treatize.
On one point of primary importance the apology
is silent. While it attributes the outcry against
Origen to envy, ignorance, and stupidity, it
makes no reference to any formal condemnation
or forfeiture of orthodox reputation during his
lifetime. In this matter therefore it gives us
no clue to unravel the facts of the c [The
remains of this Alnnl: v are contained in Migne,
vol. x., pp. 1557 foll., and in Caillau, Coll. Eecl.
Pat. vol. xv. pp. 497, foll.] By anticipation the
rejoinder to this defence (arrippnois), published
by Antipater of Bostra, about A.p. 460, may be
here mentioned. Fragments of this work survive
in the Acts of the Second Nicene Council (Labbe,
Cone. vol. vii. p. 36 In the passage there
preserved Eusebius is attacked, but no mention
is made of Pamphilus. Antipater admits the
historieal learning of the former, but denies hi
knowledge of doctrine on the score of his hereti- |
cal tendencies. The doctrines of Origen to which
he refers in the fragment are the pre-existe
of souls, and the subordination of the Son. 1e
treatise seems to have been accepted as an
authoritative reply to Origenism, and to have
been read by official command in churches. [In
Migne, vol. 1xxxv., pp. 1791 foll.]

ce

IV.—CoNTROVERSY IN THE ARIAN PERIOD.

The Arian controversies of the 4th century
roused a new storm inst Ori In the
earlier part of the struggle indeed his name
does not oceur, The Arian party, though forti-
fying themselves with the sanctity of the martyr
Lucian, made no reference to Orizen, nor w
cited by Alexander, their chief opponent b
Nicaea (Tillemont, vol. iii. p. B2 & H.
i. vi.; Huet, Origen., 2, 4. sec. 1, 4-6 35 cf.
Newman, Arians, 8). But the appeal was
inevitable, Before long by champions of ortho-
doxy he was denounced as * the Father of Arian-
ism,” while the Arians, catching the cue, shel-
tered themselves under his authority as counte-
nancing their doctrine of the Logos. Some even
attempted to set him in the place of Arius as
the rallying-point of the party (Soc. . Z. iv.
26). On the other hand, Aetius, an Arian, in
asserting the creation of the Son, attacks Origen
together with Clement, as holding the orthodox
position (Soe. H. E. ii. 35 ; Sozom, H. E 12).
Suspicion, however, against Origen was agera-
vated by the character of his adherents, Diony- |
sius of Alexandria lay under a similar charge of |
heresy ; the sympathies of his apologist, E
bius, were notorious; and Timotheus, a leader
of the Arian party at Constantinople, in his
devotion to the writings of Origen, was but a
type of a numerous class (See. H. E. vii. 6),
Blut while Origen’s orthodoxy was - impugned,
his assailants exhibited the widest divergence of |
opinion as to the measure of his guilt, Eusta-
thius of Antioch, a prominent opponent of the |
Arians, wrote a treatise against Origen, but only |

|
|
|

ren.

1, 8eC

with reference to his interpretation of the story
of the witch of Endor (De Fngastrimytho adv.
Gl"ir,f Galland, Bibl. Pat. vol. iv. Pp- 541 foll. 3
Migne, vol. xviii. pp. 614-674). So that if |
Origen’s views on the Trinity were really un-
sound, it is strange that they should ~have
escaped impeachment by so zealous a champion
of orthodoxy (cf. Hieron. e Vir. JIl. c. lxxxv). |
CHRIST. BIOGR,—VOL. IV.

| mius, the founder of E

| the orthodox,

¢ of the soul and of sinj but these
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Marcellus of Ancyra, on the other hand, in his
reply to Asterius, to which Eusebius in turn
rejoined, sets down Origen as the fountain-head
ot Arianism. The primary cause, however, of
his antipathy, seems to be the admixture of
pagan philosophy with Christian teaching to be
found in the introduction of the repl &px@y and
elsewhere ; and Origen’s most heinous offence is
not heresy, but his perverse union of Platonism
and Christianity. On more vital errors he is
strangely silent (Eusebius ¢. Marcellum ; Migne,
xxiv. p. 754 foll,, especially, p. 761). Hostility
did not confine i within these limits, Ori-
gen's profound learning and ascetic morality
excited the enthusiastic admiration of the culti-
vated portion of the Egyptian monks (Epiph.
Haer. lxiv. or xliv.; Migne, vol. x1i.), and Pacho-
rptian monasticism, and
leader of the anthropomorphist party, forbade
his monks to read Origen’s writings. He is
said to have ordered the books to be cast out
of the monastery into the river (Boll. Acta
Sane. Maii 14, vol, iii. p. 804, and App. xxv.
p- 30), and the act would only be in keeping
with the intense antipathy to Origen and his
followers recorded by the biographer, who tells
us that Pachomius was once visited by strangers,
unsavoury even to an ascetic nose, "The reason
of their noisomeness [Buowdla] was soon ex-
plained by an angel, who informed Pachomius
that he had been entertaining Origenists un-
awares. The doctrines of that heretie in the
heart were sup d to pollute the whole man
from centre to skin (Vita Pachomii; Boll. Acta
nc. Maii 3, Appen. 25, p.53 ; cf. Doucin, p. 122 ;
Tillemont, vii. pp. 206). Theodorus, his suec-
cessor, seems to have been imbued with the same
spivit, (Ep. de Vita 17 iii.)

Origen, on his Fi-h’, did not lack fr ds among
the gr st and wisest men of the age.  Atha-
nasius was foremost in vindicating his orthodoxy
inst the Arians, maintaining the enormity of
imputing to Origen as fundamental beliefs that
which he wrote merely in the form of
tion for those who go deeply into the my
of existence. So far from ag
Arians, Origen’s sympathies, he
The Arians
Word was created out of nothing; en, that
it was generated from the womb of uncreated
i They admit the Word to have existed

» all ages, but not its eternity; Origen
holds that it had no beginning but was coeternal
(avvaldos) with the Fathe

The Arians believed
that the Word, lik t of

dori, c.

are with
that the

Yoi
the

was
subject to changej; Origen, that it was essen-
tially immutable. The doctrine of subordina-

tion no doubt was a serious error, and Athanasius
also combatted Origen’s views about the nature
lings eould
of that

not in his mind destroy the holiness
wonderful saint (At
Nie, xxvii.
P. vol. xxv. p. 466 vol. xxvi. p. 650 foll.
Douein, pp. 110, 111). Basil also in his treatise
on the Holy Spirit claims Origen as orthodox on
this erucial doctrine (De Spiritu Sancto, Migne,
vol. xxxii. p. 203, § 61; DBenedict. edit. wvol.
iii. p. 61), and though he admitted errors in
some portions of Origen’s works, he edited with
Gregory of Nazianzum the didoxdAa, a volume
of extracts selected from Origen’s treatises on
E

hanasius, D¢ Decret. Syn.
Ad Serap. ep. iv. § 9 foll. ; Migne,
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important subjects (cf. Huet, Orig. 1L iii. 6, 73
in Migne, vol. xvii. p. 1097). Gregory of
Nyssa must also be included among his admirers
id champions (Steph. Gob. in Photius, cod. 2323
of. cod. 233 : Huet, Orig. 1L iv. 1, § 6; Migne,
1. e. p. 1121).  To this company must be added
Didymus, the teacher of Hieronymus, who was
to ];n:\‘e one of Origen’s most bitter assailants.
His sympathy, however, was imperfect ; and if
we may accept the testimony of Hieronymus,
not an impartial witness indeed, Didymus re-
jected the teaching of Origen as to the nature
of the Trinity, holding the doctrine himself in
the most rigidly orthodox form (Hieron. adv.
Rufin. 1. § 6; cf. iii. § 1335 Migne, P., vol.
xxiii. pp. 401 and 467). Didymus also wrote
notes upon the wepl &px@v, explaining apparent
anomalies in an orthodox sense (Hieron. Ep. ad
Pamm. lxxxiv. § 4 [=Bened, 417), a proceeding
which commended itself to many who, in spite of
general admiration viewed with suspicion Ori-
: ical tendencies and the
rreat speculative treatises.

gen’s extreme all
dubious passages in
While the controversy was still in this stage,
Epiphanius, the venerable bishop of Cyprus,
made his first appearance as an opponent of the
Origenist party. His hostility was of no recent
growth, for, while a monk in the ryptian desert
he had allied himself to the party of Pachomius.
At this time his power and reputation made him
the most formidable antagonist that the Ori-
genists had yet encountered since the attack of
Methodius. In three separate works Epiphanius
assailed the doctrines of Origen and his adhe-
arguments had more vigour
than mnovelty, recapitulating as they do the
charges of his predecessor. (1) In his * An-
choratus,” *Aykipwros (A.D. 374), Epiphanius
includes Origen in the list of heretics (§ 13)
and sets down as obnoxious tenets (a) his all
gorical account of creation and paradise (8§ 54-5) 3
(b) the doctrine that in the resurrection not the
natural body will be raised, but a body of finer
material here contained within it (§ 55); (¢)
Origen’s interpretation of the phrase *‘ coats of
skins” as representing the human bedy (§ 62);
() his subordination of the Son to the Father
(5 (2) In his great work against all
heresies, wavdpior (A.D. 374-377), Epiphanius
recurs to the attack, and in fuller detail, quoting
Methodius at great length (Haer. lxiv. or xliii.).”

All the charges previously made by Methodius
are reiterated in this work, and some new ones
added (c. xii. Migne, vol. xli. pp. 1067, foll.) He
asserts (a) that Origen teaches that the Son d
not see the Father, nor the Spirit the Son, nor
angels the Spirit, nor men angels. (b) That
though Origen derives the Son from the sub-
stance (otola) of the Father, he believes Him to
have been created and made, bearing the name

rents, thou
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Tas wpopdaels €Ange, c. 4). ©) " !
m:ﬁnt.‘-il?r:; the s;r:ulzmu,f n]u1)1 tn(;}“\.?nft_()ngm
celestial spirits before the bodies in WL}:;:]:M[ i
were impri-:unml to punish them for sip (at’ o)
KkéxANTRL TO o@ua i TO Bédealar T b ‘J»H:!
7§ cdpari; ¢ Tii). (d) Thet Oriren seriy
Adam to have lost the Divine imag % l's"ﬂ:ted

: 1u€ image at the Fall
and allegorised the xirdves Sepudrivas (.,‘
(¢) That he mutilates and debases the [1,,“:')'
of the resurrection; for if the body dees :‘i
rise, what will? The soul is not in the graye (i-’;ﬁ
(f) That by his allegorical method nt"‘intnr r‘)t
tation the sacred narrative is nnrrui-,te_ﬁ‘ (I;rL
(3) In his ’Avaceparalwars (L. ii. 183 Mizge
vol. xlii. p. 867) Epiphanius once :1!::in sums
up his case against Origen under four heads:
Resurrection; the nature of the Son; and of thé
Holy Spirit ; allegorical interpretation of Para-
dise, Heaven, and all things; also stating that
Origen taught that the kingdom of Chri;tc“mﬂld
have an end. (4) This last accusation is re-
peated in an expanded form in a letter to
Johannes, bishop of Jerusalem (Migne, vol. xliii.
p. 879, §§ 4, 5). According to the writer, Ori
oen believed that the devil would be restored to
his former glory and made equal with Christ.
S0 that if Satan shall be subdued, reasons
Epiphanius, Christ will be subdued in like
manner. But this is an inference without
or reason. The struggle durmg this period was,
as we have seen, almost entirely confined to
literary controversy, and its issues were deter-
mined by the balance of conflicking per: nal
authority, mot by formal and authoritative
decisions.

V.

Tn the next period the character of the con-
troversy changes, Argument is enforced by
action, and diplomatic intrigue becomes more
potent than theological learning. We can trace
three well-defined stages in the struggle. (1)
The strife in Palestine between John of Jerus
salem and Rufinus on the one side, and Hierooys
mus and Epiphanius on the other, Theophilus
of Alexandria intervening. (2.) The pernv:}al
quarrel between Hieronymus and Bufinus, ars-
ing out of the latter’s translation of the wepl
dpxi@v. (3.) The conflict between Theophilus of
Alexandria and the Egyptian monks, leading to
the controversy in which Chrysostom and Ept-
phanins were involved, and to the council |I1\'|ll
near Constantinople, in the year A.D. 4 The
details have been given with such fulness il
other articles that in many instances & HeM
reference may serve instead of repetition.

(1) STRIFE IN PALESTINE.

Palestine, as we have already ecel had for

of Son, not by right but by favour; a direct
encouragement to Arius (ée Todrov & *Apewos

p In Haer. Ixiii. (xliii.) Epiphanius mentions under
the head of Origenists an impure sect in Egypt, though
he admits that he cannot tell whether they sprang from
Origen himself or from some other heretic of his name,
The impure morality characteristic of the sect shows
that with the genuine Origenists it can have no possible
connection; though Doucin (p. 140) argues that men
adopting Origen's conception of the body as the prison
or the soul would naturally infer that its vices were

long been a stronghold of the [Jl‘i:_';t‘uiatic in:!l't!!
and about the year 390 A.D. Origen’s admare™
in that country were powerful as W”h&:
numerous. John, the bishop of Jerusalem, &
imbibed his doctrines among the devoted rnul:hl;
of the Nitrian desert, and the heads of the whe
gious communities at Bethlehem and on b

Mount of Olives were imbued with the Is:nir:j
spirit. At the former place llio_l'ou'\'mula :::”
Paula respectively presided over l.lm) 1:300-13 &
and the went; at the latter Rufinus

unimportant (cf. August. De Haer. 42, 43).

Melania discharged the same functions
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gocieties being bound together in close and inti-
mate friendship. Up to this time Hieronymus,
without ‘LU(‘Lplillf" all Origen’s speculations, had
studied his works with the relicious and literary
fervour of an enlightened disciple. He had
translated treatises, he habitually used the com-
mentaries. Attachment to the master drew
him to the followers, and when he fled from
Rome, though he visited Epiphanius, Origen’s
staunch opponent, he made his way to Isidorus
at Alexandria, and listened to the lectures of
Didymus. In a letter to Paula, written in
585 A.D, he strenuously maintains the cause
Origen against his assailants, attributing their
zeal not to orthodoxy but envy, and Origen’s con-
demnation to the supremacy of his learning and
eloquence which meaner spirits could not brook.
(“ Pro sudore quii[ accepit pretii ? damnatur a
lamnationem
1 contra hunc ec

Demetrio episcopo. In eius ¢
sentit urbs Romana;
genatum, non propter dogmatum novitatem,
propter haeresim, ut nunc adversus eum rabidi
canes simulant; sed quia gloriam eloquentiae
eiug et scientiae ferre mon poterant, et illo
dicente omnes muti putabantur.” (Ep. xxxiii. ;
[= Bened. 2¢
Dissension st arose with the arrival of the
n monk Aterbius at Jerusalem in A.D.
k who attacked Hieronymus and Rufinus for
their devotion to Origen. Hieronymus, alw:
morbidly sensitive to any imput
repudiated the charge. He
serted that he had
Origen (* cum damnatione
satisfecissem,” c. Ruf. iii
probably an ex ration, for
soon after reiterated the char
asserted the right to diserimir
true and the hl\\- ulum nts
tive system (Jp. 1
however he was wav
friend Epiphanius in A.p. 594
have undertaken to extir
heresy in Palestine,
nymus at once appears as a parti

as-
condemned the doctrines of

equently

)3 but 7
when Vigilantius
Hieronymus
between the
eat specula
[n\\ ar l]\

the
S0s l] . and
an of ortho-

turned the

Hiero-

doxy. Full details of the wrangle
which ensued may be found else [HI1ERO.

NYMUS (4) ; JoHANNES (216) ;3 EptPuaNtUs (1 )]
It is clear that Epiphanius at the outset con-

tented himself with ger siation  of
Origenism, not singling out Rufinus and Johannes
for special censure. On the other hand, the
conduct of the Origenist party in the church

and the

during the discourse of ]1-1;]1 mlu»
menacing demeanour of Johann
that he sent to l]]])‘) wius by
and his public attack upon ':nl-w'npmnr-l'
views in which the personal reference to
phanius was unmistakab le, made a rupture u1|1\
a question of time, and antagonism was intensi-
fied by a strenuous refusal twice leL.ltrni to
condemn Origen and his doctrir The subse-
quent conduct of Epiphanius intensitied the
irritation. Having failed to convince Johannes
]J}' argument, he endeavoured to crush him }:\
1solation. With this end in view, he first induced
the monks at Bethlehem to exclude Johannes
with Rufinus and his other friends from com-
munion, and, secondly, consecrated at Elenthero-
polis Paulinianus, & brother of Hieronymus.
Such conduct in an alien diocese was a serious
encroachment upon the jurisdiction of the
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lawful bishop, and provoked indignant resent-
ment.?

The pleas put forward by the partisans of
Epiphanius in self-defence were futile, not to
say frivolous (ef. Hievonymus, Epist. c. Johann,
Micne, P.vol. x3 sened. 387), and the
oy un]\' sup | lied material for new contro-
5 Hmnu\ mus, who throughout the quary
18 a zealous ;}utnm of the }-z\hn]n of Cyprus,
translated his defence into Latin: the version
and Hieronymus accused
with having suborned agent to
(Hieron, Ep. lvii, (= Bened. !
Johannes meanwhile is -..mnt
zest having abated ; but J.;i[;'
relax hi
to whic

Rufinus

disappe

does

anius
s efforts, and now writes the long letter

not

allv

n has already been made (Migne,

vol. xliii. pp. 379, foll,), specifying the substance
of his indictment of Origen. In answer to an
al from Job s, Theophilus of Alexandria,

an s
hout suceess

tempt
) : ; for
lorus, to whom the mission was entrusted,
rding to Hieronymus, acted with dish

Ty
mages

f ( NOUT=
4 lity. (Hieron. ¢. Jokann. §§ 87-39;
iii. § 18) Johannes again writes to

hilus, recounting Irw course of events, ¢

advantage of a
ius of Rome to send on
from

wlence wi
stter with another
|}1| shanius with anthropomor
e ps without referen

own diocese

Hieronymus at once
reply. (Ad Pamma
[ ned, 41] ef.

his

publist

X1i. ]];I

§ 16 ; Tillemont, vol. 186,
this Rufinus had made his peace with his form

friend, a harmony n tined to be permanent.
The terms of ion are uncertain, The
account given by Hieronymus wonld lead us to
suppose that any concession made was on the
part of Rufinus, but such evidence without dis-
interested cor oration has little value, (* Iun-

Tecon(

ximus dextras, ut vos essetis Catholici, non ut
essemus haeretici,” ¢, Rufin. iii. § 243 cf, § 33.)
Probably the f agreed to differ on the

u|u| stion in dispu This reconciliation Arche-
the governor of Palestine, endeavoureit to
extend to the other remair foes, but his efforts
were idle, the monks insisting upon the con-
demnation of n as an indispensable pre-
liminary to - nt (“ut futurae con-
cordiae fi laceret lamenta,” Hieron. e,
Johann, § 40). a su'r-.cr_-rlm-nt
attempt had better fortune. d turned
nst l\u Origzenis ]n' wrote
iphanius, entreati
l[‘i -l'l\ mnece wi
in Hieronymus; [

Theophilus went to Jerus and r
communion between the city and Bethlehem,
allying himself with Hieronymus throughout
the remainder of the cont (Hieron. Epp.
lxxxvi—xevi.; = Bened, 111; others
unedited.)

two acts are
ence of the ot

rll.‘

fur

Theophilus in
After '[:u

and

stored

em

really connected; one
Tillemont inverts the ¢
Hieronymus did not offi

ition from
in Migne, P.

after B
Hieron i. p.
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(2) RuriNUs AND HIERONYMUS.

Before peace had been made between t‘F]G
hostile parties in Palestine, Rufinus had left the
scene of strife and had returned to Rome, where
he soon became embroiled in a new quarr I
trivial in itself, indeed, but important as lead-
ing to a condemnation of Origen by a bishop of
Yome. Without repeating all the history of
the comtroversy given in
[HIERONYMUS (4); Rurinu 1,
the main incidents. At the
friend Macarius, Rufinus
famous apology of P ulnj\hl\n-..—nj which only
the first book still survives,—and then the wepl
apx @y of Origen hims In a preface to the
former work he exhorte thc-w who might look
upon his conduct with suspicion to disregard all
imputations of heresy, and to make the know-
ledge of truth their supreme concern. At the
same time he explicitly affirmed his own belief
in the Holy Trinity, and in the resurrection of
the body. In An-a]».u ndix he discussed the
adulteration of Origen’s works, contending that
heretics, to support their own errors, had falsi-
fied the text with interpolations. The intro-
duction to the second treatise struck a b
note. Rufinus reminds his readers that in und
taking such a translation he is but following
the example of Hieronymus himself, who had
translated more than seventy treatises of Or
describine him as the greatest teacher of
church er the apostles. }'urilwrmnh. hn- ‘h'
adopted the method of Hie
ing obscurit amplifying too t--qu'i\ res,
illustrating d u 3 n other
works, and suppr ng heterodox passages as
dangerous or spurious, His tusk completed,
Rufinus left Rome for '\;H , provided with
ht1<1~ from Siricius, who died in the same year,
A.D, 398, The two treatis 2 Jeft ]n-l.inl to
do their work at Rome. TI f Hiero-
nymus at once took up the ¢ —for such
it really was—and Pammachius wrote to him
from Rome, forwarding a copy of the tr

other

we may record
request of his

3

iends of

and sugeesting that Hiere nymus should I
a genuine version (Hieron. Migne,
= Bened. 40). Hieronymus r clearing

himself of the charges, and stating, somewhat
disingenuously, that he had never been an
admirer of O n, but had controverted his
errors, He also denied the incriminated pas-
sages in the works of Origen to be spurious
interpolations, and impugned the genuiner
the aj nnlnu\':utm]mt.-.l to Pamphilus. (Ep. lxxxiv.
(-_!n ned. 41)).
]1e1ut1l-.11 doctrines of Origen as set down by
1':|wil.h:miu~.; and adds that at Nicaea oen |1:1;1
been by implication condemned as the forefather
of Arianism. After an interval, Rufinus replied
in his Apologia addressed to his friend Apol-
lonianus.*

The trea is, in the main, a vi
his personal faith and a retaliation upon
Hieronymus. In the first book, he reasserts hi
own orthodexy as to the fundamental doctrines
of the Christian faith. He believes in the
Trinity, but defends the statement which had

28 of

ation of

r Not * Invectivarum in Hieronymum libri duo,” as
the treatise bas been wrongly entitled.

biographies |

translated first the |

Finally, he recapitulates the |
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! been misinterpreted, that the Son does not se

| the Father (* non videt™). The Son knowet} "
| the Father, he admits ; but the Father is nlrl;
| visible to the eye of »m]se He also pro ;

his own faith in the Incarnation, the \T_ﬂng
ment, the Resurrection of the body, add ing with
reference to this last doctrine that at Aquileia,

his home, the definite phrase “huiy
was alw: 1ivs used in ]n.n e of the mq
| and vague expression.

carnis
commge

He then proceeds to efﬁ
plain how he had hmn induced to publish the
| ti.m lation of Origen’s treatise, lH“l\!!]lg that
| he had carefully gumlul himself against al]
ibility for error, and wﬁamlm the
grity of his method nf dealing with the text
of the original. In the second Lu...]\ stung by
| the charge that he had perjured himself in his
| profession of faith, he retorts upon Hieronymus
that he had violat ed an oath by re ading pagan
writers, and DPorphyry in particular, ‘llte'r 1
[ solemn renunciation of all h perilous erudi-
tion. Advancing still further along the same
lines, he shews the inconsistency of H]vrummm
who had extolled Origen for virtue:
reviling his foes with equal vehemence, and was
himself as a commentator largely indebted to
Origen, especially in his treatise on Micah., He
hen vindicates the Apc ¢ of Pamphilus, the
| character of which had hw n impugned by
Hieronymus in the heat of controversy, and
asserts the genuineness of the work. Dut even
accepting the theory of Hieronymus, he still
maintaing that the essential force of the defence
is not impaired; for it proceeds by appeal to
fact: every charge is refuted by Origen's own
words. In e ynelusion, Rufinus |eul.n‘-. h|~ oppo-
nent in this dilemma; that if Origen be con-
demned, he cannot escape, but as a translator
and imitator must stand or fall with his former
master,

This was buat the
Through the influence of
powe orful friends of Hieronymus, Anastasius of
Rome was drawn into the dispute. He was
indeed entirely ignorant about Origen .'m! his
soemised heres

suc

-

beginning of strife.
Marcella and other

works, but rece
for his inspectic
in Ep. et Dec., Migne, 7 2 \'n] ’
| He summoned Rufinus to Rome in A,
Rufinus did not obey the citation, but excused
himselt by letter, ‘111111\_: a new profe sion of
cl:'th-scluk\'- and d any Tespons sibility
for the views of Orig jed with this
reply, Anastasius pr .mu Origen,
and though not explicitly condemn Rufinus
well, he -»x]~1‘u.- 2 his disapproval in thel
strongest terms. (“ Nec d ilis reo est qul
alienis vitiis pr: t assensum, illud tamen te
cupio ita haberi a nostris partibus alienum, ut
quod agat (sc. Rufinus) et ubi sit nescire

ssati
0 con

3

cupiamus, ipse denique viderit ubi 1-‘”"'”:
absolvi.,” Anasta, ad Johann. vid. ~H]l) 1t has
been alleged that other bishops joined in this

1 statement has little

| eondemnation, but the
evidence to <«'1|:u]un'f it. Ana
ter to Simplicianus of
| ‘il'ﬂl-‘ to unite with Theophilus
the heretical doctrines of Origem, 3
| that % we established in the city of Rome "
in urbe Roma positi) do condemn : anything ¢0
trary tu { :tl: tumui in t:w W ulm l'f U”

sius indeed 10

in condemning
d «l\-\-(-vls

kulli
H‘
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pointed out the blasphemous chapters, which,
with any other (similar?) things set forth by
Origen, had been condemned. Now “we™ may
or may not refer to other bishops; it is far more
probable that the plural is used in an official

sense. (Hieron. Zp. xexv. Migne, P., vol. xxii.,
p- 772, cf. vol. xx. p. 74.) At any rate it is |
certain that the condemnation did not take
place at a formal synod, for only one such

council was held at Rome during the pontificate
of Anastasius—the synod convened against the
Donatists in A.D, 400 (Mausi, vol. iii. pp. 10
1024, cf. Binius on a Carthaginian synod, ib.
pp. 1023, 1024). After Anastasius had con-
demned Origen, the Emperor Honorius forbade
his works to be read. (Hieron. ad Pammach. et
Mare. Ep. xevii. ;3 Ad Theoph. Ep. lxxxviii. ef.
Baronius, ad ann. 400, nn. 33-35; ad ann. 402,
n. 29. Schroeckh, x. p. 194.) It is probable
that several letters passed between Rome and
the eastern churches with a view of securing a
more general concurrence in the decision of
Anastasius; how fir the attempt succeeded
cannot be determined. (Hieron. e. Rufin. iii.
§ 20, foll. Coustant, Epp. Pont
719, 724. Migne, P, vol. xx. p. 58, foll.
(iv.) to Venerius of Milan, condemning Origen’s
works, l.c. p. 593 (ix.) ¢ RHuf. in Orient. ih.
p- 62; and Zp. Ixxxviii. ref) Hieronymus
exhorts Rufinus to acquiesce in this verdict,
‘et duos (sc. Theophilum et Anastasium)
orientis atque occidentis Tpomawgdpovs alacri
sequamur incessu.” (c. Rufin. iii. § 9.) The
succeeding stages of the onal conflict are
not essential to our immediate subject, and may
therefore be ignored, The condemnation of
Origen by Anastasius was the important result
he quarrel; it must certainly be accepted
and Rufinus in his reply to Hieronymus
was not justified in discrediting it. ((.'I". e. Ruf.
iii. § 20.) The thorough ignorance of A
sius is palpable, and his intervention was
to the influence of the partisans of Hieronymus
and Epiphanius. The latter was the leading
spirit in the movement. It is from him that
Hieronymus adopts all his charges against
Origen, for only one has even the semblance of
originality, when in discussing the pre-existence
of the soul, Hieronymus asks whether the
human soul of Christ pre-existed before the
Incarnation of the Divine If it did,

Logos.

due |

| doctrines.

. Roman, pp, 714, |

then Christ must have had two souls, he argues, |

and so proceeds to attack Origen’s interpretation
of Philipp. ii. 5 (cf. Langen, Romische Kirch
pp- 649-663). All these charges are repeated
i a letter to Avitus, dealing with the heresies
of the mepl dpxdv. [Ep. cxxiv. (= Benev. 94.)]

&y

(3) TurorHILUS AND THE EGYPriaNy MONKS.

While this controve sy was in progress, the
state of affairs at Alexandria had been trans-
formed. Theophilus, who had made himself
conspicuous by his antagonism to Epiphanius
and his partisans in Egypt, had now changed
sides, abandoning Isidorus with the ‘Tall
Brethren ” and his other allies among the monks
of the Origenist faction. [Isiporus (28).
D1oscorus (4). Ammonivs (1), Evrnymivs
(3). Eusesius (117).] A passage in his
er letter of A.D. 399 had roused a storm of
passion among the adherents of the anthropo-

and Epiphanius, at the request of Theop
|
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morphist party. They had gathered in great
force, and threatened the bishop with instant
ven In his alarm he evaded their anger
by equivocation. ¢ In seeing you,” he sai.l,‘" [
see the face of God ” [ofirws duas eldor ds feod
wpdowmor]; implying his belief in the corporeal
nature of the Deity; at their demand he also
disclaimed all sympathy with Origen and his

(Gennadius, De Seri] {. xxxiii.
Migne, P, vol. 58. Soc. H. F. vi. 7. Sozom.
H, E. viii. 11.) About the same time, Isidorus,
whom Theophilus had put forward as a rival
claimant against Chrysostom for the throne of
Constantinople, quarrelled with his patron,
unable any longer to brook his avarice and
tyranny. (Isidorus of Pelusium, i 2, 310,
ed. Commel, 1605,) Theophilus sought unsuc-
cessfully to retaliate by a false accusation, The
monks of the Origenist party took sides against
the bishop, and he in rage made their
religious views a weapon against them. (Theo-
ilus, in Hieron. Ep. xcii. § 3. Sozom. X, F.
viii. 12.) Theophilus first convened a synod at
Alexandria, probably in A.D. 400, at which
Origen and his books were formally emmned,
not without resistance, if it is to this incident
that Sulpicius Severus refers in his account of
the shameful strife at Al ria over the books
and opinions of Origen. (Dial. i, 6, Galland,
Bibl. viii. p. 404.) Theophilus next wrote to
Anastasius (Hieron. c¢. Rufin. ii. § 22) and
addressed to the bishops of Cyprus and Pales-
tine a letter preserved in the translation of
Hieronymus, exhorting them to join in the
crusade. Justinian his letter to Mennas

1Ce.

in
quotes a fragment of another epistle written

by Theophilus, either from t
another held about the sar
or in the Nitra. It attacks n for heresy
with regard to the pre : and fall of
.‘\Ull].“J :Lﬂll l]l"”til‘l].‘t 11{'1‘&“,'.-1"*_. W 1'1‘”"].\' as we
have seen, as the bishop who expelled him from
Alex (N Jone. vol. iii. p. 973, foll.)

As a result « appeal a synod was held
at Jerusalem, and from it a reply was sent to
Theophilus acquiescing in the condemnation of
the heresies which he had mentioned, but stating
that several of those doetrines were not known
Palestine (Mansi, vol. iii. p. 989 ; Supp. vol.
i p. 271). Another synod was held in Cyprus,
: hilus
his old antagonist, united with him in putting
Jrigen’s s under a ban (Mansi, vol. iii
p. 1020, 1022 ; Hieron. Epp. xe¢, xci. xcii. j Soc.
H. E. vi. 103 Sozom. H. E. viii. 14). Chryso-
stom was proof against all pressure

The most important counts of the indictment
brought against the Origenists by Theophilus
are contained in the circular letter to the
bishops of Palestine and Cyprus mentioned above,
and in his Easter letters of A.p. 401, 402, and
4045 all of which are preserved in the transla-
tions of Hieronymus (Epp. xcii. xcvi. xeviii. ).
Gennadius also mentions a large treatise (* unum
et grande volumen ) composed by Theophilus
against the Origenists (De Seript. Eecl. xxxiil. in

his synod or from
1e at Alexandria

# Mansi, 11. ¢., sets these synods in 399, A.p., agrecing
with Walch (Airchenversam. p. 245), and Baronius
ad, ann.; Pagi, in 401, A.p.; ad ann. n. 2, foll. 2f.
Hefele, Councils, vol. ii. § 112, Migne, Dict. Cone., vol, |,
Pp. 82-85.
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Migne, vol. lviii. pp. 1077, 1078); and Cyril of
Alexandria a discourse ; but both are lost.

In the synodal letter Theophilus first enume-
mtes the heretical doctrines of the mepl apx @y |
viz. (a) It is true that the Son is similar to us, |
but false that He is similar to the Father. (b)
He is as inferior to the Father as Peter and Paul |
are inferior to Him. (¢) The kingdom of Ch
will have an end. (d) The devil will at some |
future time be purified from evil, and will with |
Christ be made subject to some other pow w.-r.‘
The ical doctrine (e) that we must not
pray to the Son either alone or with the Father, is
taken from the Book of Prayer (wepl ebxijs)-
The sources of the rest are not stated: they are
as follows: (f) The body of the Resurrection |
will be not only material but mortal, and in
the course of it will vanish into thin air.
(g) The angels were not originally created in
different orders for different ice, but were
er spirits fallen in dif from
their (¢ div
ruinis lites sacrificed to ar
as the (i) That Orig

LOTees

]ﬁri])llﬁ et
1

several estates
)- (h) The s

heathen to demons.

attributes to the heave
ledge of
thus

events which the devil will bri
approving of heathen astrolo
gen permitted and practised the u
g (k) That he denied th the Son of
God became man, interpreting Philippians ii. 7,
the Divine Word but of the human soul
st which came down from above. (1)
That Christ |l at some future time su for
the redemption of the devil as he has already
fered for the redemption of man (Hieron. Ep.
y 24), In the fir Jaster Letter (Hieron.
i.) of A.D. 401, Theophilus repeats seve-
wumerated above. Thus (¢)

73 (d) in§8; (e)in § 14;

about,

arges e

is repeate 1l in
(f)in §§ 9, 1
11. Theophilus also combats the theory th
the terrestrial system is merely the ||1'e--'h:u
sin among the higher orders, that mat
itself evil and vain, and that the soul was sent
down to earth in punishment for sin in a pre-
vious existence (§§ 17-19). Theophilus
of this de ion of matter ths

1ds as
the

sible

that for
them with the

matrimony (§ 18); but it is pe
his own purpose he here identific
impure sect mentioned by Epiphanius.
second Easter Letter A.n. 402 (Hieron. Z
xcviii.) is still more vehement. With gene
abuse of Origen, whom it styles * the hydra of
all heresies ™ (* hydram omninm haereseon *) it
combines eral new statements of old ch ]
The points assailed are as follows: (i.) OUrig
misuse of allegory 3y allegorical shadows and
empty ima he robs Scripture of its truth
(§ 10). (ii.) That through the fall of spirits
from heaven God was compelled to ereate bodies
to contain them, and that the terrestrial system
$3 thns the outcome of sin (§ 10). (iii.) That
man dies many times, soul and body undergoing
incessant transformation 'rn'\' union or sepa ion
(i.e. a doctrine of perenldywois in a modified
form) (§ 11). (iv.) That angels were made
principalities and powers according to muerit
after the fall of the devil (§12). (v.) That
the operation of the Spirit does not extend to
inanimate and irrational beings. This Theo-
philus controverts by the ordinances of Baptism

8.

nly bodies a fore-know- ‘

: (j)in § 16; and (1) in §§ 10, |

The |
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and the Eucharist, for the efficacy of which ey

scionsness is mot essential (§ 13). el

distinction between the human and the divin
¢

(vi.) The

yul of Christ. By this false doctrine, say
heophilus, Origen destroys the ltIli\‘erﬁu!] F':iﬂsl
(§ 14). (vii.) That vobs, i.c. the higher jI,IL,_.]_
ligence, was corrupted to ddxn (Yixos, k. . A)
because it had lost the fervour of divine Joye
(§ 15). (viii.) That as the Father and the Sop
are one, so the Son and the soul which He
assumed are one (§ 16). (ix.) That God created
only so many rational ereatures as He coulq
govern, <‘|:i11‘\‘i\'|‘:, ]{t;vir in S.tht:(,‘lll_ll]. and rle
by providence (§ 18), The third } r Letter
(A.D. 404, Hieron, Ep. c.) only repeats charge
already mentioned. 2

Theophilus meanwhile had enforced his argu-
ments by more active measures, In A, -}?u_'\
he proceeded through the Nitrian desert, lip:
nouncing the Origenist party and arming their
foes to attack them, More than three hundred
:s were driven into exile, among them the
¢Tall Brethren,” who finally took refuge with
about fifty companions at Constantinople (Soc.
H. E. vi. ce. T, 9; Sozom, H, E. viii. cu, 12, 13),

]

Chrys the bishop, though not admitting
the fu into full communion, ente

g
them he
in their
false info
former dis
to Constantinople to accuse Chrysostom of
illegally admitted excommunicated
monks to communion (A.D. 401). In the mean-
time the complaints of the monks had rea hed
the emperor, Arcadius, and he summoned Theo-
philus to appear in his own defence. Unwilling
to obey the summons in person, the bishop de-
erred his comir rranged that E iphanius
should go on in advance | use his great in-
.o to discredit the accusers, who were im-
d till the character of their charges
stablished (A.D. 402), The history of
le which ensued has been told else
where, and only such incidents as bear d i
upon the condemnation of Origenism will be
repeated here. [CHRYSOSTOM (d) and (e)-
D10sCORUS (4). EPIPHANIUS (1).] |
Epiphanius, after provocation |>'\_'I1'1'\-_5:111:1r1ti'.‘-‘i
not unlike those committed by him in Palestine,
od that Chrysostom should e ]-'i'f'
and sion a condemnation of Origens
But for an emphatic warning he would,
les, have ]:llLu';]L’.)'
anathematised Dioscorus, his companions, the
books of Origen, and the bishop. Chrysostolly
on his side, insisted that both parties hh“‘““
wait for the synod to judge between them (S0¢-
H. E. vi. 14 Sozom. H. B. vili. 14, Casits
dorus, Hist. Trip. x. 12 in Migne, Pet. Lat. 1xis.)
Epiphanius had already attempted to secure the
alhesion of the bishops in the city
the decrees of the synod in Cyprus, and den
ing their signatures in token of assent.
yielded out of respect for Epiphanius ;
and prominently Theotimus of ythia, gave 20
emphatic refusal (Soc. H. E, vi. 12 ; Sozom ‘.L',
viii. 14 ; Cassiodorus, Hist. Trip. x.11), Foreseelis
failure, and having other reasons for suspicioth
Epiphanius, after a final altercation with Chry=
sostom, set out for Cyprus and died at sea, AD

ly, and interceded with T
) The latter, acting ei
1 or in eagerness to revenge
appointment, at once sent emissaries

having

dema
corus
works.

in the Church of the Apost

rodueing
s plmlll ()
panil=
Some

others

403 (Cassiodorus, ib. e. 12). Sozomen gives 8
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different account of the departure and death of
the great ieader. His story is that through the
intervention of the empress, Eudoxia, the monks
and Epiphanius had an interview, and while

they pleaded that they had read ]1!3 AyrlpauTos, |

he admitted that he had not read the literature
on their sidle. He was moved by their entrea-
ties, and was reconciled to them before his de-
parture § the recrimination between the two
bishops is referred to an earlier occasion. This
account is not corroborated by other evidence,
and it seems improbable that Epiphanius, who
was a sincere bigot, should have at the last
come to suspect the character of the man who
had for so long adroitly used him as a tool to
gmt:l\' his persuml resentment. (Sozom. H. E.
viii, 15

Before long Theophilus himself arrived at |

Constantinople, attended by a crowd of satellites.
He succeeded at once in reversing his position
(“ex reo subito factus est auctor et iudex.”
Binius in Mansi, vol. iii. p. 1147). Nothing
more is heard of the charge against him, and it
is Chrysostom who is cited trJ appear before a
council convened not at Constantinople but at
Chalcedon, on the estate (*‘ suburbium ™) of the
im[lerial pret"m'[‘, tufinus (Synodus ad Quercum,
&l Bpiv). Paul of Heraclea presided, and of
the thirty-six bishops present the majority were
creatures of Theophilus. Even the eastern
contingent included some avowed foes of
Chrysostom.* It was with persons not principles
that the council dealt. In the original indict-
ment of Chrysostom the charge of Origenism
does not appear in a single one of the twenty-
nine clauses. Socrates and Sozomen agree in
asserting that the question was not discussed at
all by the assembly (Soc. H. E. vi. 15; Sozom.
H. E. viii. 17). At a later stage of the pro-
ceedings, however, there was an indirect refer-
ence to the bishop’s Origenistic tendencies. John,
a monk, accused the bishop Heraclides of being
an Origenist and a thief; and bishop Isaac in a
list of seventeen offences includes three which
bear distinctly upon the point in question,
though in reality the doctrinal issue is entirely
obscured by personal considerations. It was
alleged that (i.) Chrysostom, to please the Ori-
gonists had beaten and imprisoned the monk
John ; (:Il ) that E]niph:}.nius on that account had
lt.fll—f_d to hold communion with him; (iii. )1hlt
Chrysostom had received the Origenistic monks,
whom Theophilus had excommunicated, though
he would not release prisoners actually in com-
munion with the church and possessing letters
of commendation. The first of these allegations,
setting aside the reference to Chrysostom’s
heretical tendencies, had already been discussed
in dealing with the second clause of the orizinal
lllxliLt.ment The council now proceeded to con-
sider the other points, and finally condemned
both Chrysostom and Heraclides. The verdict,
however, had no reference to doctrine, but onl_‘r
to conduct and demeanour. It must also be

$ The date of the synod is disputed, but there is a
Ereat preponderance of authority for 403 a.p., vid. Hefele,
vol. il. § 116; Harduin, L. pp. 1037, foll. ; Baronius, ad
ann. 403, nn. 17, 18, 19, cf, Migne, Dict. des Conciles, i.
PP. 551, 658 (* Du Chéne™). For the Acts, cf. Photius,
cod, lix.; Mansi, vol. iii. pp. 1141-1154; and Tabbes
wol. {i. pp. 1323, foll.

| (Palladius,
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remembered that another large gathering of
bishops friendly to Chrysostom was held at

the same time, and that the decisions of Chal-
cedon would certainly have been reversed but
for the overwhelming influence of the imperial
court, which sent the bishop into exile, Innocent
of Rome, to whom the result of the council’s
deliberations was announced, exp d a distinet
disapproval in a letter still preserved in part

De Vit. C g, €. ii.; Manpsi, v
p. 1095, ef. p. 1117 ; Coustant, Ep. Pont. Roman.
p. 787). The unfortunate E
a very subordinate part in the conflict to which
they had given rise. before the
council ; Ammonius, about the same time. The
remainder made no specific recantation of
Origenistic views, but w readily received
back into communion by Theophilus, who had
already pronounced a panegyric over the grave
of Ammonius (Sozom. H. E. viii. 17). How

Dioscorus died

little he cared for the cause which he championed
still

may be inferred from the that
continued to read the very books which he
ordered to he de ih'u\‘ﬁL Ii’.lr:'\il_\ill_u his co
on the principle of discrimination, saj
he read ¢ (_HHIII ¢ the flower and p h—m\' lu the
thorn " (Soc. H. E. vi. 17).

fact,

ne

VI

After the council of Ci
casual and individual utteranc
controversy was at rest for
Some 1111]1(\11t|x—.\,
condemnation of Ori
L'-:c.lulgs of a s
Palestine, held in I
{u-unn]. \]l)d”, meagre and disreputable (Hieron.

waleedon, save for
s, the Origenistic
ntury and a half
!:-‘l'u‘.,;'lwi\u-l a
z in the pro-
in

howev

y case claim any con-
ts more r are far
1IHT‘I clear. 'S L]l;lr Pe there

brought to before fi
Palestine on various charges of he
an assertion that in the Day of
sinners and the wicked would find no mercy

|-u{

would be utterly consumed (penitus exurendos)
with everlasting fires. Pelagius vindicated his
tu‘tluu.lu_ by appealing to Matt. xvi, 46, and

added, «If anyone is of
an Ungq nist ” (et si quis aliter credit, Ori
est). The lt'i!\' of the synod is am
though Pelagius was certainly acquitted on this
as on the other charg The words are thes
“Hoe ergo synodus dixit non alienum esse
ecclesia” (I_inﬁuzu in Mansi, vol. iv. p. 31
Harduin i. p. 200 Au *u\‘r.tw applies the 1u
ference, i.e. in “ Origenista est,” to the d
of restoration, which, as he ::.110:, the

most deservedly abhors.
cannot, however, be understood as countenan
the assertion of Pelagius, that to hold a L.lilumt
olnmun on the l;mnt was to be an Origenist and
a heretic; nor does it prove that the doctrine of
Origen about the punishment of the wicked has
been “by itself condemned by the church.”
This indeed was Augustine’s contention, but he
was a consistent foe of Origen and his system
(August, De Gest. Pelag. i 9, 10. Cf. De Civ.
Dei, xxi. 17; De Haer. xliii.; and Ad Orosium,
¢. Prisc. et Origen. Migne, P. vol. xlii. pp. 670—
678). ’lhr\ pronoun ¢ ‘hoe” must refer either to

a different opinion, ]u is
renista
guous,

*hurch
The reply of the synod

g

Pelagius’s original assertion or to his vindica-
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tion, not to an incidental detail in the reply.
(For the synod of Diospolis, vid. Mansi, vol. iv.
pp- 311-320; Harduin, i. p. 2009; Hefele, vol.
ii. § 118; Pusey, What is of Faith as to Ever-
lasting Punishment? pp. 134, foll. ; Oxenham,
What is the Truth as to Everlasting Punishment ?
vol. ii. p. 12, foll. For the Roman Catholic
view, vid. Pere Daniel, Recueil de divers Ou-
vrages, t. i. p. 635.)

Two official references to the doctrines of
Origen occur during the fifth century. Leo L
the Great, stated that in his opinion Origen had
been justly condemned for his doctrine of the
pre-existence of the soul (Zp. xxxv. Migne, P.
vol. liv. p. 807); and a synod at Rome under
Gelasius (A.D. 4947 Hefele A.D. 409, vol. ii. §
217), at which a great number of heretical
works were put in an index prohibitorum, allowed
those writings of Origen and Rufinus to be read
which Hieronymus had not rejected as hurtful.
Eusebins, though censured for his defence of
sy, was tolerated for his general excellence.
vol. viii. pp. 163-1653; Migne, Dict. des
599.)

VIL.—Tue HoME SYNOD AND THE FIFTH
Couxcir.

The last stage of the controversy is the most
intricate of all, complicated as it is by
fusion of documents and conflict of authori
Upon the central point of dispute, whether O
was condemned at the fifth general counecil
or not, it is impossible to pronounce any opinion
with more than an approach to certainty. The
question is one which divided ecclesinstical
historians of all centuries. It will be convenient
to state at the outset the chief contemporary
authorities and documents from which our in-
formation is derived. They 2 as follows:
(1) A letter of the emperor Justinian to Mennas,
the primate of Constantinople, containing an
elaborate indictment of the doctrines attributed
to Origen, and concluding with a series of
anathemas which can be divided into nine or i
ten clauses (Mansi, vol. ix. pp. 487-534).
A series

to

2
s of fifteen anathemas, brought to 1 E‘ﬂ],
by Peter Lambeck of ¥ 1a in the 17th cen-
tury, and then included in the acts of the fifth
couneil (Mansi, vol. ix. pp. 395, foll.). (3) A
life of Sabas, a Palestine monk, by Cyril of
Seythopolis ; a good authority for the details of
the local controver but not trustworthy
beyond this limited : (in Coteler. Monument.
Sacr, Eccl. Graec, vol. iii.), (4) The Breviarium
of Liberatus (in Galland, Bi
and Migne, Pat. Lat, 1xviii). (5) E rius, Hist.
“eel. iv. 38 (Migne, vol. Ixxvi. pt. 2, pp. 2771,
foll.).  References to authorities of secondary
importance will be given in the course of the
narrative,

According to Cyril’s account, strife arose
among the monks of the Palestine Laura about
A.D, 520, Four monks of the New Laura had
Origenist sympathies, and were therefore ex-
pelled by Agapetus, the head of the community.,
After an ineffectual appeal to their .'n‘uhbhhnia_
they were secretly restored by Maimas, who
succeeded Agapetus,  (Cyril, op. cit. c. 56.)
After the lapse of some time, Sabas, the head of
the monasteries in Palestine, seeing the power of

Patr. vol. xii. s |
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the Origenists on the increase, came to (1
nople about A.D. 530, and asked f,
expulsion of all those who avowed th
views. A favourable answer was made to hi
request, but Sabas died in A.D. 531 before .“18
decided action had been taken to carpy uu‘t (ﬂ?
promise, and Origenism then spread from 1h:

sw Laura among the other monastic eoma.
munities, in large measure owing to the
and support of Domitian and Theodorus
who formerly held positions of power and honour
in that body. These two leaders had succeeded
in gaining the favour of the emperor Justinian
and were by him advanced to high office ; Theq.
dorus to the archbishopric of Caesarea in'Cappa.
docia, Domitian to the bishoprie of Aneyra, in
Galatia. After their promotion, which oceurred
about A.D. 537, they still continued to Teside
at court, using all their influence to support
their partisans in Palestine, where controversy
was still fierce hetween the Origenists and the
“ Sabaites,” as the orthodox monks were named
by their foes. (l.c.c. 83) Gelasius, the suc-
cessor of Sabas, caused a treatise against Origen,

nstanti.
T & genera}
ose heretiea]

influence
Ascidas,

that written by Antipater of Bostra, to be read
in the monastery, and procured a new expulsion
'jl_‘[‘l’ed

of the Origenists. (l.c. c¢. 84.) The

monks betook themselves to a certain En
present at that time in the
authority, who decided that (
either restore the Origenists or expel their ad-
versaries. (c. 85.) The latter course was
adopted, and in their distress these a
of Origenism appealed to Ephraim, patriarch of
Antioch. [EPHRAIM (6).] He responded to their
complaints, convened a synod, and condemned the
leaders [Tobs mpoaamaras adrobs] of the Origenist
party in person besides anathematising their
doctrines. (e, 85, cf. Mansi, vol. ix. p. 23.)
Nonnus, the Origenist leader, and his supporter
indignant at this proceeding, endeavour toave
themselves by an insult to Ephraim; g
pressure to bear upon Peter, the patriarch of
Jerusalem, to induce him to obliterate the name
of their foe from the sacred triptych of Jerusalem.
Peter on his part offered no open resistance, but
enga ed Gelasius and his friend fw};]]l‘ull;lls to
draw up a treatise against the Origenists and in
support of Ephraim. This work, when com-
pleted, he sent to the emperor, adding a letter
of his own to enforce its argument.  Justinian
in reply condemned the Origenists in an authori-
tative decree, signed not only by Mennas, the
patriarch of Constantinople, but by '[‘numi-u]‘lui
and Domitian, o found it impossible for tilc
moment to withstand the storm. (e. 85.) T-'_‘e
edict, however, did not settle the conflict 1n
Palestine, where another ejection was f‘"”"“i('d
by a temporary compromi (c. 86.) ‘Gt‘lﬂ-““s
made a fresh atte\:nint to secure he]p from the
emperor, and on his homeward way, having been
T]il.ll‘uil‘_:hl:.-‘ m:t.-gpupru.llul b:.' ;'\élkiLI:!S: died at
Amorium. (A.D. 5457) (c. 87.) Hm‘\‘-'l ant
place was filled by Georgius, an nist, ““‘l‘
for the time that faction prevailed. But Nonnus
died and Georgius was disgraced. (‘assianus

must

followed, and was succeeded by Conon. C 88)
it appeant
® From the fragment of the acts pres«rv(‘d it appea

to the
cootitke

that this council was not converied in respo
edict of Justinian, but by Ephraiz: on his own
Ct. Mansi, 1.c. and also p. 707.
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By this time the Origenist party was rent by
internal discord, and Isidorus, one of their
leaders, took sides with Conon, a staunch opponent.
(c. 89.) A new effort on the part of Conon and

his friends was made at Constantinople, where |

Askidas caused them much annovance. Their
hostility was intensified by events at Jerusalem,
where Macarius, an Origenist, had sncceeded to
the patriarchal chair at the death of Peter.
The complaints of the monks reach the emperor,
in spite of all intrigue, and his resentment is
roused. The fifth general council is summoned,
mainly owing to a treatise of Conon (Af{BeAAos).
Origen is anathematised, his followers outlawed,
and Macarius ousted. (c. 90.) Eustochius is
sent to carry out the decrees of the Council in
Palestine.  He supersedes Macarius, and expels
the Origenists completely. Peace is finally re-
stored, all the ]Iiﬁ]l‘lluw h:i;_'llin_l_" the :l:|1;l1i]r‘n|:1:~,
The account given by Evagrius (Hist. Eecl. iv.
o 37, ¢ \‘) ditfers t‘l[nd:lmuutuﬂ‘\' from the version
of Cyril. The same names recur, but in very
different circumstances. He asserts that Eusto-
chius, the bishop of Jerusalem, had endeavoured
to clear the Origenists out of Palestine, but was
thwarted by Askidas who defended them. Eusto-
chius, therefore, ) Rufus to
Constantinople. They re lch]t to thv emperor on
the heresy of (i.) Origen, (ii.) | s and Didy-
mus. Then Askidas, to create a ‘Ii\ ersion from
Origen, brings up the The of Mop-

sends  (

case of

suestia. The fifth _,l_(w-tn-t‘:li counecil was then
1 It first condemned Theodore of Mopsue
agrius and Didymus; subsequently let

from Conon, Eulogius, Syriacus, and Pancratins,

and then after

as well,

laid be :» the assembly,
discussion Origen was condemned

atus. (Breviorium , 24.) According to him,
Pelagius, the Papal Apokrisiar, on his way
from Gaza to Constantinople, was met by mon
from

back

Jerusalem

anxi ecure a condemnation
of ( nist doctrine. AFIuS was a rival
of Askidas, their cause in good hands, He

took up the ca and obtained from the e
an mh-‘t r>f con l‘ mu iium

Il"\t Ir\'

(vﬁr?u.nwu'a} (" [ulun te muht ata e ~1. in (
et illa capitula anathematis damnatio,
ripserunt una cum Menna arc 0po
copi .L}IHd Constantinopolim reperti,” W)
8 letter of condemnation was sent to Vi gilius
of Rome, Zoilus of Alexandria, l|1|1 im of Anti-
f‘lh- and Peter of Jerusalem, all of whom united
I signing its decrees; and so, adds Liberatus,
“ Origen was condemned when dead, after be ing
condemned when alive ”(* damnatus est mortuus
qui vivens olim fuerat ante damnatus?” ). Askidas
then in retaliation induced Justinian to write
against the “Three hapters,” and to condemn
;!‘t:“g::‘:o';j \:-;1\:;1]sl"\‘tu W ho .]\_anl vehemently
orical method.

To harmonise these three versions is impossible
on the face of it: but acce pting Cyril’s account
of the earlier incidents of the xtmer-*hu we may
;l”'l'll'lle his story in the main with that of
\:lli.,:::lltl:\) *I‘Jl?hml ule:tlt]f}ﬂx__c_v the treatise pre-
Gul-minq'-‘ Iu Agius with  that drawn up b_y
b 787, 'i":R bus]mhmmuu (ef. Hefele, wvol. ii.
Siltswet ), or supposing the one to have
¢d and supported the other (cf. Walch,

enem
quam

| plurality of worlds

| emperor
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Ketz., vol. vii., pp. 668, 669.)=
assume that it was in deference to this appeal
that Justinian ad sed his edict to Mennas for
the general suppression of Origenism Unuuc'hnut.
the empire, ]m\lmhl between A.p. 541
That i-mlc-lh epistle (in Mansi, vol. ix, pp. 4

We may also

foll. ; Labbe, \n] v. pp- 6 foll.) cons of
th|us,‘ well-defined parts. In the first Justinian
enumerates the most vital errors of Origen,

referring specially to his views on the Subordina-
tion of the Son, the pre-existence and fall of the
soul, the restitution of the wicked, and the
Then in ntrast to a
.-:x-r]‘v.& of s selected mainly from the wepl
apx@y, he gives extracts from the Fathers, to
demonstrate the palpable heresy of Origen.
Lastly, he condemns the doctrines, the person,
and tha- adherents of the heretic, in a se ot
anathemas which read as follows :—(i.) Whoso-
ever believes or affirms that human souls pre-
existed, that they were spirits and
holy powers, which weary of beholding God,
became degenerate, and be se their love grew
cold were called souls (Ydxar) and in punishment
sent down into bodies, let him be dn:Hnim
(ii.). . . that the soul of our Lord pre-existed and
was united with the Divine Word before becoming
incarnate and being born the Virgin, etc.
(iii.). . . that the body of our Lord Jesus Christ
was first fashioned in the womb of the Virgin,
and that the Divine Word was subsequently
united with it and the pre-existing soul,
(iv.). . .that the Divine Word became like
celestial orders, rub for cherubim, ser iph for
tphim, a s, ebe. (Vi)
that in the |-r (;Lru-i'u'
and not like ours
the ,:n‘l t]lf
the firmament, are spiritual and r:
rii.). . .that Christ in after

for demons He was
.that the
ted only
L, ete.

¥

pe

1.e, once

of

nd so through :
rotion

(1.e.

sun, moon, and stars,

resurr

str

for
power of God was limited, and

as men, etc.

S0

many wi rlds as He
(ix.)...that the punish-
and wicked men is but for a
time, and u|.\ end in a universal restitution,
ete. (x.) let anathema, and all who
hold or teach his doectrines

At the same time Mennas was directed by the
a synod of the bishops and
s under his jurisdiction, and to pronounce
a formal condemnation of Origen in response to
the imper s to send e pies of the pro-
ceedings to er ecclesiastical autho
and to see 1] at the future no one ~huu| 1 be
ordained pries abbat without first
this condemnation. A similar edict was se
as we saw above, to Alexandria, Antioch, Rome,
and Jerusalem ; and the mandate was everywhere
accepted without open demur. At Constanti-
nople Mennas assembled the bishops resident
in the city (*episcopi apud Constantinopolim
reperti,” Liberat. le. e. 23), at a clvodos
évdnuoioe, which echoed the anathemas of the
with one consent. Even such promi-
nent and powerful disciples of Origen as Askidas
and Domitian were forced to bnw before the

ment of demons

emperor to conven
ab!

or

agrius to have confused with
sented by Copon and his

x Hefele also supposes
this earlier that

treatise

| friends ten years later (l.c.}
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storm, and to sign the condemnation with their
opponents.” :
There is strong reason for attributing to this
Home Synod, under Mennas, the fifteen anathemas
discovered by Lambeck, and inserted in the pro-
ceedings of the fifth general council. Hefele
has discussed the question with great care, and
he decides with Waleh (Ketz. vol. vii. pp. 671,
foll. ; vol. viii. pp. 281, foll.), Doellinger (Church
History, Engl. Trans, vol. il. p. 180), Dupin
(Nouv. Bibl. vol. v. pp. 203, foll.), and others,
that the heading of the Vienna manuscript (r@v
aylwy pgé [=165] wmarépwy Tiis &y Kwvorarti-
voumdAer &vylas weunTiis curddou Kkavoves) repre-
sents only untrustworthy tradition. Evagrius
is the only historian who connects specific ana-
themas of Ovigen with the fifth council, and his
other errors shew how little confidence can be
placed in his unsupported testimony.* We have
already seen how he confuses the treatise of
:\'nirh]‘;uim and Gelasinus with that of Conon,
and while he rightly couples the condemnation
of Origen with the condemnation of Evagrius
and Didymus, he attributes all the proceedings
to the fifth council, where, whatever may have
occurred about Or , the case of the other two
was certainly not consi Evagrius, how-
ever, as Hefele sugees us some guidance
in the matter. Quoting fre ¢ acts which he
attributes to the council, he gives with other
extracts a reference in the fifth article to Theo-
dorus Askidas and some opinion of his about the
resurrection. Combining this with two other
fragments preserved by Evagrius, Hefele comes
to the conclusion, that the complete document
from which they were taken corresponded in

nside

form to the letter of Justinian, and was in fact |

the reply of the synod to the im]wri.i] mandate,
containing (1) the reply of the synod to the em-
peror, [f] -]Hnl:diulﬁ from the works of Origen
and his followers, with the reference to Askic
and (3) the series of fifteen anathemas. We
know that Askidas was present at the fifth
council and took part in its proceedings; if
therefore, we attribute these anathemas to it,
we must assume that he not only again assented
to the condemnation of his own principles in a
form still stronger than before, but allowed
such a decree to be passed without strenuous
resistance, Evagrius, iin, connects the con-
demnation of Or h the emperor’s letter
to Mennas; this is quite accurate, but on the
other hand Mennas was dead before the fifth
council was held. The confusion seems to have
arisen from combining the ¢ al synods
under Justinian in one codex, a very common
cause of error (cf. Garnerius, c. ii.; in Galland,
Bibi, Patr. vol. xii. p. 168; in Migne, P. vol.

ets of sev

¥ There is great diversi infon as to the date of
this council. DBaronius sets it in 533, A.p. ad ann., note
34. foll., Garnerius, in 541, A.p. He discusges the question
at length in connection with the date of Pelagius's visit
to Gaza, vid. Migne, P. vol. Ixviii. pp. 1053, foll., and in
Galland, Bibl. Patr. vol. xii. (Liberatus). Hefele sup-
porte 543, A.p. vol. ii. § 255, of Noris, Dissert. de Quint.
Byn. vol. iv. pp. 990 (Ballerini), The date has been
mxed as late as 545, A.D.

= The Anathemas preserved by Nicephorus, H. E.
xvii., cc. 27, 28 [Migne, vol. exliv. p. 283 full.] are those
which we know to be Justinian's, and sent to the Home
Synod.
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].wi:ti). At the Home Synod under Menn
Askidas was not ‘present; he Signcd th
but took mo part in the deliberations, Vieans:
who will have no condemnation of Ol'iv;m'
any terms, stands alome in denying t}:ﬂut?n
Home Synod under Menmas was helq blut 1:’,9
arguments have little force (vol. iv. ‘_.‘;‘ xii i
pp- 125, foll.). To that assembly at any l'nt‘c- th
two series of anathemas must ilultm.g- ahdxef
[)rlgm.l was m_mulumned at the “"th,ltcncra!
council, it was in ﬂ““t].“"}' form and in a diffs
manner. J.]lls Euppuslhun 15 st “-‘”_Zih‘.‘[lﬂ\l h'.'
the l-]u:_sc 1'nl.~r,-n|b]:|ncc that exists between the
two series of anathemas. The latter restatesin
ampler detail the heresies outlined in the first
developing ,.\L‘f'i:lhly the errors regarding t':::
nature of Christ, and sup]slumunt.m:_; the €li1:
peror’s statement with the fuller knowledge of
trained theologians. Without reproducing the
fifteen ¢ ses in detail, it may be well to st
in a brief summary the doctrines with which
they deal. (1) The pre-existence of the soul,
and its restitution to its original holiness, (2)
The derivation of the rational creation from
spirits, at first incorporeal and immaterial, but
now differentiated by varying guiltinto thrones,
]rl‘i!]l'ip:tli'[i.i_‘s‘ powe nd other orders. (}) That
sun, moon, and stars are degenerate spirits. (4)
The human body a penalty for sin. (5) As
spirits fall, so they may rise. (6) When the
other spirits sank to the level of men or of
demons, only one abode in the love and vision of
God ; this became Christ, Lord of creation and
life. The universe was made by the creative
mind (4 vois, dv ¢pacl Snutovpywdy), not by the
Holy Trinity. (7) Christ will pass through all
orders of being, suffering for each as for men.
(8) The divine word did not become incarnate,
but the Creative Spirit which was in_reality
Christ. The divine word is called Christ only
in a secondary sense on account of its union with
the Creative Spint. (9) The divine word did
not suffer for men, but the vois, by doeBovwres
Adyovai kuplws XpaTby, Th Tis povdBos yraaet
wemomuévor. (10) The body of Christ in His
resurrection is circular, and so will ours be
(11) Judgment to come is the destruction of the
body, and there will be no mate ] resurrection.
(12) All inferior orders of beings in heaven d
earth are united to the divine word as cl Iy as
the pods: the kingdom of Christ will have an
end. (13) The soul of Christ pric-r:xistvd hllge
the soul of man, and He is similar to men n
substance and strength. (14) All '“muf‘l
existen will ultimately become merged i
unity, and material existence will be brought 0
nothing. (15) The future life of spirits will be
like their former life, and so the end of
things will be the same as the beginning.
Having thus settled the preliminary questioh,
it now !‘In:m:liui for us to discuss whether Lm}f?
was condemned in any shape or form at !-fgl‘ fifth
general council ; for “the fact that specific "m:q;
themas Have been erroneously attributed to li:?
assembly does not prove that no ml.}‘iﬂmm-“,‘?i
whatsoever was there EI'!'UIHIHIIl'('ll :\.ﬂal"‘t,on_:’i
and his doctrines. The reported 1'1"”_“"““’: ‘In
the synod at first sight seem to give 4 I.}’:lle
answer to our enquiry. In the acts ol

G dccrce‘

xiii,

rent

i 3 . [} June
eighth session, which was held on 'Jml]lst o,
A.D. 553, the name of Origen occurs in & S

: non.

heretics condemned in the eleventh @
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there stands side by side with the names
Arius, Eunomius, Macedonius, Apollinarius,
Nestorius, and Eutyches. There is reason, how-
ever, to suspect the genuineness of the reference.
The name of Origen, unlike the rest, does not
occur in its due chronological order. But for this
exception, the list includes only those heretics
condemned at the first four ral couneils, In
the Roman copy of the acts, the name of Origen
is here omitted, uor does it occur with the rest
in the emperor’s confession of faith (§ 10) (ef.
Migne, vol. lxxxvi. pt. 1, p. 1018 ; Hefele, vol. ii.
§ 274, pp. 893-899). Even if we admit that
the fifth council added the name of Origen to
those anathematised by the four preceding coun-
cils, it is difficult to explain how or when the
assembly could have decided upon the prelimi-

¥

€

pary censure before inserting his name in the
condemned list. The widest differenc f r-l-ininn
prevails among historians.  Noris, for instance,

T.l.

suggests

admits that the council was convened sole ly
discuss the “three chapters,” but he
that before proceeding to their re:

| business,

they considered the case of Origen as well.
De Marea, on the other hand, thinks that the
condemnation of Origen came at the close of the
sittings, and that the synodical acts, as we have
them, are mutilated (De FEpist, Vigil. e, xxiii.
pp- 36, foll.; Diss. iii. edit. by Baluze, Pari
1669). This is the view of Natalis Alexan

also (M. E.

historians, a

tert. Diss. xvi. § 11).
: ippose that Origen’s doctri
were condemned only after a fair trial and
l'.ll\‘il’li‘, others, that 1]1\'_\' were
without any such formality.

The evidence against the supposition
Origen was condemned at the [ifth
couneil has been summarised \\Jln great care by
the Rev. H. N. Oxenham, in » work entitled
% What is of the Truth as to Everlast '.lw ] unish-

that

1
general

ment ? (}.’:ll‘t ii.),ar r to Dr. Puse y's \\-11.11
is of Faith as to Everlasting Punishment ?” The
chief heads of the evidence ave as follows:—
(1) In the fifth council there is no mention of

Origen except in one si
even this may possibly

e place (canon xi.), and
be an interpolated for-
) mention of Oriren and his errors
rs in the edict of Justinian convening the
council, thouch he there

fifth
subjects for discussion (Lal

ybe, vol. v. pp. 418,
foll. ; Mansi, vol. ix. p. 1 foll.), w as in
the letter to Mennas on the ocecasion of the home
synod the errors are stated ‘\m[ the synod is
asked to condemn them (Mansi, ib. p. 487, foll.).
(3) Vigilius, the pope, in :uuhlnuuq the acts of
the council, makes no allusion to any condemna-
tion of Origen; and indeed throughout his
letters from A.D. 540 to 554, there is no refer-
ence of the kind. Pelagius and Gregory are silent
too, and it is not reasonable to suppose that if
such a decision had been arrived at in the coun-
cil three successive popes would have been
silent on the point ; the less so that Vigilius
himself discusses at considerable length what
the council had done (Mansi, vol. ix. pp. 414,
foll.). (4) The reference supplied by the evi-
dence of later councils (e.g. the seventh general
council), historians and other writers is not suffi-

cient to establish Origen’s condemnation against |

the silence of the hic 'i est anthorities.
The authorities quoted by Dr. Pusey (op. cit.)
to sustain the opposite view may be divided into

enumerates the |

| in the definition of the council (vid

condemned |
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two sets. The first refer to a specific condem-
nation of Origen at the fifth council. The list
includes (1) Cyril of Scythopolis (Vita Sabae,
c. x¢. vid. sup.) (2) Evagrius (M. E. iv. 37).
(3) Maximus of Aquileia, in his address to the
Lateran Council, A.D. 649 (Labbe, vol. wi.
pp. 96, 97). (4) The acts of the Lateran
Council itw]f (] .abbe, vol. vi. Pp- T'J. foll, (:7)
9{\]nhrmun~ of Jerusalem in a letter to Sergius
of Constantinople (Migne, vol. lxxxvii. |:.nt<),
pp. 3182-6). (6) Tarasius, in a letter read at
the second council of Nicaea, and also an allusion
Cone. Nie,
vol. vii. p. (7) The
th made by a bishop of Rome
and A.p. 715 (Migne, P, vol
cv. p. 49). (¢ J ]Jut]lrs. cod. 18 and Ep. i. 8,
ad Michael. Migne, vol. cii. pp. 6436, and vol.
ciii. pp. 42-58). (9) Nicephorus Callistus (/. E.
xvii. 27, Without giving all the passages
in wh a general refer-

I1. act. viii. Labbe,
profession of fai
between A.D.

98),
quoted |J\ Dr. Pusey,
ence to a condemnation of Origen is to be found,
but apart from any specific mlu.\]un to the mm

'

council, we may select two or three as illus-
trative of the whole body of testimony. (1)
Victor Tununensis (Chron. ad ann. Migne, P. L.
vol. lxviii. p. 959 3 Galland, B, Patr. vol. xii.
p- 251). (2) An imperial edict read at the sixth
gener: |] council (Labbe, vol. p- 1096). (3)
A letter of Leo II. to the emperor Constantine
(Labbe, vol. vi. pp. 1017, foll.).

It must be admitted that the value of e
individual testimony taken separately is as a
rule ex 1ely ght, especially when we
remember what intervals of time separated the
writers from the events about which they
wrote, and the ingenuous w in which one
repeats the mis-statements of h |-u leces:

For all that, it is impossible to to ¢ lr‘]H,

with a certain
taken collectively.

them when

nount of autho ty

They prove at the least the
existence at a comparatively early date of a
belief, that Origen had been condemned at or in
connection with the Fifth Counc The evidence
is not conclusive, but it is suflicient to deter
from a dogmatic denial that such a condemna-
tion oceurred. And without more con ing
proof than any that has hitherto been given to
support the theory, that the name of Ori
it stands in the Eleventh Canon is a su
interpolation, we must accept the clause
stands. There is another passage in the

us

pro-
ceedings of the council, which must not be left

without noti
sup F..q'ln-f t

In the course of an argument
legality of anathematising here-
tics after death, the following passage occurs:
“Et multos quidem alios invenimus post mortem
anathematizatos, necnon et Origenem ; et si ad
tempora Theophili sanctae memoriae recurrerit,
post mortem inveniet nnsir.hem.utiza?nm; quod
etiam nunc in s"mo fecit et vestra Sanctitas et
Vigilius, religiosissimus papa antiquioris Romae,”
Without the word “nunc;” nothing would be
more natural than to explain the j ge as a
reference to the Home Synod under Mennas;
and Hetele, who not obliterate word
when he is face to face with a difficulty, suggests
that the reference in nunc is to ]a;t‘*f not con-
temporary history (vol. ii. § 270, p. 875). Vin-
cenzi (vol. v. p. 88) has recourse to his usual
theory of interpolation; while Noris, taking the
word in its ordinary sense, supposes that the

b

does a
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cer must refer to a condemnation of Origen
d at some earlier session, formal or the
The passage at any

spes
pas
reverse (vol. i. p. 639).
rate makes against the theory, that the condem-
nation of Origen occurred at the close of the |
other business of the Council.

At this point it may be convenient to re-
capitulate the conclusions at which we have
. concerning the condemnation of Origen
or the emperor Justinian. (1) That Origen
was formally condemned at a meeting of the
Home Synod held by Mennas at Constantinople
about the yvear 541 A.D. and that the decrees
were signed by many influential bishops el
where. (2) That to this council must be attri-
buted the letter of Justinian, the anathemas
which it contains, and the series of anathemas
discovered by Lambeck. (8) That the Fifth
General Council, though not commissioned to
with Origen and his errors, may have
passed judgment on the question incidentally,
perhaps informally ; and that, at any rate, we
have no sufficient to warrant us in
expunging his name from the eleventh canon.
ever way the condemnation was pro-
the practical taken to
the Origenist party in Palestine were
most effective. The task was easier owing to
the internal dissension which had appeared in
their midst afl the death of Nonnus, their
rs before the General Council.

lis, from whom we have
one of the sects
party split, called
tists ”* (MpwrikTioror), hold-
the existing soul of Christ was the
first and most perfect work of creation.
their opponents
(Terpadirol),

8,

evidence

measures

1 of Sevtl

ly quoted, te
] ich the

themselves * Prot

ing th:

W

I’;_\'
r were styled ® Tetradites ™
by thus deifying the pre-
existine soul , they adi a fourth
person to the Trinity, The other sect had the
name of * Isochrists ” Clodyxpioror) attached to
them, on account of their characteristic doctrine
that all human souls will finally become like
unto Christ’s. Of the latter party Theodorus |
Askidas was the most prominent adherent, So |

bitter was the ife between the two fi 3
that the Protoktists were driven to combine
with the orthodox nst their fellow

heretics: especi

the patriarch of wrius, a partis:
of the Isochrist section, was promoted to the |
racant place, mainly througl
Askidas.

fluence of
In their extreme danger, the minority
went so far as to surrender the doetrine of ]'l'rl‘-
existence which was so e
their system. After this the
flict decisive. Macarius
order of the emperor,
in his stes

an e¢lement in
issue of tk
was

ential

2 Con=

wias

ousts
Eustochius was appointed |
d. The New Laura made

an attempt

to secede, but the disaffected monks were
promptly ejected by Eustochius, and others
settled in their room. The other monasterie

in Palestine were also ¢l of :
Finally, all the bishops of the eountry, Peter of
Abyla excepted, signed the illl|u-ri:1—i edict of
condemnation, and Peter was dismissed from
office for (Cyril, Vita Sabae, ce.
89, 90.) Though Askidas some years later suc-
ceeded in ejecting Eustochins in retaliation, the
incident hardly belongs to the history of the
Origenistic controversy, which at this point

contumacy,

| 6 HaKdpios. (Pat. Graec. Ixvi. 1413 b;

ORION

comes to a close. Origenism h
in its stronghold, and though
survived, finding champions
every century of the worl
never existe

ad been crushed
the doctripe has
18 and assailanty in
( d’s history, there ha
el since then a party org sed ,,ﬂ‘:
i ll;u“ basis, and using the name of Origen
their title and battle cry. s
.-Lumrn‘it‘n's.'—‘.’Jriginal authorities haye
already mentioned in the course of the s
tive. Of works which deal with the t}rigulli\-tj
controversies in whole or in part, the ,;'M:
important are the following: Douci
des mouvements dans r’f-'_e;{a':e.' m'r'iil‘c]-;l, q{:%;:r';:
d Origéne et de ses do-trines (Paris, 1700) J
anonymous work entitled Ezamen de ¢ O
ow réponse i un livre intitule Sentanens
de quelques théologiens swr Petat des
du corps (1 ; Halloix,
(Leyden, 1668); Horbius, Histori
sive de witima origine et progressione haeresens
(Frankfort, 1670); Huet, Origeninna, most
accessible in the edition of Origen published by
3 Vincenzi, In Sancti Gregori Nysseni ot
Origenis scripta et doctrinam nove defensi
vols. (Rome, Morini, 1865). 'This -l.'\‘-[lu 1aps
the most elaborate work, though not the most
factory, written on the subje Among
sh works, the most valuable are
and Judgment (cc.

sir

been
ATa.

jan

Origeniana,

s Xl
r. H. N. Oxenham’s What is

wrd to E

Puse

ternal Punishment ?
s What s f’:.f‘ Faith

Punishment ?
:l!\]]il

Dr.
gard to Eternal
to which the pr

.1 f;:i].
The

book

wor of Hefele ('.’_'u) ..Ee.'ri_,'e’.ﬁ
of Walch (& . d. Ketzereien, vol. 63,
fol., and vol. viii. pp. 280, fol.), are indispensa-
ble. Original documents and disserts

be found in the collections of Labbe and Mansi,
Of the historians the most serviceable are
Doellinger, Neander, Herzog, Gieseler, and

Schroeckh. Much information may also be
obtained from Ceillier, Cave, Du Pin, and Tille-
mont. The dissertations of Garnerius, De
Marca, and Noris, have been mentioned else-
where. Of the special articles upon these con-

Dr. Hefele's

troversies, by far the best
Wetzer und Welte’s Fac
ifen).  The articles |

in

streitiqke

sensé, in Lichtenberger’s Enc :

Religieuses, s by Moeller in Herzog’s

paedie, are also worth consulting, :
article in criticism of Dr. Vincenzi's great Work
in the Tiibingen Theol. Quartalschrift, 1867,

pp. 331, Migne’s Dictionaries (HL"."L’T :
Conciles) contain useful summaries, A treatise
by ard, Die Betheilipung des Epiphonivs
) qung de or,
an dem Streite iiber Orijenes, mentioned by I‘ri:"
fessor Lipsius of Jena, in his article on .}‘E'ﬂ'
phanius, I have unfortunately been unable to
" [A.W.W.D]
obtain. [A. W. W.D,

ORION (1), bishop of Erythrum in C 81:1{
aica in the fourth century. When a very 0¥
man, his extreme gentleness brought him inte
contempt, On this account the inhabitants of
two of the \'i]i;l-_';t.’-‘. Palaebisca and ul_\.imx,
chose as their Elis\lnl.r in his stead SMP}'“W an
officer of Valens, to protect them in their bush
ness affai s, and also to oppose a LHH‘ [l'[‘_nt “:
the Arians. Synesius (ep. 67) speaks of (Orion &

Tillems




ORION

viii. 234; Le Quien, Or. Chr. ii. 625.) [SYNE-
SIUS.) [R.J. K]

ORION (2), a wealthy and leading citizen
of Aila on the Red Sea, said to have been restored
after possession by a legion of devils through
the prayers of H ion, the hermit of Palestine,
in the end of the 4th century (Jerom. Vit, Hilar.
§ 18 [HILARION ). [W. H. F.]

ORION (8), addressed by Isidore of Pelu-
sium in several letters (lib. i. epp. 264, 293),
another (v. 193), a deacon (ii. 16), a monk
(i. 181, 194, 195, 468, ii, 159, 268, iii. 45, iv.
137, 155). [C. H.]

ORONTIANUS (HoroNTIANUS), addressed
by St. Ambrose, ¢, 387, on the nature of the
s;_".ul (ula. 34) and on some passages in St. Paul
35, 36) ; in 389 on the question \\'h.\' man, the
most perfect of creatures, should have been
formed last (43), and on the succession of God’s
creative acts (44); the epp. 77, 78 discuss the
subject of the old and new dispensations, but
their date is not apparent. (Ceill. v. 493, 496,
503.) [C. H.]

ORONTIUS (1), Jan. yr during the
Diocletian persecution wi Vincentius and
Victor in Spain under the governor Rufinus.
(44. 88. Boll. Jan. ii. 390-393; Ceill, xi. 806.)

[G.T. 83

ORONTIUS (2), 2 man of rank and landed
proprietor, a friend of St. Augustine, but pro-
bably not yet having made up his mind to be-
come a Christian. In his state of doubt he ap-
pears to have consulted Augustine, and to have
asked permission to pay him a visit. (Aug. Ep.

257 al. 123.) [H. W. P.]

a5
&y
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ORONTIUS (3), an Italian bishop and a
]..f';il“_"i:l“. l e \il'f'i’]ﬂllllﬂil,"i .]li]i.’llll]S\ [’l‘ l':l'lil]l:].
in his exile, and with him visited eodore or
Mopsuestia, and the patriarch Nestorius. Cf.
JuLiaxus (15) in. t. iii. p. 470 of this Dictionary,
where the story is fully told. He caused
Anianus, the Pelagian, to translate St. Chryso-
gtom’s Hor 3 on St. Matthew. He dedicated
the translation to Orontius. (Cf. Migne’s Pat.
Lat, xlviii. 626 ; Ceill. vii. 211.) [G.T. 8.]

ORONTIUS (4), bishop of Seville, A.p, 42—
472). (Florez, Esp, Sagr. ix. 138.) [F. D.]

ORONTIUS (5), bishop Elvira (Illiberitanus),
subscribes the council of Tarragona in 516
(Hard, ii. 1044), But another reading makes
him of Lerida (Ilerditanus). [C. H.]

ORONTIUS (6), bishop, probably of Le-
rida, signs seventh the canons of the Councils of
Tarragona and Gerona, in A.D. 516, 517. In the
former he is described as bishop  Eliberitanae
civitatis ” (Elvira, Granada), but this is pro-
bably a mistake tor Ilerditanae (Ilerda, Lerida),
as it is improbable that a bishop of Elvira
should have attended so distant a council,
whereas Lerida is near Tarragona. Further, the
name Orontiug is wanting in the lists of the
bishops of Granada (Tejada y Ramiro, Col. de
Can, de la Iyl. Esp., ii. 115, 122; Esp. Sag.
xlvi. 93), (F. D.]
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ORONTIUS (%), bishop of Merida, was re-
presented by a priest at the 6th Couneil of
Toledo, in January A.D. 638. He also preside |
over the Tth and 8th Councils of Toledo, in 4.1,
646 and ; By his influence with king
REkESVINTH he obtained the restoration of the
province of Lusitania, of which Merida was the
metropolis, to its ancient limits, which had been
curtailed h:.-' the severance of the sees which fell
within the Suevic dominions. These were
lgitania, and Coimbra. (Tejada
Can. de la Igl. Esp, ii, 349,
. Sag. iv, 176, xiii. 214 ;
hte von Spanien, ii. (2) 140.)

(¥. D.)

OROSIUS, PAULUS, was a native of Tarra-
gona, in Spain, as he himself says (fist. vii. 22),
though an expression in a letter of Avitus may
wought to connect him with Braga. (£p.
g. Opp. vol. vii. p. 806 ; Baronius, vol.
V. p. 4 A.D, 415) When the Alani and Van-
dals were introduced into Spain, A.D. 409,
Orosius, though his language is somewhat rhe-
torical, appears narrowly to have escaped their
violence (flist. iii. 203 v. 23 vii. 40). But a
danger, more serious in his opinion than that
of the barbarian invasion, soon threatened to
disturb the church in Spain, viz., the heresies of
the Priscillianists, and of the book by Origen
Tepl df;v(:;,-:'_ ]:113\._\( translated 1'_\' ot. Jl’l'umo, and
which had been brought from Jerusalem by
ga in Portugal, at the
same time as another book i_lj' Vietorinus was
brought by another Avitus from Rome. Both
of these books condemned the doctrines of Pris-
cillian, but both contained errors of their own.
The book by Victorinus attracted but little
notice, but the one by Origen, on which some
remarks had been made by St. Dasil, but whe-
ther the great father of that name is not cer-
tain, was much more widely read, both in Spain
and elsewhere. Two Spanish bishops, Paulus
and Eutropius, had already presented to the
African church a memorial on heretical doc-
trines; but not including all that were now
current in Spain, and to this St. Augustine
had replied in his treatise De Perfectione justitice
Hominds (Upp. vol. x. 204), and Orosius, in his zeal
against error, proceeded, not as commissioned to
do so by the church of Spain, but on his own ac-
count, to ;Ull'il'n, to consult St. A ugustluu astothe
best manner of refuting these heretical doctrines,
A.D. 415,  Augustine speaks of him as young in
years, but a presbyter in rank, zealous, alert in
intellect, ready of speech, and fitted to be useful
in the work of the Lord. He gave a partial
reply to this appeal in his treatise contra Pris-
cillianistas et Origenistas, saying but little on the
subject which forms its title. He referred Oro-
sius to his bonks against Manicheism, and for
further satisfaction, recommended him to go
on to Palestine, the seat itself of the errors in
question, and there consult St. Jerome, to whom
he made him the bearer of two letters, one on
the origin of the soul (Ep. 166.) [OpraTUs],
the other on the meaning of the pas James
ii. 10. (Ep. 167 ; see also Ep, 169, 13 ; Retract.
xi. 44 ; Consultatio or Commonitorium Oros. and
the reply of Augustine to the same ¢. Priscill. et
Orig. opp. vol. viii. pp. 666-678, and Oros. opp.

65

Lamego, Viseo,
y Ramiro, Col. ¢
358, 385, 709; [
Gams, Kirchengeschic

Avitus, presbyter of I

| p. 1211, ed. Migne.) The letters were conveyed
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duly bjr their bearer, and their receipt acknow-
}.e{itr:_d in due timeby St. Jerome ; who, however,
excused himself from replying to them at length
on the grnund of the pressure of tlunblmnmr\
bll%mo-.q, by which, no doubt, he meant the de-
bates in Palestine on the l’d‘tgnn controversy.
including the attack made upon him by John of
Jerusalem. (men Ep. 134; Aug. Ep. 172)
On arriving in Palestine, Orosius was kindly re-
ceived by St. Jerome, :md took up his residence
at Bethlehem, desiring to sit at his feet and
listen to his instruction. But being summoned
by the clergy, he attended a synod at Jer usalem
on July 28, in which he took his seat under the
direction of John the bishop, and informed the
assembly of what had taken place in Africa re-
.kp-.w‘rmg Coelestius and Pelagius, viz, that
Coelestins had been condemned by a council held
A.D. 412 (Aug. Ep. 175, 176), and had abruptly
departed from the country, that Augustine had
against Pelagius, and further

written a book

sent a letter to the clergy in Sicily, treating of

this and other heretical questions, which letfer
Orosius read to the
the members. He also quoted the judgment of
St. Jerome on the Pelagian question, exp nd
in his letter to Ctesiphon and his Dialogue nst
the Pelagians. (Hieron. vol. i. Fp. 133 ; vol.

p- 495.) The proceedings of tnv meeting .\n-|
the decision given by bishop John, will be
found above (vol. iii. p. 280), but it may be
added to this account that Orosius, apparently
on the information of Avitus, and
Dominus ex duce, p--\‘!:;:li:- Domninus, believed
the interpreter to be both ignorant and dis-

Posserius,

honest.  (Orosius, Apol. 8-6; Cod. Theod. vi.
30, 19 ; Tillemont, vol. xiii. 254.) Forty-seven
days after this, viz., on Sept. 13, the st of

the dedication of the church of the Holy Sepul-
chre (Holy-Cross day), when Orosius presented
himself for the purpose of assisting bishop John
at the altar, he was at once attacked fn_\' him as
a blasphemer, a charge which Orosius not only
denied, but refuted on the ground that as he
spoke only in Latin, John, who only spoke Greek,
could not have understood what he said. That
there should false witnesses in Jerusalem is
not unlikely, but Orosius did not venture to
accuse the bishop of seeking such.
taken up with arguments ainst
Pelagianism, including two long passages identi-
cal with some in the book of Aug 2 Natura et
Gratia, c. —-19,and 3-12, vol. x. p. 249, At
the council of 14 bishops held at Diospolis
(Lydda) in December of the same year, Orosius
was not present (Aug. De Gest. Polag. c. 16);
but he returned to Africa early in 416, bearing
with him probably the answer of St. o
the letter of St. Augustine, perhaps also his book
against the Pelagians, and also the supposed
relics ‘of St. Stephen, which had been discovered
in the course of the previous December, and
which at the request of Avitus he was to conve ¥
to the church of Braga, in Portugal. [T ANUS
(15) vol. iii. p. 349 ] Tillemont, vol. xiii. 262.
He was also the bearer of a le ttm from Heros
and Lazarus, which he laid before a synod assem-
bled at Carthage about tae month of June.
(Aug. Epp. 175-180; Tillemont, 1. ¢. 263.) He
had also received from St. Jerome a letter to St.
Augustine concerning the resurrection of the

- Syt
the book is

Jerome to

hody which, hU“L\'E], he had handed to Oro- | lil!bat‘llll‘]wlntbun\\ hich e:

meeting at the request of

The rest of
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sins f'}u: transeription, fmd did not, deliver
Augustine at the same time as the other lotte x
(Aug. Ep. 180.) About this time, on o
quest of Augustine, conveyed to }mn by a {JS o
named Juinn, he muiutunl\ his }uctnn d:ﬁ;“
in order to confirm by historical facts ’1he l;,w
trine maintained by St. Augustine in hig gy -
work De Civitate }M on thn 11th book of \h‘ 'L
he was at that time mn[:lmell We learn tlm\:
facts from what Orosius himself S4¥8 in hi
1st chapter, and from a ps e in the 5th Lnn).:
that he wrote his historv chiefly if not elat.:vl'
in Afri It could not have been begun earliey
than 416, and must have been i|m-hul in 417, for
it concludes with an account of the treaty madein
416 between Wallia, the Gothic king, and the
Emperor Honorius. (Oros. Hist. v. 2; vii. 43,
Clinten, F. E.) Having finished his task, Orosins
proc eeded to fulfil his “undert taking of conveying
to Spain the relics of St. btw;n]n-n On his way
he touched at Port Mahon in Minorca, and being
deterred by the accounts of the disturbed st-m
of \}w.ml t nun‘fh the oce IIJ-(Lt‘Elll of that countr ry
by the Van lals, left his precious treasure there
and returned to Africa, after which time
nothing more is known of his history, (Ep.
Severi, Aug. Opp. vol. vii, App. Baronius, 418,
4) Written within the space of little more
than a year, and for a special historical purp
this work of Orosius deserves to be ealled a his-
torical treatise rather than a formal history,
which indeed, it does not pretend to be, though
as it includes a }un'tinn of the s Ll-’)[r“.t be
to Scripture anl to Jewish affairs, its area covers
wider space than any other ancient epitome.
Besides the Old and New taments, he quote
Josephus, the church historians, and writers, as
‘tullian, Hegesippus, and I'uen'raiu.-c; and ¢
01}n1 writers, Tacitus, Suetonius, Sallust, Caesar,
ero, and he was no doubt lary "L‘|\ indebted to
Livy. But he was pe s not well acquainted
with Greek, and for Greek and Oriental
made use of the Justin, or ¥
Trogus Pompeius, and Quintus Curtius, and for

t

works of

F.r-m an affairs, the works of Lﬂtm cnmlll-
lers, as Eutropius, Florus, and V ﬂl\.’lltb
Paterculus, together with others of inferio

value, as Valerius Antias, Valerius Maximus, ’lﬂd
Aureliug Victor. The work in later times be-
came known by the name of Ormesta (mundi)a
title which under its various forms of Ormista,
Ormesia, Hormesta, Hormista, caused l_””L“
difficulty and many conjectures to later writel
The most likely exp slanation is that it represents
in a contracted form Or, m. ista,ie. Uffmhfr'fﬂur‘
] s Orosii miseriarum (!1IL1I‘.31)
hius thought that the true \\-»rd
was Ut‘('hu'ﬂm. i.e. a stage on which the aff
of the world are set forth, and to this conjecture
Andrew Schott, one of the carly editors, lent his
authority, but the former view seems more pre-
bable. Written under the express sanction of
Augustine, in a pleasing style and at conves
nient iength, and recommended by church _\"‘
thorities as an orthodox Christian W ork,
history of Orosius became during the an]ui
ages, the stz mndard text-book on the subject ‘“'1
is quoted largely by Bede, and other m.o-l‘nnhl
writers. But whila on the one hand he is 10f t ‘6‘
last few years of his historyac untump{mr\'ﬂtd -

upe
an original author ity, and also undoubtedly a ]u.
sting w riters arede

i r‘vr, or 1\|-)
tstoria, but ]’i
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cient (e.g. v. 18, p. 839, the death of Catoj vi.
8, 376, the acquittal of Catiline), it is disfigured
by many mistakes, both as to facts and numbers,
and by a faulty system of chronology, blemishes
which in uncritical ages were not detected, but
which more recent examination has brought to
light. The general popularity which it enjoyed
as the one Christian history, led no doubt to the
translation of it made into Anglo-Saxon, by Alfred
the Great, of which a portion was published by
Elstob in 1690, and the whole, with an English
version, in 1773, under the superintendence of
Daines Barrington and J. R. Foster. This
was reprinted in 1853 in Bohn’s Antiquarian
Library, under the direction of Mr. B. Thorpe.
It was also translated during the 16th century
into German and Italian. The 2nd chapter of
the first book contains a sketch of universal geo-
grnphy. which is nearly identical with a work
called the Cosmography of Aethicus, a writer of
whom nothing certain is known. The system
on which it is founded has borrowed no light
from the work of Ptolemy, or other scientific
geographers, but being protected by its supposed
orthodoxy, became one of the principal authori-
ties for mediaeval map-makers. (Bevan and
Phillott, Medigeval Geography. Introd.) The
earliest printed edition of the history appeared
at Augsburg, printed by Schiissler, 1471, from a
good MS. Another, without a date, by Her-
mann of Cologne, at Vicenza, probably 1475,
and others were printed in the 15th and the 16th
centuries at Venice, Cologne, Paris and else-
where. An edition by Fabricius, with notes,
appeared in 1561, which was reprinted in 1575
and 1582. This was again reprinted, with
additional notes, by Andrew Schott, at Mayence,
in 1615, and embodied in the Bibliotheca
Patrum, Lyons, 1677, vol. vi. DBut the best
edition of the complete works of Orosius which
has yet appeared is that of Havercamp, in 4to.
Leyden, 1738, containing very many valuable
notes, and engravings of coins illustrating the text.
It was reprinted by Galland in his Bibliotheca Fa-
trum, Venice, 1773, vol. 9; and by Migne, Patrol.
vol. 31, Paris, 1846, with the engravings of coins,
The history alone from Havercamp’s edition, but
without the engravings, edited by Dr. Brohm,
was published in 2 vols. 8vo. at Thorn, 1877.
Other works beside the history have been attri-
buted to Orosius, but the only two which can
claim good authority are the Liber Apologeticus
de Arbitrii Libertate, and the Commonitorium ad
Augustinum, already mentioned. The former is
included in Havercamp’s edition, and the latter
in the works of St. Augustine, as mentioned

above. [HEW. R

ORSISIUS (Orstesius, *Apoiotos), abbat of
Tabenna, A.D. 350, in succession to Petronius.
He soon transferred the burden to Theodorus, the
favourite disciple of Pachomius (Soz. iii. 143
Niceph. Call. H. E. ix. 14; Boll. Acta 53, 14
Mai. iii. 292, 324, 325, ed. 1866, De SS. Pachom.
et Theod, ii, 18, and Acta §§ 74, 763 Tillem. vii.
479, 481). Two epistles addressed by Athana
to Orsisius are printed among the Wor
Athanasius (Pat. Gr. xxvi, 978). PG TR,

ORTIGIUS, bishop, was expelled from his
see by the Pri-cillianists in consequence of his
defence of the Catholic faith (Idatius, Chron.).
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He was present at the first Council of Toledo
(A.D. 400), which commanded that the churches
from which he had been expelled should be re-
stored to him (Tejada y Ramiro, Col. de Can. de
la Igl. Esp. ii. 197). There is a difficulty about
the name of his see; Idatins gives it as Celenae
near Iria, but in the Aecta of the Council of
Toledo, Exuperantius is named as bishop of that
place. Gams (Kirchengeschichte von Spanien, ii,
393) conjectures that Idatius confused Aquae
Celenae with Aquae Originum (Orense), and
that Ortigius was really bishop of the last place.
(Esp. Sag. xix. 9.) [¥. D.]

OSA (Bosa, M. H. B. 618, note), the sixth
bishop of Selsey; preceded by Aluberht, and
succeeded by Giselhere (. H. B. 618). Nothing
is known of the date of Aluberht, and .of Gi=~
selhere, only that he subscribed charters of
780 and 781. The name of Osa occurs in an
undated grant of Numnna, king of Sussex, con-
firmed by Osmund the king and Osa the
bishop, but very diflicult to date (Kemble, C. D.
1001); in a dated grant of Osmund, Aug. 3,
765, attested by Osa, and probably genuine (ib.
1008); another grant of Osmund, attested by
¢Osa archiepiscopus,” and evidently garbled (ib.
1009), but bearing the date of 770. All
these are from the Chichester register and late
transcripts. There is, however, in the Lambeth
MS. 1212 (the Canterbury Cartulary), a grant
made to Oswald, bishop of Selsey, of land in
Sussex, dated in 772, and attested by Egbert
king of Kent, Cynewulf king of Wessex, arch-
bishop Jaenberht, Eadbert, Oswald, Diora and
Wig bishops. This seems to be genuine,
and to supply both a fixed date and a definite
orthography for the name of the bishop. Osa,
if this be genuine, was an abbreviation of Oswald,
as Totta is of Torthelm, and Sigga of Sigfrith.

(5]

OSBALD, a “patrician” of Northumbria,
addressed e. 793 along with king Ethelred and
the dux Osberct by Aleuin (ep. 11 in Pat.
Lat, €. 157), and no doubt the Osbald mentioned
by Hoveden (t. i. p. 15, ed. Stubbs), anno 796,
as succeeding Ethelred in the throne of North-
umbria for 27 days, afterwards retiring to
Lindisfarne, and finally taking refuge with the
kine of the Picts. The Cloronicle qf Melrose
relates that “king Osbald,” once a dux and
patrician, became an abbat after his expulsion,
died an abbat in 799, and was buried in the
church of York. [C. H.]

OSBERCT, a dux, addressed c. 793, with
Ethelred, king of Northumbria, and the patrician
Osbald, by Aleuin (ep. 11 in Pat. Lat. c. 157);
thourht to be the Osbert, patrician of the
Mercians, addressed in two other letters of
Aleuin which are now unknown, but of which
the fragments survive in William of Malmes-
bury (G. R. lib. i. §§ 70, 94, t. i. 103, 130, ed.
Hardy), and are also printed at the end of
Alcuin’s letters. (Pat. Lat. ¢. 512.) [C. H.]

OSBRAN, anchorite and bishop of Clooncraff,
co. Rescommon, died A.D, 752. (dnn. Tig.)

[J.6.]

OSFRIDA, queen. [OSTHRYD.]

OSFRITH, son of Edwin, king of Northum=
bria, and Coenburga his wife, daughter of Cearl,
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king of Mercia. He was born during the exile
of his sire, and was baptized with his father at
York on Easter day, 627 (Beda, ii. 14). He was
a valorous soldier, and was slain with Edwin
at Haethfelth in 633 (Id. ii. 20 ; 8. C. 22, 45).
[J. R
OSGEARN (Osaeoru, Osarru, 0sGIva), a
daughter of Oswulf, king of Northumbria in
A.D. 758-9. In 768 she married Alchred, king
of Northumbria (Symeon, H. E. sub anno).
There is a letter from Alchred and Os his
queen to Lullus, preserved among the letters of
Boniface (ed. Giles, 211-12). It is chiefly to
ask his prayers for themselves and their friends,
whose names they send, and to offer to him as a
gift “ duodecim sagos cum annulo aureo majori.”
ascribes this letter to the
nothing farther known of

[J. R

OSHERE, king, viceroy, or ealdorman of the
Hwiccii. He first ap 's in history as granting
land at Ripple to F ), and in the
charter terms himself g, although acting
under the authority of Ethelred, king of Mercia
(Kemble, €. 0. 17). This charter is regarded as
spurious, but in another (¢b. No, 36), which has
],as;i a greater claim to :1'.1T]m1‘.tivit): he again
as king bestows lands at Penitanham for a
monastery for Cutswitha. He also induce
Ethelred to assent to a grant to Abbess Dunna
at Withington, which many years after was con-
firmed by archbishop Nothelm (K. €. D. No. 82,
83). Little can be even conjectured of his his-
tory: he may have been a son of Oswald the
brother of Osric [Osric, OswALD], and have suc-
ceeded father or in the lty, in or
about 693. Between 704 and 709, we find the
Hwiccii under the rule of Ethelhard and Ethel-
ward (K. C. D. No. 55), who attest charters in
conjunction with sImund, Eth c, and
Ethelbert. Of these Ethelward (K. C. D. No, 56)
and Ethelrie (K. C. D, ! , 83) are called sons
of Oshere, but they do not assume the royal title.
A person of this name is mentioned by the lady
Egburg in a letter to St. Boniface between the
years 716 and 722, as her brother and as some
time dead (Mon. Mog. pp. 63 and 64). If this

OSGEARN

Dr. Giles erroneousl
year 758. There i
Osgearn.

@

(T,

Oshere could be identified with the king of the
: of

Hwiceii, Egburg might be the second ab

Gloucester, who is called, however, the sister of

Kyneburza and so of Osric. [EGBURGA, FAD-

BURGA (1)] Mon. "l.lt‘-),f"r‘ i. 542, Lf“]
OSITHA, saint. [OsyrTH.]

08 [US, of Cordova,

8

[Hosrus.]

OBLAC, one of the younger sons of Ethel-
frith, king of Northumbria (A.p. 593-617), and
Acha, sister of Edwin. During the re s:.u of
Edwin, Oslac and his brothers were exiles in
Scotland and embraced Christianity at Iona.
They returned to Northumbria on Edwin’s
death. (Symeon, ed. Surtees c. 209, 218;
Beda, iii. 3 ; Vita S. Columbue, i. 1145 S, C. 20,
43.) 5l

OSLAF (0srAp), called in another place
was a younger son of Ethelfrith and Acha, ki
and queen of Northumbria. When Edwin became

king in A.D. 617, Oslaf and his brothers took |

refuge in Scotland and remained there durine
g

OSMUND

| Edwin’s life. It is believed thag all
embraced Christianity at Iona. k
Surtees Soe. i
‘;f?ir?lr.’fr_tc’, 1.

of th fm

: (Symeon
208, 218; Beda, iii, 3 m’ﬂ“‘g

113 ; S8 C. 20, 43.) (7. R

y (')f-!.L_-k\T_‘\1 t}’:e_ wife of Eormenred, son of
Eadbald, king of Kent, and mother ¢ I
1\5’1'3 Ethelbert and Ethelred, an
Etheldrithe.” Sho Js siag gy Lormengiths i

X € 18 3 orence of Wor.
cester, in the appendix to the Chronicle « Tegina”
(Mon. Hist. Brit. p. 635) and “J.'L‘sinu]a“" (‘,'J
p- 627, note), which, as her husband is by that:
author termed “regulus,” may show that Ea
exercised a delegated anthority over part of
Kent during the reign of his father or brother
Nothing is known of Oslava’s extraction or his.
tory besides, but, if her title of “ regina Tepre-
sents any dignity not derived from her hushand
it is possible that she was the head of one ofthel
minor Kentish principalities which, although
united for two or three generations under Ethel-
bert and his successors, are traceable in the Jater
i isation of the kingdom of Kent. (See
KexT, K1xas or.) (8]

‘F the map.
1 of the sainty

OSMUND (1), the fourteenth bishop of
London (Mon. Hist, Brit. p. 6173 W, Malmesh,
G. P. §73). Nothing but his name and place
in the list of bish known of him. His
predecessor Heathobert is mentioned by
of Durham (Mon. Hist. Brit. p. 672) as
the year 801.  Osmund was then probably con-
ed in 801 or 802 by Ethelheard, who had
retained jurisdiction over the diocese of London,
and who returned from Rome with restored
authority early in 802. Osmund attended the
council held at Clovesho in October, 803, i
which the restoration of the provincial jurisdic-
diction to Canterbury was recogr wd some
other measures t.’l;{[‘['-; lliS name .'1}]]"3'
list of clergy approving the act which forbade
the election of laymen as lords of monaste
(K. €. D. 1024), and is attached to that by wl
the dignity of Canterbury was restored (K. C.
185); as also to a Worcester charter of the same
date (K. C. D. 183 ; Councils, &c., Haddan and
Stubbs, iii. 542, 544-547). On this occasion
Osmund, who subscribes as ¢ Ego Osmund Lun-
donensis civitatis episcopus,” wa attt'ﬂdﬂ'l__hf
one priest abbat, Heahstan ; three priests, Wig-
hard, Tidhun, and Freothered; and Ethelhelm,
who is not further described. Osmund was
present at a synod at Acleah in 805, in which it
is possible that archbishop Wulfred was EI'SEt.Td
or rated (Haddan and Stubbs, iii. 558).
After that year we lose sight of him; his sue-
cessor Ethelnoth appearing in 811, (See Kemble,
as above.) =

)8 18
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OSMUND (2), the fourth of the seven fiche
tious priors of Westminster, who are said, by
Sporley, who wrote the history of the abbey I
the 15th century, to have un\'érued betsreen the
death of Ordbriht, the first abbat in 616, ‘ET“i the
appointment of the second abbat Ordbribf, B
785. Osmund is said to have been prior f"‘.r
twenty-one years, and to have died in 702
Sporley may have used an earlier account, but
[ the whole is fabulous, and belongs to & class 0
fiction which affords no instruction even in the &5
| ploration ( Monasticon Anglicanum, i. 266). (5




OSMUND
OSMUND (8), king of the South Saxons.

This prince, of whom very little is known, is
mentioned by Florence of Worcester as king of
the South Saxons in 758 (Mon. Hist, Brit, p. 544).
No other ancient historian mentions him at all ;
and as the South Saxon kingdom had been, since
the reign of Ethelwalch, subject to or absorbed
in Wessex, it is a little difficult to account for
the mention of him by Florence. But although
the historians are silent about him, his name
occurs in the Selsey charters which in transeript
are preserved among the registers of the see of
Chichester ; which also have preserved the
names of other South Saxon princes from the
reign of Ine onwards. If these charters are in
any respect trustworthy, a South Saxon king
named Nothelm was contemporaneous with Coen-
red the father of Ine (K. €. . 995); he grants
lands to his sister Notgitha in the year 692, and
the grant is confirmed or attested by Nunna,
king of the South Saxons, Wattus, a king,
Coenred and Ine. Nunna, the next in order, is a
historical personage, mentioned in the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle as a kinsman of Ine and his
companion in war against the Welsh in the year
710 (M. H. B. p. 326; Flor, Wig. . p. 540);
and by Ethelwerd (i, p. 507) he is called a king.
As Nunna is thus prominently mentioned in
connexion with Ine, it is a little curious t his
name was not inserted in any of the fictitious
charters attributed to that monarch. On the
other hand, however, the charters which eclaim
to be issued by Nunna himself are corrupt or
fictitious, and serve to prove little more than that
Ine’s kinsman was by tradition said to be king
of Sussex [see NUNNA]. They date from 714,
OF Wattus, the succeeding or contemporary king,
nothing is known. To Osmund several charters
are assigned, dated about or referable to the date
given by Florence. In one (K.C. D. 1001) he
confirms a charter of Nunna, in company with
bishop Osa, who lived in 765. In another char-
ter dated Aug. 3, 765 (K. €. D. 1008) he gives
to his comes or gesith Walhere, lands at Ferring,
Coponora and Titlesham for the construction
of a monastery ; this is attested by Osa. In a
third charter a similar grant is made to another
comes, Warbald, and his wife Tidburga, of land
at Hanefeld ; this is dated in 770, attested by Osa
(archiepiscopus) and other bishops whose names
may have been badly copied by the transcriber,
and present some difficulties as they stand at
present (K. C. D. 1009). Ina grant of Offa to
Oswald, bishop of Selsey (MS. Lambeth, 1212),
dated 772, there appear three names among the
subscribers, important in this connexion, Osmund
duz, Oswaldus dux Suth-Sazonum and Oslac du ;
the lands given are at Bixley, and the reversion
is to Selsey, Osmund the ealdorman of this
charter may be the Osmund rex of the Selsey
grants, In 774 Ethelbert “rex Sussaxonum ™
makes a grant to Diosza (K. C. D. 1010), which
looks suspicious in its present form; in 780
QSW:I&:, dux Suthsaxonum, appears in authority
(. 1012), and in 791 Aldwulf uses the saine
form. None of these names appear in the Mer-
ctan charters of Offa, or in those of the Kentish
‘ngs, except that of Ethelbert, who may have
el & claimant of royalty in Kent as well as
Sussex. (Sce Kemble, C. D). 144.) [s.]

king of North-

O/RED (1), son of Aldfrith,
CHRISY, BIOGR—VOL. 1V,
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umbria, and Cuthburh, sister of Ine, king of
Wessex, was eight years old at the death of
his father in A.D. 705. Eadwulf, an usurper,
assumed the sovereignty for two months, when
Osred was placed on his father’s throne by
Berhtfrith, the ealdorman, who loy 1
tained him there. He won also a great battle
against the Picts and Scots. There is little
known about Osred from Beda, who observes his
customary reticence when there was anything
painful to record about those of whom he
wishes to speak well (Beda, v. 18, 19, 22).
Boniface, however, in a letter to Ethelbald
(ed. Giles, pp. 132-9) lifts the veil, and tells us
that Osred, and Ceolred, king of Mercia, came to
an evil end as a just punishment for their
excesses, among which he enumerates the
forcible entry of relizious houses and the
abduction of nuns. Osred was slain in A.p. 717
in an ambuscade which was laid for him by his
kinsmen near the sea, on the southern border of
his kingdom (S, C. 38, 69-71; Wendover, i. 21 1).
Ethelwulf, in his curious poem on the abbats
of a cell of Lindisfarne, speaks of Osred’s boyish
promise and his subsequent evil deeds. He put
many persons to death, and compelled others
to seek refuge from him in monastic life (Symeon,
ed. M. R, i. 268). [J. R.]

OSRED (2), son of Alchred, k g of North-
umbria, and Osgearn, or Osgeofu, succeeded
Alfwold on the Northumbrian throne in A.D. 788.
His career was a strangely
He had been king for a year w
of Ethelred Moll, returning to Northumbria, was
advanced to his father’s throne, and Osred, aban-
d by all, was declared to have forfeited his
ts (Symeon, A, B.) More than that, he was
sated with ignominy. His head was tonsured
like a monk, and he was put into a monas
to be out of the way. He managed, howe
make his escape to the Isle of Man (Symecon,
H. E. D.ii. 4). In A.p, 792 he was tempted
from his exile by the promises of some of the
Northumbrian thanes and secretly returned ;
but his friends and soldiers failed him at the
crisis. He was captured by Ethelred, and was
put to death by that monarch’s orders at a place
called Aynburg, on Sept. 14th, and his body was
carried to the monastery at the mouth of the
Tyne, the modern Tynemouth, and was there
interred. (5. C. 48, 99.) [J. R.]

{lfrie,.and cousin of Edwin
, succeeded that monarch
in AD. 633, but his rule only extended over
Deira, Osric had been converted to Christianity
and baptized by Paulinus; but, on his accession
to the throne, he relapsed into heathenism. His
i was very brief, as, in the summer of
A.D. 634, he was slain by the British chief,
Ceadwalla. Osric was besieging York when
Ceadwalla made an unexpected sally and de-
stroyed the beleaguering force and its le
The few months of Osric’s reign were afteryw
added to the regnal years of Oswald to obliterate
the memory of his apostasy. Oswin, afterwards
king of Deira, was Osrie’s son. (Beda, iii. 1, 14;
Vita 8. Oswini, cap. 1; 8. C. 22, 45.) [J. R.]

ally main-

unfortunate

one.
en Ethelred, son

, to

OSRIC (1), son of

king of Northumbri:

OSRIC (2), king of the Hwiceii, and tra-
ditional founder of the monasteries of Gloucester

A
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and Bath., He is mentioned by Bede (iv. 23)
as ruling the province of the Hwiccii at the
time of the appointment of bishop Oftfor to the
see of Worcester, about the year 691. The his-
torian gives him the title of king, and, as the
Hyiccii were at the time under the rule of
Mercia, he must have been a viceroy under
Ethelred. Osric’s career as an ecclesiastical
founder began some years earlier; the charter
by which he bestowed on the abbess Berhtana, a
hundred manentes adjacent to the city of Bath,
is dated Nov. 6, 676, and, being attested by
Ethelred as well as by Theodore and the other
bishops, must have been issued or confirmed by
a witenagemot or an ecclesiastical assembly.
The foundation of Gloucester is fixed in the year
681 (Mon. Angl. i. 541, 542), and, in the account
of it given in the annals of Winchelcomb, Osric
is described as a “ minister” of king Ethelred,
having a brother Oswald and a sister Kyneburga,
who was the first abbess of Gloucester. The
same very questionable authority identifies
Osric with the prince who in 718 succeeded to the
Northumbrian throne (Bede, H. E. v. 23, 24).
This Osric is said to have been the son of Alch-
frith, the friend of Wilfrid and rebellious son of
Oswy, who disappears from history in the early
years of Wilfrid’s troubles (]’-z)nln" H. E. iii. 14).
if it is right to identify the two Osrics, the king
of the Hwiceii was the son of Alchfrith, grand-
son of Oswy, and by marriage nephew of Ethel-
red; an inference confirmed by the Pershore
tradition that Osric and Oswald, his brother,
were nephews of Ethelred (Mon. Angl. ii. 415).
It is not impoessible that this was the case;
anyhow, the king of Northumbria was regarded
as the founder of St. Peter’s Abbey at Gloucester,
and is stated in the chronicle of the abbey to
have been buried there before the altar of St.
Petronilla, having died on the 7th of the Ides of
May, 729, the date given by Bede (H. E. v. 23).
According to the chronicle (ad ann. 731) the
Northumbrian Osric was slain, and Ceolwulf, the
friend of Bede, succeeded in 731 ; but Bede tells
us that Ostic had determined that Ceolwulf
should succeed him. (Bede, H. E. iv. 23; W.
Malmesb. i. § 53.)

If this identification is accepted, we may infer
that Alchfrith, after his rebellion against Oswy,
took refuge at his sister’s court, and that his
family were provided for in the remoter parts of
Mercia until the tide changed, and the troubled
times of Northumbria allowed Osric to compete
for the crown. Even thus, however, it is difficult
to account for Osric’s disappearance from history
from 691 to 718. Kyneburga, the first abbess of
Gloucester, is said to have been his sister, and
as her successor Eadburga was her sister, she
must have stood in the same relation to Osric,
But the whole of this material is very question-
able, and little more can be inferred from it
than that tnere was a traditional connexion be-
tween Gloucester and the Northumbrian kings,
which was kept in memory by the later con-
nexion with the archbishops of York, who claimed
rights in Gloucester as late as the reign of
Henry IL [s.]

OSSENI (OssaEr), a sect which Epiphanius
(Haer. xix., xxx. 3, liii. 1) describes as distinct
from the Essenes. He got his information how-
sver about these sects from two distinct sources,

OSTRUS

and does not see that the same
intended (Bishop Lightfoot, Ugfgm'a}:;";m:;:‘;a
[EssENES; ELKESAT] [G. T S])'

OSSENIUS, abbat. [O1ssENE.]

OSTALDUS, bishop of Tours from 765 o (1
to 777, according to the Chronicle of the A,
bishops of Tours. (Gall. Chr. xiv. 33) [C l-l]

OSTHRYD (OsrrITHE, OSTHFRIDA, Qgp.
DRIDA, OSTRICH, OSTGIDA), daughter of Oswy
king of Northumbria, and wife of Ethelred
king of Mercia, 675-704, to whom she wa.;
married as early as the year 679, and by whom
she was mother of Ceolred, who succeeded to
the kingdom in 709. Itlw:\s by her influence
that her husband was induced to refuse an
asylum to Wilfrid, whom her brother Egfrith
had expelled from Northumbria in or about the
year 681. (Edd. v, Wilfr. cap. 41.) She is said
by Bede (H. L. iii. 11) to have been an especial
patroness of the monastery of Bardney, in which
she buried the remains of her uncle St. Oswald,
and where she occasionally resided. The his
torian tells of her giving to the abbess Ethelhild
a portion of the dust of the pavement on which
had been spilt some of the water used for wash-
ing St. Oswald’s bones, which dust worked
miraculous cures, Little more is known of
Osthryd except her tragical death in 697, at
the hands of the Southumbrians, It is possible
that Osthryd may have exercised some powers of
government in Lindsey, which had been a debate.
able ground between Mercia and Northumbria
in her early years: and that her death may have
occurred in a faction war. Ethelred’s sway in
Southern Mercia was exercised by an ealdorman,
his nephew, Berchtwald (Edd. . 39), who fa
voured Wilfrid ; and there would be little diffi
culty in accounting for internal complications
in the less consolidated district of the 501}(-!&
Humbrians. But on this it is useless to theorist.
Five vears after the death of his wife Ethelred
made over this province to Coenred, who suc-
ceeded to the whole kingdom two years later.
(Crr. 8. ad ann. 702, 704.)

Osthryd’s name appears among the_rmest?--
tions of the fabricated Peterborough unxrterlrm
the Chronicle; (M. H. B. 3205 Councilsy
Haddan and Stubbs, iii. 160.) She is named
likewise in a spurious or interpolated charter of
her husband bestowing land at Fladbury oB
Oftfor, bishop of Worcester, in expiation of o
sins of his late wife and his own. (Kemble,
C. D. no.33.) later writers have added nothing
material to what is known of her f:'on!‘ B..e&é
(H. E. iii. 115 iv. 21; v. 24) and Lﬁd‘;"
Alcuin, in his poem on the saints of “wrx. ﬂi
however versified and amplified Bede's accoud
of the translation of St. Oswald and the fle“l!tigl.l
of Osthryd, whom he calls Osthfrida. (*H“""‘s:i"
ed. Diimmler, pp. 92, 93.) [5

OSTRUS (OstrYs), a Gothic count_\\'h‘-' Lo
manded the barbarian guard with which Aspeth
the powerful minister of the empercr Leo
surrounded himself. He at-tﬂ“i’ted‘w
the death of his master, but was Ob]_'ge‘ o
into Thrace. The wits of (Constantinoplés
used to such fidelity to the unfortunaté,

marked, according to the Pasch. Chron- P
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in Migne, P. G. t. xcii. col. 826, “No one is a | soldier when it was necessary to draw the sword

friend of the dead save Ostrus alone.” [Leo I.]
[G.T.8.]

OSULFUS, a wayward disciple of Alcuin,
mentioned in the Lives of Aleuin (ed. Duchesne,
cap. viii, sec. 15, ed. Froben. cap. x. sec. 114),
and suppu.\utl to be the person addressed hy
Alcuin in his Epp. 206, 207, Froben. 157, 158.
(Pat. Lat. C. 64, 99, 481, 482.) [C. H.]

OSWALD (1) (OsuvALD, 0SGUALD)—a name
dear to the Northumbrian church and people—
was a son of Ethelfrith, king of Northumbria by
Acha or Acca, daughter of Ella, and sister of
Edwin, both of them Northumbrian
(Beda, iii, 6). Oswald was born circa A.D, 60
When his father Ethelfrith was slain in battle
A.D. 616, Oswald and his brothers sought re
in Scotland where they continued during Edwin’s
reign. Ethelfrith and his children were heathens,
but, during their exile, Oswald and twelve
companions were converted to Christianity and
were baptized by the monks of Iona (Beda, iii. 3 ;
Vita 8., Columbae, i. 113), Edwin fell in battle
in AD, 633, and his death was followed by the
return of his kinsmen, two of whom, Osric and
Eanfrith, had a brief tenure of royal authority.
They were both of them slain by the British
chieftain, Cadwallon, or Caedwalla, and then
Oswald came to the forefront as the repre-
sentative of his family and race. His first step
was to collect an army and take the field against
Cuedwalla, encouraged, as Adamnan tells us, by
an appearance and a promise of victory from
Columba himself.

The contending armies met in A.D. 634, at a
place called, by Beda, Hefenfelth, which has been
identified with St. Oswalds, some seven or eight
miles to the north of Hexham in Northumber-
land (Memorials of Hexham, Surtees Soc.;
Nennius (54) calls the place Catscaul), In the
early morning Oswald upreared with his own
hands a wooden cross, hastily prepared, around
which the king and his troops kuelt in prayer.
In the battle that followed soon after daybreak
on the heath-clad hills which look down upon
the valley of the Tyne, the Christians obtained
a decisive victory. The host of Caedwalla was
utterly routed, and its leader was pursued and
slain at a brook called Denisesburna, a name
which survived in the 13th century, and probably
later. At a subsequent period, after Oswald him-
self had fallen in battle, the monks of Hexham
made a yearly pilgrimage to Hefenfelth on Os-
wald’s death-day, and prayed for his soul on the
scene of his greatest triumph (Beda, iii. 2). A
little chapel was reared by them on the spot, the
representative of which still survives and
perpetuates the victor's name. The cross itself
Was supposed to possess a peculiar sanctity.
Before it was set up there was neither church,
nor altar, nor cross in the whole of Bernicia.

The defeat of Caedwalla involved the recovery
of Northumbria, the two parts of which were
united in Oswald, and he added to them the
northern parts of the island, Lindsey, and a
Preponderating influence in East Anglia, Wessex,
and elsewhere, among the four races, which gave
him the over-lordship of Britain such as was
exercised by Oswy his brother, and Edwin their
Predecessor (Beda, iii. 6). Oswald was a valiant
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. - 2 .y ?
but in genius and disposition he was entially

a lover of peace, and the work of his life and heart
was the diffusion of civilisation and rcligion. At
York he resumed and completed the building of
the minster which had been interrupted by
Edwin's death (Beda, ii. 14, 20), but we hear of
Oswald chiefly in connexion with the northern
part of Bernicia. It was there that he resided,
chiefly at Bebbanburg, the modern Bamborough.,
One of his first acts was to beg his old friends, the
monks of lona, to send a Christian missionary
to labour among his people. A bishop was
despatched to Northumbria of the name of
Corman, who neither understood his flock, nor
possessed the yielding persuasiveness that won
men’s hearts. He returned to Iona in di
and was replaced by Aidan, a man of a diffe
calibre and a sweeter temperament, who became
as popular as Corman had been distasteful
(Beda, iii. 8). Aidan arrived in A.D. 635, and,
to assimilate as far as possible his new home to
his old, Oswald gave him the little island of
Lindisfarne. In energy and devotion the ki
and the bishop were as brothers. When Aidan
preached, somewhat in his northern accent and
dialect, Oswald frequently acted as interpreter.
The bishop was sometimes a guest at the royal
table, not indeed as frequently as the king
wished. One Easter day they were together
when the tidings came that the banquetting hall
was beleaguered by a crowd of beggars, dear to
host and guest, waiting for what they could get.
A silver dish filled with dainty cates had just
been placed upon the table, when Oswald ordered
its contents to be carried out to the expecting
multitude, and the very dish itself to be broken
into fragments and distributed in the same w
Catching hold of the king’s hand, the good bishop
exclaimed, “ May this hand never decay ”’ (Beda,
iil. 6). I shall mention afterwards how this
prediction is said to have been fulfilled.
Through the zeal and example of Oswald and
Aidan, Christianity made rapid progress in
Northumbria (Beda, iii. 3). But Oswald was
also instrumental in spreading it in Wessex.
Oswald sought as his wife a daughter of
Kynegils, king of that district, and it was
arranged that Kynegils should accept Chris-
tianity hefore the marriage took place. Oswald
stood at the font as a sponsor for his future
father-in-law, at Dorchester, in A.p. 635, One
result of the marriage and the baptism was the
establishment by the two kings of a bishop at
Dorchester and the gradual evangelization of
the district (Beda, iii. 7). Reginald (cap. 11),
without stating his authority, gives Oswald’s
wife the name of Cyneburga, and says that they
had an only son. This was Ethelbald, after-
wards king of Deira.
Oswald had only a short reign. He waskilled
in battle on the 5th of August, 642, in the 38th
year of hisage * per dolum,” as Nennius says (55).
The fight took place at Maserfelth (Cocboy,
in Nennius), an unknown site, but perhaps
near Oswestry, i.e. Oswald’s tree, in Shropshire.
His foe was that bane of Northumbria the fierce
Penda, the slayer of Edwin, and the friend of
Caedwalla who fell at Hefenfelth in 634.
Oswald and Penda were opposed in religion and
everything else, and as Oswald had won Lindsey
from Mercia, a struggle was sure to come sooner
M2
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or later, Nothing is told us of the battle,
save that the gallant Oswald when, hemmed in
by foes, he fell with his death-wound to the
gmum!. implored the mercy of God on the souls
of the soldiers whom he led (Beda, iii. 9, 12).
Reginald gives a long account of Oswald’s tree
and how it acquired that mame (capp. 17, 18).
He says also that Whitchurch stands on Maser-
felth. Penda, savage in his triumph, cut off the
head and arms of his vanquished foe, and set
them up on stakes or poles as a public spectacle.
Within a little while they were taken down, and
were carried into Northumbria. Oswald became,
in course of time, one of the greatest of the
Northern Saints. His noble achi

blameless life, his inténse zeal for Christianity
gathered around his memory many loving
sympathies. Deda mentions various miracles
which were ascribed to him by the popular
The wooden cross on Hefenfelth, which
was gifted

OSWALD

voice.
was standing in the historian’s days,
with a wonder-working power (Beda, iil. 2).
Out of Mercia, story after story came into the
north, and even Willibrord of Frisia had his
testimony to add (Id. iii ix.—xiii., iv. 143 and
€ 1141(!, VAar. lot‘.)
The headless trunk of Oswald was removed by
his niece, Osthryd, some thirty years after his
death, to the monastery of Bardney in Lincoln-
shire. The monks, who were not exempt from
tribal and national jealousies, refused to admit
it at first within their walls, and aseribed their
subsequent acquiescence to the appearance of a
great column of light which they reg rded as an
interposition from heaven. They received the
bones at last and duly enshrined them, hanging
up over the coffin Oswald’s royal banner of
purple and gold which had been brought from
Maserfelth (Beda, iii. 11). They erected also
a stone cross at the head and feet of the grave
(Reginald, cap. 43). Oswald’s tomb was richly
r Offa, king of Mercia (Alcuin, de SS.
In A.p. 909, the remains were
carried from Bardney to Glouncester, where
Archbishop Thomas IL, of York, or Thurstan
(Mon. Angl. v. e. i, 108) repaired the shrine in
which they were placed (Reginald, cap. 44).

The hand (or hands), to whick Aidan gave a
promise of freedom from decay, possibly won
for Oswald the title of Lamngwin, i.e. white or
free hand (Nennius, 54). Beda says that they
were carried to Bamborough, and were there
reverently enshrined in a silver coffer, which
was deposited in St. Peter’s church, and that in
his day the promise of Aidan was fulfilled (4. £.
iii. 6). Symeon says, in two places (Chron. sub
anno 774,and H. E. D. i. 1), that the right hand
was preserved at Bamborough undecayed, and
that an aged monk of Durham, of the name of
Swartebrand, had frequently seen it; Reginald
tells us that it was stolen from Bamborough
and carried to Peterborough by a monk of that
house (cap. 48).

Oswald’s head was taken to Lindisfarne by
idan, and was buried in the cemetery. Reginald
). 13) says that it was afterwards removed
to Bamborough, and Aelred of Rievaulx told the
same chronicler that it was afterwards taken
from Bamborough by the direct order of Cuth-
bert himself (cap. 49). In A.D. 875, when the
incursion of the Danes made the monks of Lin-
disfarne wanderers, the skull, with other re-
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liques, was placed in Cuthbert’s
wherever it went. The f\;Untllrm:?nfi:;:q Went
became henceforth the ::ump.-mimmi‘I,I;Jflis‘iflal‘n‘a
greatest bishop. At the translation of (lrum;’;
Imrt’f remains in A.D, 1104, the head of (hw;]ri
was found and left with them (Hist. Transl,) 1
an | Pl s = e o n
1828, the last occasion on which Cuthbert
grave was opened, Oswald’s skull was :iti.l] ,_-'“
(Raine’s St. Cuthbert, 187). The medinery
ediaeyy]
sr:ulptursul\\'myn represented Cuthbert as hold;
the head in his hand, as if next to his bﬂ&;[n:
p;u}]‘hmc memorial of undying love and griltitur}e

The monks of Durham cherished ﬂmnn;
their reliques Oswald’s sceptre and hom of
ivory, and a portion of the coat of mail which
he wore in vain at Maserfield, together with his
i.:)ml:u,r or S‘?ﬂlld;i]'ll (List. in _-\1{11_ to Smith’s
Beda). ' ihru:t‘- a year they carried in solemn
procession a figure of Oswald, of silver gilt,
together with their most precious trms‘me:
(Zites of Durham, 88, 83). On one side of their
conventual seal there was also a representation
of Oswald’s head. They picked up somewhere,
after the fashion of the time, a Roman gem,a
finely cut head of Jupiter Tonans, and the
heathen deity did service for their great Chris
tian patron and founder.

Several lives of Oswald are in existence, all of
which are indebted to Beda. Reginald of Durham
compiled a life, in three books, most of whichis
printed with the works of Symeon of Durham,
by the M. R. It is remarkably diffuse. Reginald
mentions several stories on the authority of
(Aelred) abbat of Rievaulx, and a description of
Oswald’s personal appearance as narrated to him
by Robert, of S. Peter’s hospital at York, who
had found it in an old book.

Among the Gale MSS. in Trin. Coll,, Cam-
bridge, there is a MS. Life of Oswald, in thirteen
chapters, the first ten of which are copied from
Beda. The eleventh chapter gives the curious
story of a thief who broke into and plundered
the church dedicated to St. Oswald at Farnham,
in Yorkshire, and was struck with blindness,
The twelfth chapter is the 44th of Reginald,
largely added to by the record of a miracle said
to have been wrought on a woman who preferred
shearing corn to going to Gloucester to seé IthE
ceremony of the translation of Oswald’s remains.
Her sickle stuck fast to her hand. .

There is also a MS. life in the library fff the
Dean and Chapter of Peterborough, which 18
wrongly ascribed by Sir Thomas Hardy 0
Archbishop Oswald.

Capgrave prints
derived from Beda.

a brief life of the king
B R

OSWALD (2), the traditional founder of the
monastery of Pershore. He is said to have Et’fr"
brother of Osric, and nephew of l".t]le!r—ed, ki‘?]':
of Mercia [OsrIC); Mon. Angl. ii. 415 b
date assigned to the foundation of Pershore 18
689. Oswald may have been a viceroy of caldfl:'
man of part of Mercia or of the ”\\'iCl‘llI, -lﬂv' 1
Osric was identical with the Northumbrian king
of that name, Oswald may have been the ancestor
of the Hwiccian Ll\’nllh(_\“’ to which the 5111{5?'
quent ealdormen belonged. [HWIL‘L‘-JL] (8]

ling, Who
he throne
h of ue*

OSWALD (8), a West Saxon ethe
had a struggle for the sm:l‘.essinn‘m t
of Ine with Ethelhard, who, althoug
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recorded descent, obtained the crown on Ine’s | that after the murder at Gilling in 651, Oswin’s
resignation. Oswald is described in the Chronicle | body was carried by his murderers to the mouth of
(ad ann. 728) as the son of Ethelbald, the son of | the Tyne, and was there interred in the oratory of
Cynebald, the son of Cuthwine, son of Ceaulin | =

(M. H. B. 633). He was defeated by Ethelhard
in 728, and died in 730. (M. H. B. 327, 328;
Will. Malmesb. G. £. lib. i. § 38.) (8.]

OSWARD, brother of

(4]

the Mercian
of Worcester, A.D. 714, (Kemble, C. D. 64.)
[C. H.]

OSWIN (1), son of Osrie, who, after the death
of his kinsman Edwin, had a
the princedom of Deira. On his father’s death, in
A.D. 634, Oswin, then very young, was carried
off for safety into Wessex, and there he remained
until, on the decease of his uncle Oswald in 642,
Oswy, another uncle, became Oswald’s successor.
But the people of Deirn preferred the son of
their old chief, Osric, to Oswy, and Oswin
therefore became their king.

Oswin was just the person to attract the
sympathies of Beda, who in a few touching
words had delineated his character and personal
appearance. Fair in face and tall in stature,
with a pleasant address and a manuner as
courteous as his purse was open—these, for those
rough times, were attractive words. Popular
Oswin was besides, nay, so popular that all the
best born in the district flocked to his court and
service, Unlike his father, he was a devout
Christian, and conspicuous among others by the
grace of humility. Beda exemplifies this by the
story of the gift of a horse to Aidan, which it is
unnecessary to repeat (B. iii. 14). The simple-
minded bishop recognised in Oswin a disposition
congenial to his own, and told a companion of
his that he was too good to live.

The words were prophetic. Seven years
passed over and then the jealousy of Oswy,
chafing at the division of his kingdom, broke
out into war, The two kings took the field, but,
before they met, Oswin, finding that the enemy
far exceeded his own men in number, disbanded
his army. This was done at a hill called Wil-
faresdun, some 12 miles to the north-west of
Catterick near Richmond, the position of which
cannot now be traced.

Oswin left Wilfaresdun, accompanied by Tond-
here, a most trusty knight, and made his way to
the house of a still greater friend, as he thought,
Count Hunwald, who lived at Ingetlingum, the
modern Gilling, where he hoped to be able to con-
ceal himself. Hunwald betrayed the secret of
the two fugitives to Oswy, who sent Ethelwin,
one of his attendants, to slay the refugees. This
was done on the 20th August, 651 (Beda, i
14, 94),

As a small atonement for a great crime, queen
Eanfleda induced her husband Oswy to give to
Trumhere the site for a monastery at Gilling,
in which prayer might be regularly offered for
the eternal safety of Oswy and his victim (Beda,
iii. 14, 24). Some remains of this religious house
may be observed in the present church of Gilling.
Authentic history ends at this point, but in the
12th century an anonymous monk of St. Albans
wrote a life of Oswin, the object of which was
to give a pedigree and renown to the monastery

of Tynemouth, and under his facile pen new
historical facts start into being. He tells us

king |
Kenred, in a spurious charter of Egwin, bishop |

ar's tenure of |

| pears no good authority for this king,

the Blessed Virgin. There tisfactory evidence
of the existence of a religious house at Tyne-
mouth at an early period, and there Osred king
of Northumbria was buried in 792, Osred ha&
no claim to sanctity, and the monk of St, Albans,
finding his name in an old chronicle, may have
converted Osred into Oswin, who was a different
kind of person.

The monk of St. Albans records an appearance
of Oswin (whose presence at Tynemouth was
unknown) to a monk of the name of Edmund,
bidding him tell Bishop Egelwin that he was
interred there, and commanding him to translate
his remains to a befitting shrine. All this, we are
told, was done in the year 1065. In 1075 the
church of 8t. Mary of Tynemouth, with the
body of St. Oswin, was given by Waltheof, earl
of Northumberland, to the prior and monks of
Jarrow, or Durham, but in 1090 another earl of
Northumberland, Robert de Mowbray, withdrew
the gitt of Walthecf, and made Tynemouth over
to the .':!;l:t"\' of St. Albans, _Qll_'élll;' to the annoy-
ance of Durham (Symeon, /. E. D. iv. 4). When
Tynemouth was surrendered in the reion of
Henry VIIL, the visitors found there a feretory
or shrine containing the body and vestments of
Oswin, which, as he tells us, were held in great
veneration (Gibson’s Zynemouth, i.)

The Life of Oswin. which has been mentioned,
is Julius A, x.in the Cottonian library. The
greater portion has been published for the Sur-
tees Society (Biogr. Misc.). The life consists of
what we find in Beda, followed by an account of
Oswin’s translation and a number of miracles
which are said to have attested his sanctity., The
writer of the life was _\'nvu'uvnl!h in
the reign of Stephen, and gives us pictures of life
and manners, which are of much value. There is
an account of Oswin and his miracles in the
Hagiology of John of Tynemouth. In the Cot-
tonian library there was a very interesting relie
of Oswin in Galba A, 5, which was cruelly
damaged by the fire. It is described as * Psal-
terium Davidis characteribus Hibernieis vetustis-
simis : dicitur fuisse liber Oswini regis.”

[J. R.]

OSWIN () (Oswint, OswyN), a king of
Kent according to some spurious charters in
Kemble ; one of which (C. D, 10) makes him
a descendant of the royal line. On Jan. 27, 675,
he grants the estate of Sturrie to his kinswoman
the abbess Acbba (Kemble, €. D. 8; Elmham,
Hist, Mon. S. Aug. 329, ed. Hardwick). He
also grants her lands in Thanet (C. D. 10, un-
dated). He subscribes the charter Suaebhard,
king of Kent, Mar. 1, 676, without the title of
king (C. D. 14). In July 689 he bestows lands
in Liming on the monastery over which Adrian
presides (€. D. 30), [Suerrep.] There ap-
[C. H.]

OSWUDU (Oscupu), one of the sons of
Ethelfrith, king of Northumbria, who on the
death of their father in A.D. 617, took refuge in
Scotland to escape from Edwin. The exiles were
converted to Christianity at Iona and came back
to Northumbria when Edwin died. (Beda, iil ¢
Vita 8. Columbae, i. 113; Symeon, ed. Surtees
Soe., 209, 2185 8. C. 20, 43.) [J. R.]
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OSWULF (1), son of Eadberht king of

Northumbria, succeeding him on the throne in
A.D. 758. His father voluntarily resigned it to
him. Within the year he was wickedly slain by
his household at a place called Mechil Wongtune
(possibly Market Weighton) on the 24th of July.
(Symeon, H. R. sub anno; 8. C. 44,89.) [J. R.]

OSWULF (2), a presbyter who attests
charters of archbishops Ethelhard and Wulfred
in 805, 811, and 813, (Kemble, C. D. 189, 195,
200.) [C. H.]

OSWY (Osvuiv, Osweo, Oseiu, Osauip,
OswEGIUS), a son of Ethelfrith, and a younger
brother of Oswald, both kings of Northumbria,
Oswy himself being an energetic sovereign, and
an earnest propagator of Christianity. In the
Life of Oswin he is called nothus, a state-
ment, perhaps, which shews the animus of
the writer, as it is unsupported by historical
evidence (Vita Oswini, p. 3 Oswy was
born about A.D. 612, and was educated and bap-
tized in Scotland, probably during the exile of
the royal family of Northumbria after the death
of Ethelfrith (Beda, iii. 14, 29). On the decease of
his brother Oswald in A.D. 642, Oswy succeeded
him on the throne of Bernicia, that of Deira
falling to Oswin, son of Osric. Ethelbald, son
of Oswald, was too young to succeed his father.
This division could not be palatable to Oswy ;
but he had enough to do at first to maintain
his hold on Bernicia, which was invaded by
Penda, the slayer of Oswald, with the help,
probably, of the Cumbrian Britons. Penda
attacked Bamborough, and tried to set the castle
on fire by heaping against the wall the materials
of the wooden huts which he found near. Aidan,
as Beda tells us, was watching on Farne, and
saw the flames and smoke ascending :
Lord, what mischief Penda does!” was his
ejaculatory prayer ; whereupon, we are told, the
wind changed, and the flames and smoke
scorched and blinded the ageressors instead of
their intended victims (Beda, iii. 16). When

—
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this peril was over and Penda had retired,

Oswy’s jealousy of Oswin led him to commit
the great crime of his life, The two kings
were about to settle their disputes on the battle-
field, when Oswin, conscious of his weakness,
disbanded his troops and retired with a single
attendant to Gilling, near Richmond, where they
were both slain by one of Oswy’s retainers, in
obedience to his master’s orders. on August
20th, 651 (Beda, iii. 14),
this event Oswy had

Some time before
brought from Kent and
married Eanflec aughter of king Edwin, the
first Northumbrian whom Paulinus had .h:a]\-
tized (Beda, iii, 15). The queen, troubled by the
murder, induced Oswy, as a kind of atonement,
to give some Jand at the scene of the crime for
the erection and endowment of a monastery,
over which Trumhere became abbat. In it the
slayer and the slain were both prayed for (Beda,
iii. 24). After this we find Ethelbald, son of
Oswald, acting as ruler of Deira under the
charge of Oswy, his uncle. This was, probably,
a concession to the independent spirit of the
district, and possibly a further acknowledement
of the wrong that had been done to Oswin.
Oswy’s most dangerous rival was Penda, who
had taken possession of Lindsey, an old appanage

| to his son Peada, whom Beda highly coy

OswWy

of Noythumbria, but he had permitted (s
burga, his daughter, to marry Alchfyith Os‘fn:'
Y , Oswy'y

son. Penda gave the rule of the )']l‘i‘-l]'@'-ingleg

mends,
s Asked
aughter
and hig

Peada, visiting the Northumbrian count,
Oswy to give him in marriage his ¢
Alchfleda. Oswy refused unless Peady
people would become Christians, The young
man assented, and was baptized before he rp:‘i
turned home, and admitted missionaries into hig
kingdom (Beda, iii, 21), among whom Cedd Wag
one.

About the same time (653-4) another SUCCes.
ful effort was made by Oswy towards evap.
gelizing the East Saxons.  Sigebert, their king,
was a friend of Oswy, and frequently \'laih;d'
him. Oswy availed himself of the “l'l—"“l‘tul'\it]
to prevail by argument with his guest to
embrace Christianity.  The result was the
baptism of Sigebert, and the despatch of s
mission to the Saxons which had grea
success (Beda, iii., X

Penda all this while was an active foe or a
false friend to Northumbria. Oswy did his best
to live in peace with his too-powerful neighbour.
The attack of A.D. 642 seems to have ended ina
compromise, perhaps in the surrender of Lindsey,
A dounble marriage ought to have knit the two
kingdoms together, but it failed to do so. Ine
road after inroad from Mercia harassed the
Northumbrians, who were also charged with
being the aggressors to such an extent that
Oswy was obliged to send Eegfrith, his second
son, as a hostage for his good conduct, to the
Mercian queen, Kynwise. This concession failed,
and, to avoid ruin, Oswy [:l‘umi:«‘d to surrender
to Penda a vast treasure, which he distributed,

| aceording to Nennius, among his British allies.

| Northumbria.

It was in vain. Penda refused to return, and
the devastation and destruction of
Oswy, deserted by his men,
sought the divine assistance, and as a pledge of
his earnestness vowed, if victory were his, to
devote his daughter, Elfleda, with a goodly
dower, to a religious life. Thirty chieftains
marshalled Penda’s army, whilst Oswy, with his
son Alchfrith, had a force one-third of the size;
and, in addition to the paucity of his numbers,
he had the mortification of knowing that his
nephew, Ethelbald of Deira, was acting as &
guide to the invader. The two armies mef.liit
Winwadfield in the district of Loidis (Nennius
says, in Campo Gai). The Winwad is pmlm!‘l)'
the Went. The battle was fought on the 1_3111
of November, 655, and resulted in the death of
Penda and the destruction of his host. T]}e‘
grateful victor fulfilled his vow by placing bis
infant daughter, Elfleda, under the charge ©
Hilda at l[:n‘f,]n]\u:nL to be I’J‘Ci"rlrl?d f:“r he:
future life (Beda, iii. 24). He ]urcsm._-d forwart
also the spreading of Christianity 10 Merria,
and is associated by tradition, with Peada, his
son-in-law, as co-founder of the famous monas:
tery at Medeshamstede, the Peterborough of the
iresent day (S. C, 25, 50). )
: The El!’f\’}:ll(uf 1'(.'1}\1(;. thzew Mercia into OEW“;
hands, and he put the South Mercians ““'I.er‘tie
charge of Peada, retaining the rest for h‘m’?ﬁé
Peada, however, was short-lived, and in A.D- f"

the Mercians rejected the rule of Osf")‘!_‘,"“
made Wulfhere, a son of Pends, 'thn}l’ %‘;‘i
Wulfhere regained Lindsey from Noxthul

essayed
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(Beda, iii. 24). The kingdom of Oswy, however, '

which was cut off in the South, was pushed in
the North over a great part of the territory of
the Picts. [Ethelbald, as was to be expected,
lost Deira, over which Oswy made his eldest son,
Alchfrith, viceroy.

The agents in Oswy’s ecclesiastical reforms
and missions were, in the first instance, the
bishops of Lindisfarne and the adherents of the
Scottish church. He showed himself, however,
amenable to religious as well as civil progress
and development. Benedict Biscop, one of the
officers of his court, was indebted to Oswy for
the site of the monastery at Wearmouth ( Vita
Abb, W, Beda). Wilfrith, one of the chief
movers in the change, owed his advance in life
to queen Eanfleda and Oswy’s court, and, as
time went on, became the friend and adviser of
Alchfrith, and the spokesman for the adoption
of the Italian views of discipline and order in
contradistinction to the Scottish. Alchfrith and
Eanfleda took Wilfrith’s side ; Oswy showed a
more judicial spirit, and would not as yet desert
his old friends. The Paschal question was made
the crux between the two sides, and a great
ecclesiastical synod assembled at Whitby in
A.D, 664, under Oswy’s presidency, to hear the
subject argued, and come to a decision (Beda,
iii. 25-6). The result, as is well known, was a
sentence from Oswy in favour of Wilfrith’s party.
Wilfrith was now chosen bishop, and went to
France to be consecrated, but in his absence the
Scottish influence revived somewhat, and Chad,
with the consent of Oswy, filled up the vacant
see (Beda, iii. 27). It is quite possible that
this ecclesiastical change had something to do
with the fall and disappearance of Alchfrith,
which took place about this time. Beda (iii. 14)
mentions the alliance of that young prince with
the Mercians against his father, another instance
of the want of unity between the two districts
which made up the kingdom of Northumbria.

In 667 we find Oswy taking counsel with
Egbert, king of Kent, about the condition of the
English church, and to them was due the mission
of Wighard to Rome to be consecrated archbishop
(Beda, iii, 29 ; iv. 1). Beda ascribes this act on
the part of Oswy to his gradual recognition of
the imperial position of Rome. Pope Vitalians
reply is addressed to Oswy alone, and is due to
his position as Bretwalda, which honour he
undoubtedly held. The letter itself is beset
with difficulties, which it is unnecessary to dis-
cuss,  Oswy had made various offerings to
St. Peter. Vitalian returned them by the gift
of a cross, with a key of gold, made out of the
chains of St, Peter and St. Paul for queen
Eanfleda (Beda, iii. 29).

The last official act recorded of Oswy is the
permission that he gave, at the request of Theo-
dore, to allow Chad to leave Northumbria and
become the bishop of the Mercians (Beda, iv, 3).

The close of Oswy’s life beheld him more and
more under the influence of Wilfrith, and smitten
with the glamour of Roman imperialism. Worn

out althuugh he was by infirmity, his face was |

set Romewards, and he longed to end his days in
the great city, worshipping in its sacred shrines.
He ?PPEahd to Wilfrith to be his companion on
the journey, promising him a large reward. But
he never left England. He died on the 15th of
February, 670 (Beda, iv, 5), and was interred at
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Whitby, where the remains of Edwin lay, and
where his wife and daughter were to be laid to
rest beside him (Beda, iii. 24). It was his family
minster, the mausoleum of his race at that
time. His descendants preferred York to
Whitby. In Oswy Northumbria lost a judicious
ruler, and England a wise Bretwalda, Oswy
could act with firmness when he chose, but
throughout his career he won more victories by
concession. Christianity found in him a firm
friend and patron, and if the words that Beda
puts into his mouth from time to time were
really used by him, Oswy was able to give good
reasons for the faith which he professed.

Oswy married (1) Ricmmelth. (2) Eanfleda,
daughter of king Edwin. He and Eanfleda had
many children, four sons and three daughters.
Of the sons (1) Alchfrith, prince regent of
Deira, married Cyneburga, daughter of Penda.
(2) Ecgfrith succeeded his father, and died in
685. (3) Aldfrith was king of Northumbria,
685-705. (4) Elfwine died 679. Of the
daughters, Alchfleda married Peada, son of
Penda; Ostryth married Ethelred, of Merciaj
and EKlfleda was abbess of Whitby, and died in
7135. [J. R.]

OSYTH, BT. (OsitHa, Osgrta), Oct. 7,
virgin and martyr of the East Saxons, who has
given her name to a village in Essex. Sheis
not mentioned in the aunthors included in the
Monum,. Hist. Brit., and the earliest occurrence
of her name is in Malmesbury’s Gesta Pontificum
(lib. ii. p. 146, ed. Hamilton), a work completed
in 1125. The states that Richard,
bishop of London, placed canons regular at Cic,
in his diocese, the resting-place of the blessed
Osgitha, a virgin famous for miracles, (For
this monastery, see Mon. Angl. vi. 308,) These
words do net affirm the existence of any pre-
vious foundation there by Osyth (cf. Camden,
Brit, ii. 46, 59, ed. Gough). Bishop Richard
(1108-1128) was contemporary with Malmes-
bury. 8t. Osyth’s Vita was No. 115 in the now
lost Sanctilogium of John of Tinmouth, ¢. 1366
(Smith’s Cat. Libr, MSS. Bibl. Cotton. p. 29),
from whence Capgrave adopted it into his Nova
Legenda. From Capgrave Surius printed it
with a few verbal variations (Oct. 7), and from
Surius it was taken into the Acta SS. (7 Oct.
iii. 936), where it is accompanied with an in-
troductory essay and notes by Suysken. The
manuscript of which this Vita is an abridgment
is one of those described by Hardy (ubi infra).
The Vita is anonymous, and was composed at a
period later than Maurice, bishop of London
(1086-1108), who is mentioned in it. Accord-
ing to this authority Osyth’s father was king
Frithewald, and her mother Wilteburga, a
daughter of Penda king of Mercia, but she was
brought up by the abbess Modweuna. The
latter had founded two monasteries, at Polles-
worch and Streveshal, mear the forest ot
Arverna, and one of these (it is not said which)
she retained in her own charge, placing the
other under St. Editha, the sister of king Alfred.
From the care of Modwenna Osyth passed into
the service of Editha, and was finally bestowed
by her parents, much against her will, upon
Sigerus (Sighere), king of the East Saxons.
After the marriage she persisted in repelling
her husband, and at length during his absence
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168 OSYTH, ST.
on a hunting expedition seized the opportunity
of obtaining the veil from two East Anglian
hishops, Ecea and Bedwin., Sighere not only
consented to her act but bestowed upon her an
estate at Chich, where she built a nunnery, over
which she became abbess. If such was the fact,
this was the earliest monastery in Essex. In
653 a crew of piratical Danes, out of East
Anglia, which those pagans had devastated,
landed at Chich, beheaded Osyth, and sacked the
place. She was interred at Aylesbury, in the
vicinity of which her parents resided, but even-
tually Maurice, bishop of London, had her relics
conveyed to Chich. The Vita is burdened with
prodigies. While under Editha’s charge Osyth
was blown off a bridge in crossing a river, and
after being .\iulnu]u]‘f_{[l-i three tl:h_\'n‘ rose out from
the water alive and well, as Editha and Mod-
wenna were calling to her. After decapita-
tion she carried her own head in her hands
three stadia to the door of the neighbouring
church of §5. Peter and Paul; and on the spot
where she suffered there sprang up a fountain
with miraculous virtues. s to the persons of
the story, Milteburga, the daughter of Penda, is
otherwise unknown. Frithewald is taken by
Suysken to be the Mercian subregulus Frithe-
woldus in Florence of Worcester's
ann, 675 (M. H. B. 535 a), while others ma
him the same as Redoald, king of East Anglia.
The story labours under incurable anachronisms,
defying all Suysken’s art. King Sighere and
the two bishops come some twenty years, Alfred
and the Danes above two centuries, before their
time. Suysken makes this last king the North-
umbrian Alfred, fetching him from a long dis-
tance, a suggestion which ecould be tolerated if
the story went straight in other respects, an
Alfred, the son of Ethelwulf, with a sister Edith,
did not otherwise figure in Lives of Modwenna
(cf. Hardy, Cat, Streveshal is sus-
piciously like Streanes h (Whitby), which
also occurs in Modwenna’s story (“:Ll"d\'\ Cat. i.
99). Editha and Pollesworch :I]bim:l;" copies
likewise of king iter Edith and
her foundation the Warwicks Polesworth.
As to the final removal of her relics from Avles-
bu to Chich, we must observe that it is
described in the Vita not as one of those eccle-
siastical functions known as translations, but

a nocturnal
bouring w

Chronicle,

e

as

d furtive proceeding of a neigh-
¢ nan alleging the saint’s commands
given in a vision, narrated in a legendary
manuer with impossible facts, showing that there
was no authentic burial at Chich of anvthine at
all of Osyth’s, genuine or ungenuine ;.t]l:lthtill-
saint in fact is a name and ?u:ti:inz more, im-
posed on the place to create a fictitious sanctity

3 rd’s monastery, Leland (ih'ri.
i. pt. 2, fol. 92, Hearne's, p. 41) gives the
heads of a Life of Osyth which he found, bear-
ing the name of Vere, a canon of St. Osyth,
assigning her martyrdom to the year 600,
Suysken, in spite of his author’s own express
date, places the saint at the close of the seventh
century ; while others, as Butler, put her death
in the great Danish year 870. Petrus Galesinius
allows her a place in his Roman Martyrology,
but Baronius not admit her into }.155.
although he mnarrates the martyrdom in his
Annals (ann. 653 x.). Outlines of the st
its varieties and in English, may be
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Hardy’s Descriptive Catalogue (u. s
(. s.), Butler's Lives of the
| Morant’s Essex, vol. i. p. 456 1
| vol. i, p. 772. [M(}D\\'I-.x‘\‘.g,],

3 ); in Camgey
satnts, Qct, Te
Wright’s Es.sez:
[C. 1]

OTHMAR (Aupnemarus, AUDoMARys, Ap
MARUS, OTMARUS), first abbat of St, (;.ﬁ’]ALT'
called also * abbas Durgaugensis,” fl:"ll'l: ";f_i-i
‘“ pagus Durgaugia,” in which the monast !?e
stood. Chief authorities are Walafiig St‘r‘a]f)':r
Vita 8. Galli and Vita 8. Othmari (Pat }_'“H
exiv, 1012, 5q. 1031, sq.) with Mabilloni; Qe
vationes Braeviae from Acta SS. ord. 8. Bened, t.
iv. The Vita S. Othmari is also in Gn»lxl:;nin;
(Alam. Rer, ;S'r_‘,r‘:'!]_ i, pt. ii. ?-?'T—S;)‘ s is\s.“-d
| to have been written at the request of ab];u
Gozbert in the beginning of the 9th century,
| Goldastus (6. i. pt. ii. 285, sq. 494, sq.) giva
also two books of his miracles by Iso maq;:q.er_
Like his namesake, St. Audomar or Omer, he was
a native of Alemannia and was presbyter with
Victor, count of Chur, when Waltramnus pre-
sented him to Pippin, Mayor of the Palace, op
more probably to Charles, his father, about :L.D.
720. Receiving, with many other gifts, the
decayed monastery of St. Gall, he renewed its
vigour, but incurred the hatred of certain princes,
Warin and Ruthard, who accused him of immo-
rality before Pippin, then king of France, and he
was driven into exile at a town called Potamum,
where the Rhine leaves the Lake of Constance.
When taken ill, he was removed by a friend to
Stein, where still a prisoner, he died in the 7th
year of king Pippin, A.D. 759, and is said to have
been abbat forty years. His feast is Oct. 16
(Usuard, Mart. Auct.), and he is sometimes
called bishop and martyr, but properly he was
neither. [.I. G.]

OTHO, Roman emperor, A.D. 69, M. Salvius
Otho, born A.p. 32, the son of L, Otho, who had
been Proconsul of Africa, was conspicuous in
early youth for licentious profligacy, and after
his father’s death was associated with Nero in
his worst excesses. On the day which the em-
peror had fixed for the murder of Agripping,
Otho gave a splendid banguet to both in order to
disarm picion (Sueton. Otho, c. 2). Their
intimacy was however broken by their rivalry in
the affections of Poppaea, and the jealousy of the
emperor led him to assign to Othe the honour-
able banishment of a legatio in Lusitania (Tac.
Ann. xiii. 45, 46 ; Hist. i. 13) where he governed
as quaestor with an unexpected equity and mo-
deration (Tae. Hist. i. 13 ; Sueton. Otho, c.
On the death of Nero, and the election of Galba
as his successor by the Practorian Guards, Otho
at first endeavoured to secure the favour of the
new emperor in the hope of being allnlner]‘as his
successor.  Disappointed by Galba's ].\rt’_h‘i'f‘ﬂ""?
of L. Piso, urged on by the pressure of 11:-‘93'."
debts, and stimulated by the predictions of the
soothsayers and magi, in whom he implicitly
believed (Sueton, Othe, c. 4), gathering a Jaan-! ot
soldiers, by whom he was saluted with the title
of imperator, he led them to the forum to €0
counter Galba, who was deserted by his troops
and murdered by a common soldier. Otho Wis
welcomed by the populace in the theatre 3
another Nero (Plut. Otho, p. 1007), and join
that name to his own in his official letters

su

(Plut. /bid.). The night that followed found him
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full of terrors and haunted by the spectre of the
murdered emperor (Sueton. ¢. 7), but the senate
had sworn fidelity to bim, and so far thi
looked hopeful. Hearing that the legions in
Germany had elected Vitellius as 01111.01(.'1 ].of}.m
tht. death of Galba, and taken the oath of alle-
giance to him, Otho on the one hand proposed an
alliance in marriage and a share in the empire,
and on the other prepared for war. The
chiefstrength of Vitellius, himself gluttonous and
sluggish, lay in the support of Fabius Valens
and Alienus Caesina, who commanded legions in
Lower Germany. The provinces of Gallia Nar-
bonensis, Gallia Lugdunensis, Aquitania and
Spain declared for him, and Otho found it neces-
sary to leave Rome for the north of Italy to
check their progress. At first the army of Otho
met with some partial and indecisive successes.
His generals urged him to avoid a decisive action,
but his impetuosity led him to risk all on the
fate of a single battle. Thetwo armies accord-
ingly met not far from Bedriacum, near the con-
fluence of the Adda and the Po, and Otho’s
troops were utterly routed. Making no further
attempt at resistance he determined on suicide
with a singular calmness, took leave of kinsmen
and friends, wrote letters to his sisters, gave
presents to his servants, burnt all letters that
might have compromised his adherents, lay down
for a few hours of sleep, and woke on the 15th
of April to plunge a dagger in his heart. (Sueton.
(’J.Iflm, Plutarch, Otho; Tacit. Ann. xiii.; Hist.
i. 2; Dion Cassius, Ixiv., and we may Ad 1, as
giving a vivid picture of the emperor’s character
and actions, Corneille’s tragedy of Othon.

o8

H. P.]
OTILO. [Opivro.]

OTREIUS (1), bishop of Melitina in Upper
Armenia and metropolitan ; one of Hlu leading
orthodox prelates in the latter part of the 4th
century, the successor of Uranius. Euthymius,
afterwards the celebrated abbat of Palestine,
when a child of three or four years old was
committed to his care by his parents, A.n. 379.
He attended the orthodox council of Tyana, A.D.
3867 (Labbe, ii. 99 ; Soz., H. E. vi. 12), as well
as the oecumenical council of Constantineple,
A.D. 381 (Labbe, ii. 955). At this time he was
nominated, together with Gregory Nyssen and
Helladius of Caesarea, one of the centres of
Dlllllniml\' for the diocese of Pontus (Soz. H. E.
vii. 93 Socr. H. B. v. 8; Cod. Theod. de Fid.
Cathol. xvi. tit. i, lex 3, tom. vi. p- 9). Basil
wrote to Otreius, A.D, 374, after the exile of
Eusebius of Samosata, suggesting that hf"
should console one another under so great
calamity, Otreius sending him all the mfl”:-
gence he could gain from Samosata, and Basil
all he could learn from Thr: ice, the is.'u‘o of
Eusebius’s banishment. (Basil, Ep. 181 [3 ")

[E. V.]
OTREIUS (2), bishop of Arabissus in Ar-

menia, the place in which Chrysostom took
refuge in 405 from the incursions of the Isaurians.
Chrysostom had previously sent a presbyter,

mmul Terentius, to him to obtain some relics
of martyrs, of \\Imh he had a large store of
‘I.mumibted genuineness (ﬂvaud:mﬁﬂrn7a) for the
use of Rufinus the missionary in Phoenicia, who
required them for the consccration of the
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churches he was building. (Chrys, Ep. 126;
Mansi, iii. 569; Le Quien, i. 445.) [E. V.]

OTRENUS ZOTICUS. [Zoricus.]
OTTILIA, abbess. [OpiILIA.]

OUDOCEUS (Oupoc, Oupocuus, Docuu),
third }\]-Jm]: of Llandaff and one of the chief
saints of Wales, being the last of the three, S8
Dubricius, Teilo, and Oudocens. He was son o;
Budic, who had fled from Cornugallia (Cornou-
ailles) in Brittany, and, finding refuge in Demetia,
Dyfed, or West Wales, in the time of king Aircol
Lawhir, had married Anauued or Arianwedd,
daughter of Ensie and sister of St. Teilo. Oudo-
ceus was born in Cornugallia after Budic had
been called to the throne. He was brother of
St. Ismael and martyr Tyfei, and early devoted
to religion and learning. On the oceasion of a
visit by St. Teilo to Brittany, Oudoceus accom-
panied him to Wales, and ultimately succeeded
him in the see of Llandaff, probably in the
second half of the 6th century. If facts are to
be inferred from the Llandaff charters, he was a
powerful bishop, receiving many gifts to the see
from his contemporaries \||=u"' ap Tewdrig,
Athrwys ap Meurig, and Morgan ap Athrwys
kings of tnm]mgtn, and ex sing dJ-.u}lm-
upon kings or reguli at the synods of Llandaff
(L. Land. by Rees, 139, 143, 172 ; Wilkins,
Cone. 1. 17, 18). These synods appear to have
been provincial and wholly disciplinary, the
presence of the three great abbats, with their
congregations, being specially registered. His
consecration for the see has become a point of
great interest, as it is said (Lib. Land. 84, 124,
conf. Ussher, Wks. v. 109-10) that he was sent
“ad Dorobornensem civitatem, ad beatum archi-
episcopum, ubi sacratus est episcopus ecclesiae
Landaviae, in honore Sancti Petri fund il
But it is clear that this is a later contro
device for magnifying the position and prerc
tive of Llandaff’ in opposition to the vival sees;
in itself it was impossible, if Canterbury were
to be the ]r‘mc"- of consecration. He suc-
ceeded to a smaller jurisdiction than St. Teilo
held, as Menevia was administered by St. Ceneu;
he was partially a contemporary of 8S. Cadoc
and Gildas. But near the close of his life he re-
tired from his see and lived in holy seclusion on
the banks of the Wye. His feast is July 2. His
dates are all uncertain, but his death probably
occurred early in the 7th century, though Pinius
(l-‘mil Aeta 88, 2 Jul, i. 284) would 1:1'a'i'u1'
about A.D.

Our .mt]murw\ on the Life of St. Oudoceus are

Vita B. Oudocei Land. Archiep. (in Lib. Land
by Rees, 123 sq.) and Capgrave’s summary (Nov
Leq. x‘inlr,u’. f. 258), which appears also in the
Bollandists’ useful memoir (Acfa SS. 2 Jul. i
283-6); Cressy (Ch. Hist. Brit. xii, ¢. 9) translates
from Capgrave and the LUlandaff’ charters, and
Ussher ( Wks. vi. 81) quotes from them. (See
also Hardy, Descript. Cut. i. 145-6 ; Haddan and
5 , Coune, i. 125; Wharton, Angl. Sacra,
: Godwin, De Pr. Ang. 619 ; Rees, W. S5,
) 274.) [J. G.]

ac.

al

OUEN, 8T. [Auporxus.]
OUSIA, recluse, [Usia.]




170 OVAN, ST.
OVAN, ST, of Autun. [EvaxTIvs (1).]

OWAIN ap Macsen Wledig, surnamel Vinddu,
numbered among the Welsh saints, but of uncer-
tain character and history; the Triads present
him as a warrior chief, and elected to th2 throne
of the Britons in tke 4th or 5th century. (Rees,
W. 88. 108, 115 ; Williams, Em. Welsh. 365.)

EaG]

OWEN, ST. [AuDOEN

OYAN, ST. [EveeNpus (2).]

OZEAS, a presbyter, commended by Theo-
doret as a champion of godliness, by whom he
sent a letter to lbas, bishop of Edessa. _(:l'huiu:l.
Ep. 132.) [E- V.)

P

PABO, surnamed POST PRYDAIN, Welsh
warrior and saint about the beginning of the
6th century, buried at Llanbabo in Anglesey.

Arch. of Wales, ii. 49 ; Williams, Jolo
503, 527, 558; Rees, Welsh Saints, 103,
167.) For the Llanbabo inscribed stone see
Westwood, Lap. Wall. 192, [J. G.]

PACATULA. [Gaupextivs (10).]

PACATUS (1), LATINUS DREPANIUS
(otherwise LATINUS Pacatus DREPANIUS), a

a panegyric pronounced before the senate on
Theodosius the Great, Sept. 1st, 391, which
contains much information upon the facts of that
emperor’s life, [DREPANIUS, in Dict. G. & K.
Biag.] [G. T. 8.]

PACATUS (2) (ParaTUS), Gallic poet, pro-
bably near Bordeaux, c¢. A.D. 431. He obtained
from URANIUS an account of the death of Paulinus
of Nola (see it in Boll. 44. S8 Jun.w. 172),
but the poetical life of St. Paulinus intended to
have been written by Pacatus, and based on
this, does not appear to have been composed.
(Hist. Lit. Franc. ii. 202, 204; Fabricius, Bibl.
Lat, v, 170, 195, ed. Mansi ; Ceillier, Aut. Sacr,
1, 54.) [J. G.]

against Porphyrius, cited by John the Roman
deacon, afterwards (as some think) pope John
11, in his Exposition of the Heptateuch, printed
in Pitra's Spicilegium  Solesmense (vol. i,
pp. 280, 281). Nothing further is known of
this Pacatus (Ceill. xi. 334). [C. H.]

PACHO (Mayxdv, PAcnoM1U8 in Cassiod.), a
solitary in Scetis, from youth to extreme old
age, in the latter part of the 4th century, famed
for his strength in the monastic virtues, having
never been seduced, writes Sozomen, by the
appetites of the flesh, the passions of the soul,
or the wiles of the evil one, to desire the things
from which it behoves a philosopher to abstain,
(Soz. vi. 29 ; Cassiod, Trip. Hist. viii. 1 ; Niceph.
Call, H. E. xi. 36 ; Laus. Hist. c. 29 and note in

Gallic rhetorician of the 4th century, author of

PACATUS (3), an ecclesiastical writer |

| Papebroch. Here (Acta, § 77) Pachomi

PACHOMIUS

Pat. Gr. xxxiv. 1084). Theaccount o
Lausiac History has been wrongly attrih

St. Nilus. (Fahrin. DBibl, Gr, gt.? b 4 ;)] l;lt}ed b
Harles ; Ceill, viii. 211.) C. ’He]d'

f him in the

;',-x(;T{(.lf\lliTS (1),_ ST., a monk of the The-
baid of Lower L‘g_'.'pt, in the 4th century 4p,
Ft{m founder of the f:unmls monasteries o%
Tabenna; one of the first to collect solitary
ascetics together under a rule. Beyond a brief
mention of him in Sozomen, who praises |1i-s
gentleness and _sua\l'it}' (Hist. Feel. iii. 14), the
111.‘1turl;1]_.-_ for his_ biography are of questionahle
authenticity. His memory is specially revered
in the Greek Church (A4A4. S8, Mai, 145 Menol,
Gr. Mai. 15). Athanasius, during his visit to
Rome, made the name Pachomius familiar o
the church there through Marcella and others,
to whom he held up Pachomius and his Taben-
nensian monks as a bright example (Hieron, Ep,
127, ad Principium). Rosweyd gives a narrative
of his life in Latin, being a translation by
Dionysius Exiguus, in the 6th century, of a
biography said to be written by a contemporary
monk of Tabenna ( Vit. Patr. in Pat. Lat. lxxiii,
227).

If we may trust this writer, Pachomius was
born of wealthy pagan parents in Lower Egypt,
before the council of Nicaea. e served in his
youth under Constantine in the campaign
against Maxentius, which placed Constantine
alone on the undisputed throme. It was, as
often in the early days of Christianity, the
kindness shewn by Christians to himself and to
his comrades in distress, which led him to
become a Christian. Like many enthusiastic
converts of that day, he attached himself toa
hermit, celebrated for his sanctity and austeri-
ties. The narrative tells how he and Palaemon
supported themselves by weaving the shaggy
tunics (“ cilicia”), the favourite dress of Egyp-
tian monks, not unlike the hair-shirt of later
ascetics. He became a monk, and many prodi-
gies are related of his power over demons, and
in resisting the natural craving for sleep and
food. (Vit. cc. 40, 44, 45, 47, 48, etc., ap.
Rosw, V. P.)

His reputation for holiness soon attracted to
him many who desired to embrace the monastic
life, and without, apparently, collecting them
into one monastery, he provided for them the
organisation, without which disorder must‘hﬂ\'e
ensued. The bishop of a meighbouring diocess
sent for him to regulate the monks there.
Pachomius seems also to have done some miss
sionary work in his own nejghh"l”h“”d‘
Athanasius, visiting Tabenna, was e;).gﬁrl}' wel-
comed by Pachomius, who, in that zeal for ortho-
doxy, which was a characteristic of monks genés
rally, is said to have flung ome of Origens
writings into the water, exclaiming, that be
would have cast it into the fire, but that it con=
tained the name of God. He lived to & !%?‘]l
old age (Niceph. Hist. Fecl. ix. 14). I'!m l)l]‘l'
landists (Acta S5 14 Mai. iii. 287) give the
Acta of Pachomius by a nearly contemporary
author, in a Latin translation from the origin
Greek MSS., with notes and commentary .by
us died
ahout the time when Athanasius returned 10
his see under Constantius, i.e. A.D. 349 as com-
puted by Papebroch [ATHANASIUS, P- 191
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