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Introduction

1. The Author

Macarius (Bulgakov) was born Mikhail Petrovich Bulgakov on September 19, 1816, in the village of Surkovo in Kursk province, the son of a poor rural priest. He began at the parish school in nearby Korocha at nine, moved to the district theological school in Belgorod, and completed the Kursk seminary in 1837 before entering the Kiev Theological Academy, one of the two great centers of Russian ecclesiastical learning. He graduated in 1841, was tonsured a monk that February by the Academy’s rector, taking the name Macarius in memory of a sixteenth-century Metropolitan of Kiev who had shared it, and was ordained deacon and then priest within the same year.

His advancement through the academic hierarchy of the Russian Church was rapid. He lectured on Russian civil and church history at Kiev for a year, then transferred in 1842 to the St. Petersburg Theological Academy, where he rose in quick succession from assistant inspector to inspector, from extraordinary to ordinary professor, and in 1844—the same year he was made an archimandrite—was given the chair of dogmatic theology, a subject he would go on to teach for over a decade. He became rector of the St. Petersburg Academy in 1850 and was consecrated a bishop the following January, still in his mid-thirties, while continuing for a time to hold the rectorship alongside his new episcopal duties.

The remainder of his life was spent moving through the Russian episcopate: bishop of Tambov from 1857, of Kharkov from 1859, raised to archbishop in 1862, then archbishop of Lithuania and Vilna from 1868. In 1879 he was elevated to Metropolitan of Moscow and Kolomna, the senior see of the Russian Church, which he held until his death at his residence outside Moscow on June 9, 1882. He was buried at the Dormition Cathedral of the Trinity-Sergius Lavra. Alongside his episcopal duties he remained a working scholar to the end, elected a full member of the Imperial Academy of Sciences and producing, across the same decades as his theological writing, a multi-volume history of the Russian Church and a study of the Old Believer schism that are still consulted by historians of Russian Christianity.

Macarius’s theological writing is the work of a lecturer more than a controversialist. Nearly everything he wrote began as a course delivered to seminarians, and it shows: propositions are stated, then proved from Scripture, then confirmed from the Fathers, in a fixed order meant to be followed and reproduced by a student rather than admired as literary argument. That method owed a visible debt to the Latin dogmatic manuals of his century—the “positive theology” of contemporary Roman Catholic scholars was a working model for how a system of doctrine might be organized and defended—even as its conclusions remained committed to Orthodox teaching against Rome and the Reformation alike. It is this combination, a Western scholastic architecture holding up an Orthodox doctrinal content, that would later draw both the admiration and the criticism of the theologians who came after him.

2. The Work: Occasion and Purpose

The Introduction to Orthodox Theology grew out of a course Macarius delivered at the St. Petersburg Academy over four years beginning in 1843, after the Academy’s rector declined to teach dogmatic theology himself and handed the subject to his young colleague instead. Macarius prepared the material in three installments and submitted each in turn to the ecclesiastical censors; the Holy Synod’s own reviewer approved all three but suggested a title that would better reflect the book’s actual scope. Published in St. Petersburg in 1847, it was read and endorsed by Archbishop Innokenty (Borisov) of Kherson, whose own praise for its content and method helped secure Macarius the degree of Doctor of Theology that October—an honor conferred, in his case, on the strength of this one book.

The book’s purpose was to do something no earlier Russian introduction to theology had quite attempted: to argue, at length and from first principles, that Orthodox theology specifically—not Christian theology in the abstract—rests on secure ground. Earlier Russian writers had produced either bare encyclopedic surveys of the theological curriculum, or those surveys joined to an account of Scripture, Tradition, and the councils; a few had gone further and opened with a general case for revealed religion. Macarius judged all of these incomplete on their own terms: an encyclopedia without a defense of revelation rests on an unexamined premise, and a defense of revelation without an account of why the Orthodox Church specifically is its guardian stops short of the thing it claims to introduce. His book was built to close both gaps in a single, continuous argument.

It occupies a deliberate place at the head of Macarius’s larger project. Two years after its publication he began issuing the volumes of his Orthodox Dogmatic Theology (1849–53), the systematic exposition of Christian doctrine—God, creation, the Incarnation, the sacraments, the last things—that would make him the standard dogmatic authority of the Russian theological academies for the rest of the century. That larger work presupposes everything the Introduction establishes: that God exists and the soul is immortal, that a divine revelation has in fact been given, and that Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, read as the Orthodox Church reads them, are its authentic sources. The Introduction was later condensed, together with the dogmatic system it prepared the way for, into a shorter one-volume handbook that the Synod itself adopted as a seminary textbook—a mark of how completely Macarius’s architecture became the working shape of Russian academic theology.

3. Argument and Structure

A short prolegomena of five sections opens the book by defining its own task: to determine the object, the sources, and the method proper to an introduction to Orthodox theology, and to survey how earlier Russian theologians had conceived the same task differently. Macarius uses this opening to explain why he has judged a purely encyclopedic introduction insufficient, and why the doctrine of the Church as guardian of revelation belongs inside the introduction rather than being left to the dogmatics proper. He closes the prolegomena with two etymological excurses on the words “Orthodox” and “Theology” themselves, tracing each through its Greek roots and its use among the ancient Fathers before settling on the working definitions the rest of the book will use.

Part One, the longest section of the book, builds the historical and apologetic case for revelation as such. It opens with the classical proofs for the existence of God and the immortality of the soul, then turns to the general marks by which any claimed revelation might be tested, and applies those marks systematically to three successive periods of biblical history: the patriarchal faith before Moses, the Mosaic faith under the Law, and finally the New Testament faith in Christ. Each period is examined under the same two headings—its internal marks (a right doctrine of God, of man, and of the way of salvation; a worship and a moral life consistent with that doctrine) and its external marks (miracles, fulfilled prophecy, the character of its founders, and the manner of its historical spread)—building toward the fullest and most detailed case, reserved for last, that Christ’s own miracles, prophecies, resurrection, and the subsequent history of His Church bear every mark that a divine revelation could be asked to show.

Part Two turns from the fact of revelation to its sources. Having established that God has spoken, Macarius asks where that speech is now to be found, and argues in turn for Holy Scripture, for Holy Tradition alongside it, and for the Orthodox Church as the sole rightful interpreter of both—against those Christian bodies that acknowledge an inward revelation alone, those that hold to Scripture without Tradition, and those that hold to both but read them through a single local church’s authority rather than the wider consensus of the ancient, undivided Church. Part Three closes the work with an account of the system of Orthodox theology as a whole: how the theological sciences divide from one another, how they relate, and—in its final chapters—a historical survey of Orthodox dogmatic theology itself, traced across three ages from the apostolic Fathers through John of Damascus, from Damascene through the seventeenth-century Kievan theologian Peter Mogila, and from Mogila down to Macarius’s own generation.

Across all three parts, Macarius’s argument proceeds by the same disciplined rhythm: a truth is stated, the strongest contemporary objections to it are named and answered, and the discussion moves on rather than lingering over objections already refuted elsewhere. The citations that support this argument, collected as a fused block of notes at the end of each chapter rather than scattered through the page, range remarkably widely for a work of Russian academic theology—Plato and Cicero stand beside Josephus and Tacitus, and the ancient Christian witnesses run from Justin Martyr through Athanasius the Great to John of Damascus—giving the reader a running sample of the immense apparatus of authorities on which Macarius’s larger dogmatic system would later draw at far greater length.

4. Theological and Spiritual Significance

The book’s significance lies less in any single conclusion it reaches—most of its major claims were common property of nineteenth-century Christian apologetics—than in the completeness and discipline with which it argues for them from within a specifically Orthodox frame. Where an earlier generation of Russian theologians had been content to open a dogmatics with a page or two of preliminary remarks on faith and revelation, Macarius insisted that these preliminaries deserved a work of their own, argued with the same rigor as the dogmas that would follow. The result reads less like a preface and more like a self-contained treatise in natural theology and Christian apologetics, one that happens also to serve as the gateway to a much larger system.

That discipline came from a method borrowed, in its outward shape, from the Latin dogmatic manuals then current in Roman Catholic scholarship—a debt Macarius did not conceal and that shaped everything from his chapter divisions to his habit of meeting an objection formally before moving past it. Later Russian theologians, writing in the generations after him, would come to see that borrowed architecture as a problem in its own right. The twentieth-century historian Georges Florovsky, in his influential study of Russian theology’s intellectual history, judged this whole tradition of academic “school theology”—of which Macarius’s system was among the most complete and widely used examples—to represent a period of excessive dependence on Western categories, in which Orthodox doctrine had come to be taught and defended in borrowed clothing. That judgment has itself been contested by later scholars, who have questioned whether the scholastic method Florovsky criticized was really as foreign to Orthodox tradition, or as theologically compromising, as his account suggests. The debate belongs to Macarius’s reception rather than to the book itself, but it marks the immense influence the book had: a work does not become the target of a generation’s methodological reform unless it first became the discipline’s working standard.

Read on its own terms, apart from that later argument, the book remains a serious and still-legible piece of Christian apologetics—one that takes seriously an inquirer’s honest doubts about the existence of God, the immortality of the soul, and the credibility of any claimed revelation, and answers them with the tools of history, philosophy, and Scripture together rather than with an appeal to authority alone. Its patient, tiered argument through the patriarchal, Mosaic, and New Testament faiths gives a reader unfamiliar with the shape of biblical history a coherent framework for seeing it as a single unfolding revelation rather than a series of unconnected episodes, and its treatment of Scripture, Tradition, and the Church as inseparable partners rather than rival authorities remains a clear and still-useful statement of Orthodox theological method.

5. Reception and Influence

The book’s early reception was unusually favorable for a work submitted to ecclesiastical censorship. The Synod’s own reviewer, Archbishop Iliodor of Kursk, approved all three installments without serious objection, and Archbishop Innokenty of Kherson—himself a noted preacher and scholar—praised both its content and its method warmly enough to help carry Macarius’s doctoral petition through in the same year the book appeared. Within a decade a French translation had reached Continental readers, and a Romanian translation followed later in the century; the book’s argument and structure were absorbed directly into the dogmatic system Macarius went on to publish, and, through the condensed one-volume handbook drawn from both works, into the standard seminary curriculum of the Russian Church for the remainder of the imperial period.

Later assessment grew more divided as Orthodox theology itself changed direction in the twentieth century. The neopatristic movement associated with Florovsky and others sought a return to the language and thought-forms of the Greek Fathers, and viewed the whole academic tradition Macarius represented—careful, systematic, but built on a borrowed scholastic frame—as a chapter to be moved past rather than built upon further. Other scholars, assessing that same neopatristic critique from a later vantage, have argued it understated both the genuine erudition of the academic theologians it criticized and the extent to which their scholastic method, whatever its Western origin, had already been put to thoroughly Orthodox use. The argument continues; Macarius’s own book, meanwhile, has remained in print and in circulation across nearly two centuries of it.

6. The Text and This Edition

This is a fresh, standalone modern English translation, rendered directly from Macarius’s own Russian as it stands in the 1847 St. Petersburg edition, carried forward in the text digitized at azbyka.ru. It is not a parallel or bilingual edition. Scripture and patristic quotations within the work are translated afresh from Macarius’s own Church Slavonic and Russian wording rather than conformed to any existing English Bible or patristic translation, so that a reader hears each citation as Macarius himself gives it. Following house convention, Macarius is named plainly as the book’s author, with his episcopal and metropolitan rank carried separately from the byline rather than folded into it; Royal Archives serves this edition as translator and editor, not as author.

In Macarius’s Russian, each of the book’s three parts collects its own citations and comments as one large block of notes at the end of the part rather than as page-bottom footnotes—the typesetting convention of the source edition. This edition preserves that arrangement: each part’s notes follow its narrative in the same sequence as the source, marked by the same inline reference numbers Macarius himself used. Bare Latin, French, German, and Greek bibliographic citations within that apparatus are kept exactly as given, untranslated, since they are already citations in their own scholarly languages and rendering them into English would misrepresent rather than clarify them; the Russian commentary surrounding those citations, and any substantial quotation embedded within a note, is translated in full. The translation aims throughout at the formal, carefully subordinated register of a nineteenth-century academic theologian addressing seminarians, rather than smoothing Macarius’s own long periodic sentences into a plainer modern idiom that his argument was not built to carry.

7. Suggestions for Reading

A reader coming to the book for the first time may find it most rewarding to follow its own order rather than sampling: the argument of Part One depends on its patriarchal-to-Mosaic-to-New-Testament progression building cumulatively, and jumping ahead to the fullest case for Christ’s own miracles and resurrection loses the weight of everything that has been built up to receive it. A reader chiefly interested in Orthodox theological method, rather than the apologetic case for revelation as such, may prefer to begin with Part Two’s treatment of Scripture, Tradition, and the Church, and return to Part One afterward as a supporting argument rather than a starting point.

The end-of-part notes reward a reader willing to consult them chapter by chapter rather than treating them as a separate appendix to be read straight through—Macarius wrote them as a working scholarly apparatus for students checking a source or following up a citation, and they are most useful read that way. And a reader who goes on afterward to Macarius’s full Orthodox Dogmatic Theology will recognize, dogma by dogma, the very method this Introduction sets out to justify—proposition, scriptural proof, patristic confirmation—now put to its full constructive use.
Preface

§ 1. The Object of an Introduction to a Science.

The object assigned to an introduction to a science is ordinarily its preliminary concepts—that is, concepts which cannot themselves enter into the science, yet essentially pertain to it and are necessarily presupposed by it. It is therefore enough to determine, with all possible precision, the essence of the science in question, and everything else will define itself: what belongs within its scope, and what must be examined beforehand, in an introduction.

§ 2. The Concept of Orthodox Theology

Under the name of Orthodox1 Theology2 is understood a systematic exposition of the Christian faith or religion, on the foundation of the Word of God—Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition—under the guidance of the Orthodox Church. We say systematic exposition: this is the general feature of Orthodox Theology, by which it belongs to the class of sciences, and without which it could not be called a science. Exposition of the Christian faith: this is the particular feature of Orthodox Theology, by which it is distinguished from all other sciences, and especially from all non-Christian theologies. Exposition of the Christian faith on the foundation of the Word of God: Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, under the guidance of the Orthodox Church: this is a still more particular feature of Orthodox Theology, distinguishing it not only from allnon-Christian theologies, but also from non-Orthodox Christian ones. For there are Christian societies which acknowledge as the source of the faith and theology they profess likewise the Word of God, or divine revelation, but only an inward revelation, illumined by the Holy Spirit, while greatly disparaging Holy Scripture and not accepting Holy Tradition at all (Quakers, Illuminati, and the like); there are others who acknowledge as such a source Holy Scripture alone, not accepting Holy Tradition (Lutherans, Reformed); and there are yet others who, though they accept both Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, do so only according to the understanding of their own local church (Roman Catholics), and not of the truly catholic, Orthodox Church—which alone was established by the Lord Himself, and which alone can therefore be the infallible guardian and interpreter of His revelation.

§ 3. The Object and the Parts of an Introduction to Orthodox Theology

Having thus analyzed the concept presented of Orthodox Theology, we obtain three particular concepts:

a) the concept of the object of Orthodox Theology—the Christian Faith;

b) the concept of the sources of Orthodox Theology—Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, according to the understanding of the Orthodox Church; and

c) the concept of the form of Orthodox Theology, as a system. It is precisely in these three concepts that the object and parts of an introduction to Orthodox Theology are determined: for what is determined here is, properly, that which cannot itself enter into the composition of this science, yet essentially pertains to it and is necessarily presupposed by it.

Every science must be only the vindication, the realization, of the concept established for it. Consequently, the scope of Orthodox Theology can include neither more nor fewer subjects than its exact definition requires. We said, first, that Orthodox Theology is an exposition of the Christian faith: and in the science itself we shall see the vindication of these words—we shall see the truths of the Christian faith one after another, their detailed unfolding, confirmation, defense… But what, then, is to be understood by the Christian faith; what is its essence; what is its origin and worth? These are questions of great importance and unavoidable in the study of this faith, but such as Orthodox Theology itself cannot examine, if it is to remain wholly faithful to its own definition—it evidently presupposes them as already settled beforehand. We said, second, that Orthodox Theology must be an exposition of the Christian faith on the foundation of the Word of God—Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition—under the guidance of the Orthodox Church: and so, in fact, it will be. The dogmas of the faith, the laws of morality, and in general the whole of Christian doctrine will be set forth in no other way than on the foundation of the divine sources, and in the very form in which the Orthodox Church holds and teaches this doctrine. But what, then, is divine revelation, or the Word of God; what, in particular, are Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition; wherein does their importance as sources consist, and on what is it grounded; and is it indeed true that the Orthodox Church must be our teacher in the matter of faith? These are further questions, natural and unavoidable in the study of the Christian faith, but again such as Orthodox Theology presupposes as already settled beforehand, and cannot settle on its own, given the definition assigned to it. We said, third, that Orthodox Theology must be a systematic exposition of the Christian faith: and this last requirement, too, will be fulfilled. We shall see the general and particular division of the theological sciences, their arrangement in a definite order, their treatment by a definite method. But what, then, is the system of Theology; why is it divided into these parts and not others; why is each of these parts assigned this object, and not another, this arrangement, and not another, this method, and not another?… It would be unjust for us to expect an answer to these questions from the science of Orthodox Theology itself, knowing its definition: it evidently presupposes them as already settled beforehand.

Consequently, the full composition of an introduction to Orthodox Theology must be made up of three parts:

1) the doctrine of the object of Orthodox Theology;

2) the doctrine of the sources of Orthodox Theology; and

3) the doctrine of the system of Orthodox Theology.

§ 4. The Source, the Aid, and the Method of an Introduction to Orthodox Theology

1) The source for all parts of an introduction to Orthodox Theology must be the very Word of God—that is, Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, as preserved and taught by the Orthodox Church. For from where else could the first part draw its doctrine of the Christian Faith, its essence, properties, and divine origin; from where could the second draw its doctrine of the sources of the Christian faith and of Theology; from where could the third draw a full and distinct concept of the object of Orthodox Theology—that is, of the Christian Faith—a concept on which the entire systematic structure of the theological sciences must rest—if not from Christian Revelation, as preserved and taught by the Church? But —

2) A necessary aid in this must be the considerations of sound reason and historical investigation.

This is necessary in the first two parts: because the Christian faith, as a divine revelation, and the Orthodox Church of Christ, as a divine institution on earth, are historical events, and the task of the first two parts of an introduction to Orthodox Theology is not only to define and explain the concepts of the Christian Faith and its sources (this is only the preliminary part of the task), but chiefly to establish and defend all these concepts against the objections of freethinkers—to prove that the Christian faith indisputably comes from God, and that Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition alike must necessarily be acknowledged as the sources of Orthodox Theology, and that, moreover, in no other way than according to the understanding of the Orthodox Church. In such an inquiry, of course, it would not be enough to confine oneself to the testimonies of Christianity about itself, when the very question at issue is whether it is indeed divine, and consequently whether its own doctrine and testimony about itself deserve our full faith. Still less would this suffice for our adversaries, who openly take up arms against the divinity of the Christian faith and the worth of its sources. Here, after the example of the ancient defenders of Christianity, sound reason and impartial history must be called to our aid: their voice alone can carry force of persuasion for those who do not submit to faith.

Reason’s participation is likewise necessary in the third part of an introduction to Orthodox Theology: because to construct systems of the sciences in general, and consequently a system of the theological sciences, to divide and subdivide them into parts, is the work of our reason, with its logical forms and laws.

3) The method of the first two parts of an introduction to Orthodox Theology must be at once positive and negative. Their task, in unfolding each truth, is on the one hand to set forth the truth positively and show the grounds on which it rests, and on the other to examine critically the very objections made against it and against its grounds, and only then to proceed to the consideration of another truth, and a third, and so on. It should be noted, however:

a) that it suffices here to attend only to contemporary objections, and not to those long since fallen out of use, having been refuted a hundred times over;

b) that of the contemporary ones, too, it suffices to survey only the chief and the seemingly strongest, with whose fall the rest must naturally fall as well;

c) and in general, so far as possible, to avoid disputatiousness and scholastic subtleties, which make a science dry, tedious, and lifeless; and that it is best of all to set forth the positive proofs themselves of one truth or another in such a way that it will afterward be easy to refute every objection made against it.3

And the method for the exposition of the third part may be threefold. One may present in it, after some preliminary concepts of Theology as a system, only a systematic plan of the theological sciences and a brief survey of them in their general connection with one another; or one may, in addition, when delimiting the theological sciences, set forth the history of each science; or one may, finally, append a sketch of the literature of each science, following its history. We shall follow chiefly the first method, because it is dictated by the very subject of this part of the introduction to Orthodox Theology; and we shall make only partial use of the other methods, indicating, when delimiting the theological sciences, the chief sources and aids for each, in the light of its history and literature. The full history and literature of the theological sciences is more properly and usefully surveyed in the particular introduction to each science, before its detailed exposition—as, for the most part, teachers of Theology do.

§ 5. A Historical Survey of Other Conceptions of an Introduction to Orthodox Theology

It must be admitted that, in our own view of an introduction to Orthodox Theology, we have departed somewhat from the—themselves also various—conceptions that native theologians have held of this subject.

Some of them presented, as an introduction to Theology, only the briefest encyclopedia, in which were unfolded the concepts of the essence of Theology, its object, aim, composition, and division, sometimes with an indication of the ways of studying this science. Introductions of this kind are ordinarily found prefixed to theological textbooks—for example, in the textbook of the Kiev Academy of 1696,4 in the essays on Theology of Archimandrite Iakinf Karpinsky,5 of His Grace Sylvester Lebedinsky,6 and others.

Others, besides a brief encyclopedia, attempted to place in the introduction to Theology an inquiry into the principles of Theology—such as the importance of Holy Scripture, Holy Tradition, the ecumenical councils, the holy fathers, and the like. Such treatises were first placed among us, in his own introduction to Theology, by His Grace Theophan Prokopovich,7 and, following in his footsteps, by their Graces Sylvester Kuliabka, Georgy Konissky,8 and Irenaeus Falkovsky.9

Others still, few in number, join to all this, at the beginning or end of an introduction to Theology, inquiries into faith in general, into revelation, and especially into the divinity of the Christian faith. Such, for example, are His Grace Theophylact10 and Archpriest Ternovsky.11 With these last we ourselves are in almost complete agreement: only we have proposed to supplement the doctrine of the sources of Orthodox Theology with a special treatise on the point that they must be used in Orthodox Theology in no other way than according to the understanding of the Orthodox Church, and that she, consequently, must be our teacher in the matter of faith.

Why we have chosen precisely this view of an introduction to Orthodox Theology has already been shown above. But as to why we have not chosen one of the other views mentioned, let us note here:

a) that an encyclopedia alone cannot be an introduction to Orthodox Theology, but is only an introduction to Theology as a science;

b) that inquiries into the foundations and principles of Theology appended to an encyclopedia—that is, into Holy Scripture, Holy Tradition, the importance of the ecumenical councils and the holy fathers—without preliminary inquiries into faith and revelation, and in particular into the divine origin of the Christian faith and the infallible teaching authority of the Church, cannot be satisfactory: because they themselves lack the proper foundations and principles;

c) that, finally, an introduction to Theology in which, alongside a brief encyclopedia, there are inquiries into faith in general and especially the Christian faith, as well as into the principles of Theology, but no inquiry into the Orthodox Church as the teacher of the faith, is an introduction not to Orthodox Theology, but only, in general, to Christian or revealed Theology: such introductions are, for us, incomplete. We consider it necessary to add that the subjects we have adopted for our introduction to Orthodox Theology are likewise assigned to the introduction in the Longer Christian Catechism of the Orthodox Catholic Eastern Church, which is itself a brief Orthodox Theology and ought to serve as our model.

Orthodox — ὀρθόδοξος, by its derivation (from ὀρθῶς δοκέω [so printed in the source as θοχέω, an evident misprint for δοκέω], “I rightly suppose”) and by its use in the Christian world, means the same as one who thinks rightly about matters of faith, who believes rightly, who is right-believing—as opposed to the word ἑτερόδοξος (from ἑτέρως δοκέω [likewise misprinted θοχέω], “I otherwise suppose”), one who thinks wrongly about the faith, who is wrong-believing, non-Orthodox, or heterodox, as our forefathers sometimes expressed it (see Count Teleshov’s Description of Early Printed Books, p. 88, Moscow 1829).

Theology—θεολογία—had several different senses among the ancient teachers of the Church. In its etymological sense it meant, among them: a) word about God—λόγον περὶ τοῦ θεοῦ; b) word from God—λόγον ἀπὸ τοῦ θεοῦ, or the Word of God: for this reason all of Holy Scripture was called Theology, the Old Testament being called the old Theology (θεολογίαν παλαιάν), and the New the new Theology (θεολογίαν νέαν); and the writers of both Testaments, the Prophets and Apostles, were called theologians; c) word to God or for God—λόγον πρὸς τὸν Θεόν: in this sense Θεολογία expressed the ascribing and rendering to someone of divine honor, especially the acknowledgment and confession of the Godhead of God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit. Thus, taken together, by all these etymological meanings, “Theology is the Word of God concerning God, to the glory of God.” In its objective sense, in the language of the ancient teachers of the Church, Θεολογία meant: a) the doctrine not only of God and His attributes, but also of divine things and of everything pertaining to the worship of God; b) the doctrine properly of God, His essence and attributes; c) in particular, the doctrine of the Holy Trinity; d) still more narrowly, the doctrine of the Godhead of Jesus Christ. It is in this last sense that the name Theologian has been given above all: of all the holy Apostles, to John, who, in the words of Blessed Theophylact, “began with Theology” (ἀπὸ τῆς Θεολογίας ἤρξατο…), and wrote his Gospel for the purpose that we might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, or God the Word (John 20:31); and of all the teachers of the Church, to Gregory Nazianzen, as the one who defended with particular force the Godhead of the Word (θεότητα τοῦ Λόγου) against the Arians. It is clear that all the objective meanings of the word Θεολογία can be reduced to two: “Theology was called, first, the doctrine properly of God, and second, the doctrine of God and of everything pertaining to God.” (The sayings of the holy Fathers themselves, numerous and various, in proof of what has been said here, may be found in Suicer, in his Thesaurus Ecclesiasticus, under the words θεολογέω, θεολογία, θεολόγος.) In the first sense the name Theology properly belongs only to the first part of present-day Christian Dogmatics; in the latter, to the whole science of the Christian Faith, as indeed it has actually come to be used in the schools since the twelfth century. Today Theology is the name given to the whole body of sciences having the Christian Faith as their object.

We have thought it necessary to hold to this last observation especially in compiling the notes now being published, in which objections against the truths and the refutations of objections are for the most part omitted, or, more accurately, are set forth, so far as possible, in positive form. Notes of this kind, as everyone will agree, ought to be only a program and an abridgment of what the students are to hear, or have already heard, at proper length from their instructor during his lectures—and must, accordingly, contain only the beginnings and sufficient hints by which the students may easily recall what they heard in the lecture hall.

See the History of the Kiev Academy, p. 69, St. Petersburg 1843.

Compendium Orthodoxae Theologicae doctrinae… Lips. 1786.

Compendium Theologiae classicum didactico-polemicum… Mosquae, 1806.

By him—Prolegomena de definitione, objecto, causa, partitione, methodo ac principiis Theologiae. See Christ. Orthod. Theolog. in Acad. Kioviensi a Theoph. Procopovicz, vol. I. Lips. 1782.

See their outlines in the History of the Kiev Academy, pp. 139–142.

Christ. Orthod. Dogmatico-Polem. Theolog. compendium… ab Irineo Falkovski, tom. I, cap. I–XIII. Mosquae, 1802.

Orthod. Orient. Ecclesiae dogmata, seu doctr. Christ. de credendis, Petropoli, 1818, §§ 1–23: Articulus praeliminaris—de principiis ac fundamentis Christ. religionis.

He placed such a general introduction to Theology at the beginning of his own dogmatics, ed. 1838 and 1843.
Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

“He who clings to the Lord becomes one spirit with Him.” (1 Cor. 6:17)

“Of old, in many measures and many manners, God spoke to the fathers through the prophets; now, in these last days, He has spoken to us in the Son.” (Heb. 1:1)

“I am the way and the truth and the life; apart from Me none can come to the Father.” (John 14:6)

“For under heaven there is given to men no other name by which it is appointed for us to be saved.” (Acts 4:12)

§6. The Composition of This Part

The subject of Orthodox Theology, as we have already noted, is the Christian Faith, or religion. The task of this Part is accordingly to set forth a correct understanding of the Christian Faith. But the concept of the Christian Faith, as a revealed faith, necessarily presupposes two further concepts, without which it cannot be complete or clear: namely, the concepts of faith and revelation in general. For Christianity is one of the faiths existing in the human race; it is the one true, divine revelation among all those so-called revelations that falsely claim this name. It follows that the first Part of the Introduction to Orthodox Theology must contain two sections: the first, preliminary section, on Faith and Revelation in general; the second, essential section, on the Christian Faith as the one true revelation.12

Section I. On Faith and Revelation in General

Chapter I. On Faith

§7. From What Aspects May Faith Be Considered?

Faith, or religion (religio), may be considered from three aspects:

I. in its foundations, or the fundamental truths on which it rests,

II. in its essence—abstractly, and

III. in its application, or actual existence, as the possession of all rational beings and of man—and a complete view of Faith must, without doubt, embrace it from all these aspects.

I. The Fundamental Truths Presupposed by the Concept of Faith

§8. A Statement of These Truths

First of all, we must set forth and establish the fundamental truths on which faith rests, and without which it cannot exist: the truth of the being of God, and the truth of the spirituality and immortality of the human soul. For if there is no God, and if the soul within us is not spiritual and immortal, then faith is an empty word; and to expound a doctrine of it without first establishing these two truths would be to build a house upon sand.

§9. The Truth of the Being of God

I. Every path open to us for the acquisition of knowledge in general leads us to a certainty of the being of God, the all-perfect Being, the Creator and Provider of the world:

a) the path of tradition and of historical testimony;

b) the path of one’s own outward experience;

c) the path of inward experience and self-examination;

d) and finally, a special and the best path of all—the path of a godly life.

e) History presents us with three remarkable phenomena in this regard.

The first is that men from the beginning of the ages, at every stage of their development—savages, the half-educated, and the educated alike—have always acknowledged the being of God, although they differed greatly in their conceptions of Him. For the ancient peoples we have the testimony of the most learned men of Greece and Rome: Plato, Aristotle, Epicurus, Seneca, Cicero, Sextus Empiricus, and Plutarch, all of whom, as is well known, made use of this proof of the being of God.13 “Look upon the face of the earth—says, for example, the last of these—and you will find cities without walls, without letters, without government; you will see men without fixed dwellings, ignorant of the use of coin, having no notion of the fine arts; but you will not find a single human society without faith in a Divinity.” And if certain ancient writers sometimes called particular peoples godless, as with the Gauls,14 this meant only that those peoples did not acknowledge the gods in whom the writers themselves and their countrymen believed, or else it arose from extreme ignorance, or was the fruit of religious fanaticism, hatred, and slander. For the little-known peoples of more recent times (for it would be superfluous to speak of the well-known Europeans, Asians, and certain Africans and Americans) we have the testimony of many learned travelers and explorers, who have crossed seas, passed through forests, mountains, and deserts until then impassable, and discovered new lands, and nowhere met with men wholly strangers to every notion of a Divinity. It has happened, it is true, that certain savages, upon a first, superficial observation, were suspected of godlessness—as with the Tahitians, the Hottentots, the inhabitants of Brazil, Canada, the Antilles, and others; but afterward, upon careful investigation, it was found that these peoples too have their own beliefs and rites, however crude,15 so that today even freethinkers admit as certain that faith in God is universal in the human race.16 How, then, are we to explain the origin of this faith, which has existed in every age, has won over the simple and the wise alike, and has outlived every upheaval that has come upon the face of the earth? By the ignorance of men who, understanding neither the forces nor the laws of nature, grew accustomed to suspect some higher being in almost everything—as the atheists have tried to explain it? But experience testifies that it was never the ignorant alone who believed in God, but educated men, even the most educated of all, and that the higher true enlightenment has risen, the more it has confirmed this faith in men.17 Or by fear before the terrible phenomena of nature? But —

a) in that case faith would likewise be the possession only of uneducated men, who do not understand such phenomena, and —

b) if fear had instilled in man the notion of gods, it would most likely have been the notion of evil gods only; yet it is known that men have also worshiped good deities, and that among all the ancient peoples there were many rites and festivals accompanied not by feelings of grief and terror but, on the contrary, by the fullest, liveliest joy; it is known that even today the savage tribes of America express this joy at their festivals with music, dancing, and the like. Or by the deceit of priests? But the very existence of priests already presupposes the existence of faith and worship. Or by the cunning of statesmen, who, noticing that fear of the gods best tames the unruliness of a people and can keep it in obedience, took care to instill this fear in men? But history answers that the thought of God, and faith, are more ancient in the human race than any political order,18 and if this thought had not already existed in men beforehand, how could statesmen have made use of it for their own purposes? No—everything that freethinking has been able to devise in order to explain the remarkable agreement of the nations in acknowledging a Supreme Being explains nothing at all.19 There remain only two explanations, the simplest and most natural, which sound-minded men have always accepted: that this faith in a Divinity, so ancient and so universal in mankind, is, as it were, an instinct of our spiritual nature, and is therefore implanted in us by the Creator Himself, together with our other noble needs; or else that it had its origin in a primeval revelation with which God favored our forefathers soon after their creation, and which then, quite naturally, spread among all their descendants together with the spread of the human race—which, however, would itself have been impossible had the ground for this faith not already lain in the very substance of our spirit.

The second phenomenon that history presents to us is this: the most ancient tradition that God Himself once appeared to men, spoke with them, and taught them the faith… Clear traces of this tradition, preserved for us in all its purity by the God-inspired lawgiver of the Hebrew people, Moses (Genesis, chapters 1–3), are found among all the peoples of the earth, both ancient and modern.20 Whence, then, could such a continuous and universal Tradition have arisen, if we do not suppose a real event to lie at its foundation? Here is a fresh testimony, borne by the whole human race, to the existence of God!

The third phenomenon is the series of miraculous works in the Old Testament and New Testament Church, especially at the founding of the latter. The authenticity of these works is beyond historical and philosophical dispute.21 Yet they surpass both the powers and the laws of nature; they therefore necessarily presuppose a Cause that is higher and mightier than nature and holds full power over it—that is, they necessarily presuppose the being of a Supreme Being, the Creator and Lord of the universe.

II. In visible nature we find two clear indications of the being of God.

We see, in the first place, that all things in the world are contingent: they arise, change, and pass away. Everything changes in the material world, by the very nature of material things composed of destructible parts; everything changes in the world of finite spirits, by the very limitation of their nature, their powers, faculties, and acts. The whole world, then, is contingent, and therefore does not exist from eternity but necessarily had its beginning and received its being from someone. For however far we mentally extend the chain of contingent, finite beings and phenomena, ascending from effects to causes, we can in no way extend it to infinity, but must necessarily stop somewhere and set its beginning. Who, then, gave being to the world? Certainly not the world itself, which did not yet exist. Chance is an empty word. There exists, therefore—and reason must inevitably admit this—outside the world a Being that is not contingent but necessary, eternal, self-existent, and perfect, which gave being to the world. Traces of this proof may be found in the Word of God, for example in the following places: Job 12:7–11; Isaiah 40:26, and others; and still more among the holy Fathers and teachers of the Church: Justin Martyr, Cyril of Alexandria, John of Damascus, and others.22

On the other hand, amid all the changeableness of things in the world, we observe in it a wonderful order, proportion, and beauty. From the greatest bodies swimming in the spaces of the heavens to the least insects crawling upon the earth, everything has been given its own most wise arrangement; each has its appointed place, its appointed relation to other beings, its appointed purpose, and out of it all is formed the most harmonious and beautiful whole. How, then, are we to explain such a wise arrangement, unless we acknowledge as certain that there is a perfect Being who created the world and governs it? The sacred books very often point to this proof, especially in the following places: Psalms 8, 18, and 44; Isaiah 40:21 and following; Matthew 6:25–30; Acts 14:15,17; 17:24,28; Romans 1:19–20. It is set forth with full force by many holy Fathers and teachers of the Church: Theophilus of Antioch, Dionysius of Alexandria, Gregory the Theologian, Athanasius the Great, and others,23 as well as in certain works of more recent times devoted specifically to this subject.24

III. Turning to inward experience, and searching deeply into the constitution of our own soul, we find three indications of the being of God, one in each of its three principal faculties.

In our mind there is an idea of a perfect and infinite Being, which, before the awakening of consciousness in man, expresses itself only in an unaccountable yet involuntary striving toward God, and which becomes clearer and ever more distinct as consciousness unfolds. External nature could not have given us this thought, for in it we see everything limited both in being and in perfection; nature, therefore, can only remind us of an infinite Being of whom our soul already possesses a preliminary notion. Nor could we have formed it ourselves, for in that case each of us would be able to recall the origin of this idea of God within himself; it would not precede the full development of consciousness in us, nor would it be universal in the human race. It is a clear sign that this idea is innate in our mind,25 given to us by the very One by whom being itself was given: can we, after this, doubt that reality must correspond to it?

In our will we are conscious of a moral law which, notwithstanding its manifold variations both in the consciousness of individuals and in that of whole nations, has always acted and continues to act with invincible force throughout the whole human race. This is the never-silent voice of conscience, which, from the time reason awakens in our soul, urges upon us the good and turns us away from evil in the name of a Supreme Being, approving and condemning our deeds, rewarding and punishing us. The inward, involuntary consciousness of good and evil; the joy that follows the doing of the one; the shame and remorse inseparably joined to the other; the sight of a criminal who bears within himself the source of his own torment; and the picture of the unshaken good cheer with which the virtuous man is filled—all this involuntarily convinces us of the being of a most holy Being, in whose name the moral law, or conscience, speaks to us; so that the ancients themselves already called conscience the effect of the presence in our heart of God Himself, who unceasingly teaches us our duties.26

In our feeling there is an innate striving toward blessedness. Sound reason and the moral law tell us that this blessedness ought to be the result only of a virtuous life, a reward for piety; while the impious, notwithstanding their natural thirst for blessedness, deserve punishment. Yet experience testifies that no such correspondence exists in fact. Hence the necessary requirement to admit the being of a righteous Rewarder, who created us with such strivings and needs, and who, if not here, then in another life, renders to each according to his deserts.27

IV. A godly life, in all justice, ought to be called the best means of assuring man of the being of God. For:

a) in a godly man all the powers of the soul have the most natural, right development and direction: for the mind, the will, and the feeling in us have been so created as to strive and lead us directly to God;

b) through a godly life man, created in the image of God, becomes ever more godlike; and seeing clearly in himself the reflection of the perfection of a perfect Being, can man doubt His existence? But what is most important of all —

c) through this growing likeness to God, the godly man comes ever nearer to close, immediate communion with God, lives in God and by God, as it were touches and tastes Him: here there can no longer be room for any doubt. This is why, as may indeed be seen, virtuous men, even if they are little educated and unable either to prove the being of God by reason or to refute the objections of the godless, are as firmly convinced of this truth as of their own existence.

From this the causes of godlessness, too, are easily determined. These are, in general, an unnatural, distorted development and direction of our spiritual powers—namely, in some men a distorted development and direction of the mind, in others of the will and the feeling. Our mind is corrupted chiefly by the reading, or merely the hearing, of freethinking and blasphemous writings and conversations, especially in the years of youth, when it has not yet become established in the sound principles given it by God but is only unfolding, and is capable of receiving every suggestion and thereby stifling in itself the seeds implanted within it. The will is corrupted by a self-willed, immoral life, and, being itself corrupted, draws after it the mind as well, and draws the feeling too. Following upon this, all the natural strivings toward God, which He has placed in the very nature of these powers, are little by little stifled and, as it were, uprooted. Then it is that every proof of the being of God becomes unpersuasive to such a man.

§10. The Truth of the Being and Immortality of the Human Soul

The proofs of the being within us of a rationally free soul, and of its immortality—proofs which are presupposed as already known to us from Psychology—need only be recalled here. Every sound-minded man is assured of these two truths, inseparably bound together, by:

1) One’s own consciousness and daily experience. Consciousness tells each of us that he thinks; and constant experience testifies that matter does not think. Consequently, there is in us something distinct from matter and immaterial. Consciousness tells each of us that we are free—that we can suddenly begin, or alter, or wholly stop a train of our thoughts, desires, and actions, sometimes even against every outward compulsion to the contrary—while experience testifies that everything material is subject to the laws of necessity, that everything material follows inevitably from something else, and so on… Hence, again, the same conclusion. Observing, in particular, the course of life within ourselves, we notice that our hand, our foot, and the other members and parts of the body are in no way self-conscious and do not think; and yet something within us does think. That something, therefore, is distinct and separate from our body. It is likewise known that within us there are two circles of vital functions, entirely unlike one another: a circle of functions that occur outside our consciousness, are subject to the laws of necessity, and depend not at all on our will—such as the functions of digestion and the circulation of the blood—and a circle of free functions, of which we are the full masters, such as the functions of thought, of movement, and the like. This means that within us there are two principles of life, entirely distinct from one another, and by no means one only.

2) Certain particular phenomena, which clearly show that the soul in man is something wholly other than the body, separate from it, and possessing an independent being. It happens that, absorbed in ourselves and occupied with some weighty matter, we feel no outward impressions at all, although all our bodily organs stand open to receive them: looking at things, we do not see them; touching them, we do not feel them; hearing a noise, or sounds of any kind, we do not hear them, and the like. It happens that in moments of bodily sickness the soul rejoices, while with the body in health the soul is sick. Certain men have stifled in themselves the sense of unbearable pain by will alone, and have been able calmly to occupy themselves with strenuous mental labor. The examples of the holy martyrs, who amid the body’s most terrible sufferings rejoiced and sent up hymns of praise to God, show to what degree the soul—especially with the cooperation of grace—can rise above the body and be independent of it… And so —

3) If there is a soul within us; if it is a being separate from the body and immaterial: then, in the first place, there is not the least ground for supposing that the life of the soul should cease at the very time our body dies; and in the second place, it is evident that the soul, being immaterial, cannot die the death the body dies—that is, through the dissolution and decay of its parts. The very annihilation of the soul, bearing as it does in its very substance the image of God, is likewise impossible: for —

4) This would be wholly contrary to the most exalted attributes of our Creator and Lord, in whose right hand lies the life and death of everything that exists.

God is infinitely wise; and yet He has given the soul of man such powers and faculties as only begin to awaken in the present life and come nowhere near their full development. The greatest sages confess that there is very much they do not know; the loftiest of the righteous feel within themselves many deficiencies; and, in general, all sound-minded men who have searched deeply into themselves affirm with one voice that man’s spiritual thirst can be satisfied by nothing earthly, and that his spiritual powers are capable of infinite perfection. How, then, are we now to suppose that the all-wise Creator, who made us with such powers and such needs, has not ordained for us yet another, unending life, after the close of this present one?

God is infinitely just; and yet we do not see the full manifestation of His justice in the present life. Often the wicked enjoy every good thing of this world and win new goods by new iniquities of their own; while those minded to live a godly life in the Lord are persecuted and endure misfortunes, however worthy their labors may have made them of the greatest rewards. Can we, without renouncing our own reason and our sound conceptions of God, suppose that there will be no other life, in which the just heavenly Judge will render to each according to his deserts?

God is infinitely good: what sound-minded man, then, will grant that the Creator, having given us being, having given us an insatiable thirst for being, will forever deprive us of this most exalted gift of His love the very moment we have had time to taste and feel the whole sweetness of it? And indeed, our entire earthly life is nothing more than a first tasting of the sweetness of being.

5) It must finally be noted that the best means of convincing oneself both of the being and of the immortality of the soul is the very same means that leads to the being of God: a godly life. In the righteous the soul is not overborne by the body, but, on the contrary, rises above it and prevails over it; and for this reason they readily feel within themselves its being, its separateness and distinction from the body, its needs and destiny that are not of this earth. Living by God, sensing within themselves the presence and breath of the Spirit of God, godly men already foretaste the sweetness of another sort of being altogether, wholly unlike the earthly—a being properly spiritual and eternal… And in this, who can shake their assurance of the soul’s immortality?…

II. The Essence of Faith

§11. The Concept of Faith

On the foundation of the truths we have set forth thus far—concerning the being of God, the all-perfect Being, the Creator and Provider of the universe, as well as the being and immortality of the human soul—we may now proceed to set forth the concept of the essence of faith, or religion.

The most fundamental thought concerning Faith is that it is a covenant, or union, between God and a rationally free creature, and therefore, in particular, a covenant between God and man. It is precisely this thought of Faith that the Word of God gives us, presenting, under the form of a covenant between God and man:

a) the original faith, which existed before the fall of our forefathers: the Lord, it says, established an everlasting covenant with them, and made known to them His judgments (Sir. 17:1–10);

b) then—the patriarchal faith: the Lord appeared to Abraham and said to him: I am your God; walk well-pleasing before Me and be blameless… and I will set My covenant between Me and you and your offspring after you, throughout their generations, an everlasting covenant, that I may be God to you and your offspring after you (Gen. 17:1, 7 and following);

c) further—the faith under the Law: the Lord said to Moses: write down these words for yourself, for by these words I have made a covenant with you and with Israel (Ex. 34:27, cf. Ex. 19:5; 23:22); and

d) and finally—the Christian faith: Christ has obtained a more excellent ministry, inasmuch as He is also the mediator of a better covenant, established upon better promises (Heb. 8:6).

But being, in its essence, a covenant or union between God and man, faith, in its distinctive character, is precisely πίστις — faith. For, as we shall see, this covenant embraces within itself two essential conditions, without which it would be impossible—on the one side, God’s revelation to man (Rom. 1:19) and God’s own faithfulness, or trustworthiness (Rom. 3:3); and on the other, man’s faith, by which he can and must appropriate to himself the revelation of God and thereby remain faithful to God: without faith, the holy Apostle testifies, it is impossible to please God, for he who comes to God must believe that He is, and that He rewards those who diligently seek Him (Heb. 11:6). It is for this reason that in Holy Scripture this covenant is most often called faith (Acts 6:7; 15:4; 24:24; Rom. 1:5; 15:13; 1 Cor. 15:14–17; 16:13; Eph. 4:5–13; 1 Thess. 3:5; 1 Tim. 1:2–19; 4:1; 5:8; 6:10, 12, 21; 2 Tim. 2:18; 2 Pet. 1:1; Jude 3; Rev. 2:13),28 and it is spoken of as faith in general (Acts 25:19; James 1:26–27; 1 Tim. 3:9), as the faith of the patriarchs (Heb. 2:4–22), as the faith that existed in the period under the Law (Heb. 11:23–40), and especially as the Christian faith, the faith of Jesus (Gal. 1:23; 3:23–25; 6:10; Rev. 14:12, and elsewhere). For this same reason the holy Fathers and teachers of the ancient Church, too, most often call this covenant in their writings faith (πίστις, fides). And in our own Orthodox homeland, from ancient days to the present, the word faith has been the most common and most readily understood name for this covenant.

§12. The Foundation and Origin of Faith

The foundation of faith, which in its essence is a union between God and man, as well as, in general, between God and rationally free creatures as such, is —

a) on the side of the Lord, His all-good will, by which it pleased Him to adorn man, as He did all spiritual beings,29 with His own Divine image—that is, to grant us a soul that is rational, free, and capable of feeling;

b) on the side of man and of all spiritual beings, the very image of God serves as the foundation, by which man naturally strives toward his Archetype: he strives toward Him with his mind, as toward the highest truth; with his will, as toward the highest good; with his feeling, as toward the highest blessedness. In consequence of this, man proves capable of so exalted a union with the Lord: “The Lord made the soul such—remarks St Macarius the Great—that it might be one spirit with Him, as the Apostle says: he who cleaves to the Lord is one spirit with the Lord” (1 Cor. 6:17).30 And consequently, faith arose—both in the spiritual world at large and, in particular, in the human race—together with the very moment each received its being from God; for faith is a necessary attribute of rationally free nature, is, as it were, the very life, or the beginning of life, of every spiritual being. And every man, in particular, becomes a partaker of this covenant with God from the very origin of his existence. The Lord, as it were, calls man to Himself, having given him His image, which involuntarily draws man toward the Creator; man, as it were, answers this call with his natural yet consciously free striving toward God as the highest truth, good, and blessedness, with all the powers of his soul—mind, will, and feeling; and it is in this sense that faith is called natural, or innate, to man. But it is evident that here we have only the foundation for a free union between God and man, and not yet the union itself.

§13. God’s Cooperation in the Work of Faith, and the Duties of Man

I. In order that man, called to so exalted a union with his Lord and Master, might actually enter into that union, the All-Good and All-Wise God has Himself been pleased to grant, and continues to grant, man every means necessary for it.

1) Man, by the will of his Creator, naturally strives toward union with Him in mind, will, and feeling. But our mind is only a faculty, and cannot know any thing or being unless that thing or being discloses itself before it; our will, likewise, is only a faculty, which cannot act rightly unless the laws of action are clearly shown to it; our feeling, too, being only a faculty, cannot strive toward any good until that good becomes known to it (ignoti nulla cupido). It is therefore necessary that the Lord Himself, who was pleased to call man into communion with Himself, should also be pleased to reveal Himself to man for this purpose: to impart to his mind the knowledge of Himself, or the truths of faith; to declare to his will His own will, in moral laws, or the truths of love; to show to his feeling His highest goods, in promises, or the truths of hope; in short—it is necessary that God Himself should teach man the Faith… And God has indeed revealed Himself to men in a twofold manner:

a) Naturally. He revealed Himself to their mind, on the one hand, within the mind itself (Tim. 1:16), imparting to it a concept (an idea) of Himself, which the mind, as it develops, perceives ever more clearly; and on the other hand, in outward nature, where His invisible attributes — His eternal power and Godhead — have been visible since the creation of the world, perceived through the things He has made (Rom. 1:20). He revealed, and reveals, Himself to their will through conscience, which, as the voice of God within us, pronounces to us the moral laws (Rom. 2:15). He revealed, and reveals, Himself to our feeling both through the mind and through conscience together, and following their promptings, our feeling rightly nourishes an unfailing hope in a heavenly Judge who is both just and all-good.

b) Supernaturally — as when, immediately after the creation of our forefather, He vouchsafed him particular direct appearances of Himself, in order to teach him the Faith (Gen. 2:16; 3:8); then, over the course of many ages, He spoke to us in many parts and many ways through the prophets, and at last spoke in the Son (Heb. 1:1).

The All-Good has vouchsafed these revelations, natural and supernatural, to all the other spiritual beings called to union with Him as well; for they too, being finite, do not know all things, and can know of God only what is disclosed before them, and only so much as is disclosed. For this reason the ancient Christian teachers, together with the whole Orthodox Church, affirmed that the Angels, too, besides their natural knowledge, receive in the matter of faith sanctification and illumination from God Himself.31

2) But having imparted, and continuing to impart, according to their need, this knowledge of Himself to spiritual beings, and thus showing these beings the true path to entering into union with Him, the Lord further grants them the powers necessary for it. All God’s creatures, since they do not have life in themselves but have received it from God, cannot of themselves sustain their own existence without outward assistance. For this reason the All-Good and All-Wise, having granted them being, likewise gives all that is necessary to sustain and continue that being. Our body, like every living body, has need of food, drink, clothing, and air, without which it would inevitably be deprived of life. In just the same way our soul, and likewise all spirits, necessarily have need of food, drink, clothing, and air of their own kind, by which their life might be sustained and spiritual death averted from them. For spiritual beings this food, drink, and air is divine grace—a power that gives life to all, strengthens, and exalts. This the Lord ever imparts to the Angels, who, if they continue in truly spiritual life, if they remain faithful to God and unchangeably firm in good, do so, according to the teaching of the Orthodox Church, by no means by their own nature, but by the grace of God.32 By this same Divine power our forefather, too, constantly lived in the days of his innocence and remained faithful to his union with God,33 and this power became all the more necessary for man after the fall, that he might be born anew and again begin and carry on a spiritual, holy life (Jn. 3:5; 6:44; 1 Cor. 12:3; Rom. 8:9, and elsewhere).

II. As for man, he, for his part, in order to enter into union with God, is necessarily bound to make use of the means that the Lord grants him for this purpose, namely:

1) He must appropriate to himself, with the cooperation of divine grace, this revelation: with his mind—that is, believe in God; with his feeling—that is, hope in God; with his will—that is, love God.34 For if man will not appropriate to himself, with all three powers of his soul, the truths disclosed to him by God, then, evidently, he will not enter into union with God at all. St Paul the Apostle enumerates all three of these conditions, on man’s side, when he says: and now abide faith, hope, love, these three (1 Cor. 13:13); and, following him, blessed Augustine also, when, to his disciple Laurentius’s question—what especially is to be held to in the matter of faith, wherein lies its essence, what is its chief foundation, and the like—replies: “all this you ask about you doubtless already know, since you know perfectly well what is to be believed, what hoped for, and what loved; for it is precisely this, and this alone above all, that must be followed in the matter of faith.”35

2) He must, as all created spirits must, with the cooperation of that same divine grace, express his faith, love, and hope in a godly life, in the keeping of God’s commandments: for this is already the necessary consequence, fruit, and witness of true faith, love, and hope, and in the contrary case it would rightly be concluded that these virtues do not exist in man at all in their true form.

3) Finally, man alone (since he is not pure spirit only, but body as well, the two being essentially united in him) must express and bear witness to his faith, love, and hope in outward signs of the worship of God; otherwise it will again follow that in the very soul of man there is either no true faith, love, and hope at all, or that they are exceedingly weak.

III. But we have said very little indeed in saying only that man is bound to believe in God, to love God, to hope in God, and to express all this in a godly life and in outward signs of the worship of God, merely because otherwise he would not enter into union with God. No—it must be said that man is unconditionally bound to enter into this union, and has not the least right to evade or violate it; that is, he is bound both to inward worship and to outward worship: by the very constitution of his nature, by his feeling of gratitude toward God, and by the necessity and salutary benefit to him (man) of the worship of God.

There is no doubt that every thing in the world, and every being, is bound to strive toward its end and to be that for which it was created. The constitution of our soul is known to everyone; it has three principal powers: the mind, which strives toward truth; the will, which loves the good; and the feeling, which thirsts for blessedness. Perfect truth, the highest good, and infinite blessedness is the Lord God. Our soul, therefore, is so created as to know God above all, to love God above all, and to desire union with God above all: this constitutes inward worship. And our body was created to be in obedience to the soul, to express outwardly its thoughts, desires, and feelings, and is so closely joined to the soul that, standing in its due relation to it, it cannot but express them, especially when they are very lively and strong: hence appears the necessity of outward worship and a godly life.

The Lord God is our first and greatest Benefactor. Out of love and goodness alone He has granted us being, endowed us with such lofty faculties, and abundantly sends down to us, for our enjoyment, everything needful for our existence. Our very nature compels us to repay benefits with gratitude, which ought to be the greater and the stronger the greater the benefits we have received. And after all this, not to strive to know God and believe in Him, not to cherish toward Him the most ardent love and submission, not to place in Him our whole hope, and, in general, not to glorify God in our souls and in our bodies (1 Cor. 6:20), which alike partake of His unspeakable bounty—would be, on our part, a plain and most brazen ingratitude.

The knowledge of God and faith in Him are necessary and exceedingly useful for our mind in its inquiries. For as in God lies the origin and cause of all things, so in the knowledge of God lies the origin and foundation of all our knowledge; and as, in the actual world, everything would fall into disorder and be destroyed if God’s cooperation were withdrawn from it, so too, in the domain of any man’s knowledge, everything becomes confused, unstable, and insecure when he supposes he can do without the knowledge of God. The knowledge of God and love for Him are necessary and exceedingly salutary for our will: for here lie the chief incentives to growth in piety, and in God lies the highest pattern of moral perfection. The knowledge of God and hope in Him are necessary and exceedingly salutary for our feeling, amid those disturbances and misfortunes which surround us in the present life at almost every step, where, in the Apostle’s own words, hope in God alone can truly serve us as a sure and steadfast anchor (Heb. 6:19). Finally, outward worship is necessary and exceedingly useful for our very growth in inward worship: the former arouses, nourishes, and strengthens the latter.

§14. The Purpose and Consequences of Faith

The purpose and consequences of faith are already evident of themselves, namely:

1) The nearest and most immediate purpose or consequence is the living and mysterious union of man with God. And the Lord, indeed, in proportion to a man’s faith, hope, and love, attested in outward worship and piety, descends into him with His gracious gifts, unites Himself to him by His divine powers — everything needed for life and godliness (2 Pet. 1:3)—and, as it were, makes in him His continual dwelling (John 14:23), so that the man becomes now a temple of the Spirit of God (1 Cor. 3:16), a church of the living God (2 Cor. 6:16), one spirit with the Lord (1 Cor. 6:17), abides in God, and God abides in him (1 Jn. 4:16), and, in that he lives, he lives to God (Rom. 6:10); he no longer lives of himself, but God lives in him (Gal. 2:20). It must be remembered that the degrees of this mysterious union with God may be countless—as many as there are possible degrees of a man’s growth in faith, hope, and love; that the Angels, too, are granted this same mysterious union, according to the measure of their moral growth;36 and that we, together with all spiritual beings, shall attain the higher degrees of this mysterious communion with God only in the life beyond the grave, the eternal life, when God shall be all in all (1 Cor. 15:28).

2) The mediate purposes, or consequences, naturally flowing from the first, are the glory of God and the blessedness of man. The glory of God: for by remaining faithful to our union with God, by fulfilling His will and the commandments given us, we thereby glorify Him directly ourselves, manifesting in ourselves ever more of His highest perfections, and at the same time give others occasion, seeing our good works, to glorify our Father who is in the heavens (Matt. 5:16). He filled them with the skill of understanding, Sirach says of God and the first humans… He established an everlasting covenant with them and showed them His judgments… that they might praise the name of His holiness and declare the greatness of His works (Sir. 17:6, 8, 10). The blessedness of man: for through union with the Lord we attain our highest end, and thereby find satisfaction for all the noblest needs of our being. On the other hand, when we abide in union with God, all the powers of our soul and body stand in the most natural disposition and relation to one another: everything within us flows in its own order, in harmony, and we taste perfect tranquility. At the same time, by remaining faithful to our appointed end, standing firm in that rank in which the Creator has set us among His other creatures, we naturally remain in a right relation to everything around us—to our fellow men and to all of nature—preserve good accord with them, and avert every occasion of grief. In this way, if all men were truly godly, as they ought to be, happiness would then be the lot of each of them individually and of whole human societies as well. There would then be for them no source of misfortune, either in themselves, or in their neighbors, or in outward nature: everything would then abide within its own rank and bounds and would not forcibly encroach upon a realm not its own. It follows, then, that of all the blessings with which the all-good Lover of Mankind has favored us, the first and highest, beyond dispute, is faith: for it is only through it, and in it, that we can find true happiness and blessedness for ourselves… And faith serves, of course, as this same blessing for all spiritual beings as well, who glorify the Lord by their good life and find in Him their own true blessedness.

§15. The Division of Faith

From all that has been said thus far, it becomes immediately evident that faith is, as it were, composed of two parts. One part of it consists of everything God has been pleased to do to bring man into union with Himself: inscribing in man’s very substance His own image, which involuntarily draws him toward his Archetype; giving man a revelation of Himself, both natural and supernatural; and offering him the necessary powers of grace. This part of faith is usually called objective Faith, this name being applied, however, in its strictest sense, to the divine revelation alone, both natural and supernatural. The other part of faith consists of everything man does, for his part, actually to enter into union with God—namely, the faith, hope, and love of this or that man himself, expressed in good conduct and in outward worship. This part is usually called subjective Faith, and also piety, or the worship of God. In this respect the common definition of faith, that it is the knowledge, or rather the acknowledgment and worship, of God,37 will likewise hold true. And it is evident,

a) that objective faith without subjective faith is not yet, properly, faith at all, while the latter without the former is not even possible;

b) that the former is incapable of improvement and is unchangeable: for the union of God with man is eternal and unchangeable, and truth cannot be more or less true, though it may be disclosed in a lesser or greater light; while the latter is capable of infinite improvement and is changeable: for man may continually ascend the degrees of the knowledge of God and of piety, and may likewise descend them, and even lose true faith altogether.38

subjective faith, or the subjective knowledge of God, is further divided into two kinds: inward worship, inasmuch as faith, love, and hope abide only within the soul of man, and outward worship, inasmuch as they are manifested in outward signs of the service of God and in a godly life.

objective faith is likewise divided into two kinds: natural Faith and revealed Faith. Natural faith is the teaching concerning God’s relation to us, and our own due relation to Him, such as is composed by man himself, by the natural powers of his mind, on the basis of the natural revelation granted us by God—within our own nature and in outward nature. Since, however, this teaching, though composed on the basis of God’s natural revelation, is nonetheless composed by the human mind, which may misunderstand that revelation, even distort and corrupt it, and may likewise alter and improve its own conceptions of it, natural Faith, in this sense, may with greater justice be reckoned as subjective. Revealed faith properly so called, however, according to the strict and generally accepted concept, is the teaching concerning the mutual relation between God and man, communicated to us in a supernatural manner, and, moreover, communicated by God Himself—both directly, and through Angels and men who had first been vouchsafed a direct revelation of God in order to hand it on to other men. Under the name of natural faith must be reckoned, besides the Christian faith alone, taken in its broad sense, every faith that exists or has existed in the human race—such as the pagan faith in all its forms, and the so-called philosophical faith, which has grown stronger of late and is known by the name of naturalism and rationalism,39 and the like. But the truly revealed faith, granted us by God Himself in a supernatural manner, is the one Christian faith alone.

III. Faith as the Possession of All Spiritual Beings and of the Whole Human Race: The Concept of the Church

§16. The Connection Between Faith and the Church

Thus far we have considered Faith in its essence, as a union between God and a rationally free creature, and, in particular, between God and man. If we now look at it in its application, or actual existence, as the possession not of some one spiritual being, or of one man, but as the possession of all spiritual beings and of all men—who, being bound by union with God, are at the same time bound to one another by that same union—we shall obtain a new concept: the concept of the spiritual kingdom of God, or of the Church, the unfolding of which is necessary for the completeness and clarification of the very concept of Faith itself, since the Church and faith exist inseparably.

faith, as has been said, in its broadest meaning, is a union between God and a rationally free creature; and the Church40 is the totality of rationally free creatures joined to one another by this very union. And consequently, in particular, if we turn only to ourselves—faith is the union of man with God, and the Church is the society of men holding one and the same Faith, and bound to one another through it. It follows, then:

a) this same union with God, considered in relation to moral beings taken separately from one another, constitutes Faith; while considered in relation to all of them together, as the bond between them, it forms the Church;

b) the Church, or the society of moral beings holding one and the same Faith, may be said to be a body; while faith, binding all these beings into one whole, is the soul of the Church, so that faith and the Church form one inseparable whole;

c) faith cannot exist without the Church: for, being the possession not of one spiritual being alone but of all, it naturally unites them into one moral society; still less can the Church exist without faith, which it necessarily presupposes for its very existence.

From this general concept of the Church, as a society so closely bound up with Faith, certain more detailed concepts concerning it are also determined of themselves.

§17. The Origin and Composition of the Church

It is evident, first of all, that the founder of the Church could be, and indeed was, none other than the one, three-hypostatic God. He was pleased to call moral beings into union with Himself—to call not this or that one of them, but all of them alike—and consequently, by this very act, already united them to one another into an ecclesial society. He, moreover, also created all these beings in such a way that they should pass their life not in separation from one another but in mutual communion, striving with united powers toward every end of their being, and consequently toward that highest end which consists in Faith. If, then, we now recall that God called moral beings into union with Himself at their very creation, having endowed them with such powers and needs as naturally impel them toward Him as the final end of their being, we shall agree that the Church came into the world from the very moment the spiritual world was created; and that, in particular, the Church was founded on earth by the Creator Himself at the creation of the first two human beings, and was at first contained within that first-created pair.

Turning to the spiritual beings out of whom the Lord was pleased to form His Church, we may just as readily understand its composition. All these beings, to the very last one, are unconditionally bound to belong to the Church and to be its members. This is required of them by the will of God the Creator, by which they are all alike called both to union with Him and to union or communion with one another; it is likewise required by the very constitution of their nature. Their nature is one and the same in all of them, spiritual: hence their involuntary sympathy for one another, their impulse toward mutual love and, consequently, toward society. By nature they are all finite: hence, naturally, in each of them a consciousness of insufficient power, a consciousness of the need for mutual assistance and, consequently, again an impulse toward society. By the constitution of their nature they are not equal to one another, but are endowed by the Lord, in differing measure, with powers and perfections, one more, another less: a further, natural inducement to society, to mutual help and assistance. All the inducements here enumerated compel moral beings to unite generally into societies in which they might satisfy their natural needs; consequently, to unite also into the society of believers, or the Church, in order to satisfy the foremost need of their nature. It goes without saying that what has been said here applies both to spiritual beings in general and, in particular, to men.

§18. The Purpose of the Church, and the Means to That Purpose

If the Lord Himself founded the Church in the world and on earth, then, without doubt, being all-wise, He also appointed for it a purpose. From the relation of the Church to Faith it is evident that their purpose is one and the same; only in the Church, as in a society, the members must strive toward their appointed end not each separately, but with united powers. The purpose of faith, as we said in its proper place (§14), is the moral union of spiritual beings with God, and, from this, the glory of God in rational creatures and the blessedness of those creatures. It is to this same highest purpose that the Church, too, must lead all its members. But in order to attain the purpose of faith, we have seen (§13), the fulfillment of certain necessary conditions is required on the part of spiritual beings, namely:

a) these beings are bound to believe in God, to hope in God, to love God;

b) they are bound, if clothed with flesh (as men are), to express their inward worship in outward worship;

c) they are bound to actualize their faith, hope, and love in their very activity and life. Besides its chief purpose, then, the Church has, so to speak, a preliminary and mediating purpose in relation to that chief purpose—namely, to train and strengthen its members ever more in faith, love, and hope, to perform for them and together with them the outward worship of God, and by every means to promote their growth in piety.

This purpose of the Church immediately points also to those necessary means the Church must have. In order to bring its members to the glorification of God, union with Him, and blessedness, the Church needs:

a) to teach them true faith in God, true love for Him, and true hope in Him: consequently, there must necessarily exist in the Church a teaching, in which these truths of faith, love, and hope are contained;

b) to perform, for its members, if they are clothed with flesh, an outward worship of God, both to express their inward feelings toward God and for their further edification in this: consequently, there must exist in the Church sacred rites;

c) to guide its members toward establishment and growth in piety: consequently, there must exist in the Church a moral governance.

§19. The Constitution of the Church

But the means we have enumerated are not, in themselves, sufficient for this purpose. Living instruments are further required within the Church, to set the former in motion: there is need, namely, of a particular order of persons from among its members, who would employ these means for their own good and that of their neighbors. The need for such an order becomes evident from the very nature of the case. If it were left to all the members of the Church alike to teach others, to perform the public worship of God, and to guide their neighbors on the path of a godly life, collisions and disorder would inevitably follow from this… On the other hand, the duty of performing the sacred acts of the Church, falling equally upon all its members, would fall exclusively upon none, and so there could be no particular zeal or success in carrying it out. But where a special sacred order, or hierarchy,41 exists within the Church, both the first inconvenience and the second are not only prevented, but on the contrary everything falls into an orderly rank and sequence: some in it teach, others receive the teaching; some perform the outward worship of God, others avail themselves of that worship; some hold the power of governance, others obey it. And the members of the hierarchy, sensing that the sacred duties of the Church rest properly upon them, find in this every incentive to labor in their calling with full zeal. Thus, like every well-ordered society, for the sake of proper order and the ready attainment of its purpose, the Church must have two classes of members: the ruling sacred class, bound to care for the rest of the members and to employ every means to bring them to their purpose, and the subordinate class, bound to obey the former.42

The whole constitution of the Church, however, is not limited to this. It is a society of spiritual beings who stand not only in union with one another but likewise in union with God. Consequently, besides its sacred rulers drawn from among its own members, it also has over it a single supreme Master, whom it is right to call both its King and its Head. Its King: for the Lord Himself is the supreme legislator of this kingdom, who has inscribed the moral laws in the conscience of its members, and, when needful, vouchsafes them His particular revelations; He Himself is also its supreme ruler, acting both directly and through the hierarchy; He Himself its supreme judge, who renders, or will render, to each according to his deserts. Its Head: for having called the spiritual beings that compose the Church into direct union and communion with Himself, He has thereby joined them all in Himself and under Himself, permeates them all with the very same gracious powers flowing from Him, and thus gives life to, and binds together, the whole constitution of the Church.

§20. The Division of the Church on Earth

Corresponding to the way objective faith is divided within the human race, the Church, too, is divided. There was on earth a primeval faith before the fall of our forefathers; there was then, too, a primeval Church, contained within the first-created pair. But now, after the fall, there exist within the human race: the true faith, revealed to men by God Himself in a supernatural manner, and false faiths, in their various forms. Just so there now exist, on earth, churches as well: the true Church, instituted by God, and false churches—in their various forms.43

Chapter II. On Revelation

§21. Delimiting the Subject

We have sought to set forth the general concept of Faith from precisely those aspects which seemed to us needful for confirming and clarifying the subsequent particular concept of the Christian faith. In just the same way the general concept of revelation must now be set forth—that is, set forth only from those aspects from which it can contribute to confirming or clarifying the subsequent concept of Christian revelation. These very aspects are pointed out to us by the opponents of supernatural revelation themselves (the naturalists and rationalists), when some of them say that supernatural revelation is impossible; others, that it is superfluous, even granting it possible; and still others, that there are no means of distinguishing such a revelation from among false revelations, even if it had truly been given by God—and by this they lead us, on the contrary, to show that Divine revelation is both possible and necessary, and can easily be distinguished, by its essential marks, from every false revelation. Without first resolving all these questions, we would, without any doubt, be unable either to establish firmly or to set forth adequately the concept of Christian revelation. But once we have resolved them—once we have recognized its possibility, felt its necessity, and seen the distinguishing marks of a true Divine revelation—it will remain for us only to apply these marks to Christianity, in order to attest the undoubted certainty of its origin from God.

I. The Possibility of Revelation

§22. The Concept of Revelation, and the Aspects from Which Its Possibility May Be Considered

By the name revelation (Col. 1:26–27; Rom. 1:17–19) we understand here the supernatural communication by God to man of certain truths of faith. The possibility of revelation may accordingly be considered from three aspects: on the side of God, who communicates the revelation; on the side of man, who receives the revelation; and on the side of the very truths that God discloses to man.

§23. The Possibility of Revelation on the Side of God

On the side of God, the possibility of revelation must be beyond doubt. For God to be able to communicate a revelation to man, it is required only that He know what to communicate, and have the means of communicating it… But God is an all-knowing Being: He knows all things, knows all our needs, even our most hidden ones, better than we know them ourselves; He knows in what respects we may manage with our own natural powers, granted us by Him, and in what respects His supernatural help is necessary to us. God is an almighty and all-wise Being, to whom everything He has created and preserves—the material world and the spiritual world—is wholly subject, and therefore He always has at His disposal a countless multitude of means for attaining His purposes. As King of the spiritual world and purest Spirit, He can act directly upon our soul, bring it into a supernatural rapture, fill its mind with an extraordinary light, disclose before it a series of new objects, or converse with it in dreams and the like44 — all of which is known to us from the history of the holy Prophets and Apostles. And as the absolute Master of the material world, He can act upon the soul through material objects, by means of our outward senses: He can, for example, Himself assume for a time the form of a man and appear to some righteous person to communicate His revelations to him, as He appeared to Abraham, the father of believers; He can appear also in other sensible forms, as He appeared to Moses in the wilderness and on Mount Sinai, when He gave the Law to the Israelites. God’s other attributes are in no way contrary to this possibility. God is boundless and eternal; but He is boundless not in the sense of material extension, but boundless as Spirit, who, filling all things, is wholly present in every place; and He is eternal not in the sense of an infinite extension of time, but in the sense of timelessness, by which there is for Him neither past nor future, but all is present. It is for this reason that He, notwithstanding His boundlessness and eternity, Himself directly governs the world and carries all things forward by the word of His power (Heb. 1:3)—that is, He acts within space and time; and for this same reason He can, notwithstanding His entire boundlessness and eternity, communicate His revelations directly to man within a definite space and time. God is infinitely righteous and good: and when we say that He can communicate His supernatural revelation to man, we presuppose in man an extreme need for that revelation; here, then, is precisely the field for Divine goodness and righteousness, which cannot refuse one who needs help. God is the very highest holiness and goodness; and revelation is looked for from Him by man for no other purpose than moral ends; He is the very highest truth, to whom every falsehood and every error is intolerable; and revelation is likewise looked for from Him by man precisely for the correction of his errors in the matter of faith.

§24. The Possibility of Revelation on the Side of Man

Revelation is no less possible on the side of man. He is in general capable of receiving truths from without, communicated to him by others: why, then, could he not receive truths from God alone? As a citizen of two worlds, the material and the spiritual, by the very constitution of his being, man naturally possesses within himself the capacities for receiving impressions of both worlds—that is, both material and spiritual; it follows that he is equally able to appropriate divine revelations to himself, whether they are communicated to his soul directly, or whether they are communicated to him by means of some sensible signs. Man has no need whatsoever of new, supernatural faculties for receiving supernatural revelation; it is enough only that his natural faculties be aroused by God in a particular manner, and that God, being infinitely wise, adapt the manner of His revelation to the measure of man’s natural capacity to receive it—and God will, of course, always find a way to do so. A further difficulty is found in how man is to recognize God’s revelation and be assured that it is indeed a true revelation, and not a deception of his senses, or of his imagination, or a self-delusion. But it must be remembered that in the communicating of revelation it is God Himself who acts; and if God should decisively will to communicate some truth to man, whether for his own particular, moral benefit, or for the benefit of many, He will already have found the means to attain the end He has chosen, and will employ such signs as will let man recognize the divine revelation without error and be assured of its origin—as is known from the example of Moses and of God’s other messengers. In apparent and false revelations, delusions are possible, and indeed not infrequently occur; but in a true revelation, never—for He who acts in it is infinitely wise. The men themselves whom He chooses to communicate truths to could be deceived; but He will not allow this to happen to them, for otherwise He would not have chosen them at all, but would have chosen others more capable. But how we, as outside observers, may recognize the true messenger of God, who has indeed been vouchsafed a divine revelation, and distinguish him from a self-deluded man, or a deliberate deceiver—this will be spoken of later.45

§25. The Possibility of Revelation on the Side of the Truths of Revelation Themselves

The truths of revelation may be of two kinds: those comprehensible to the human mind, and those which surpass its understanding—that is, truths in which the mind, while it understands the definite thought they express, does not understand and is unable to explain to itself the mutual relation between subject and predicate, and which are known by the name of mysteries. The possibility of the first kind of truths is not in dispute; the possibility of the latter the naturalists deny, but unjustly.

Mysteries are possible in revelation by the very subject-matter of revelation. The subject of revelation is faith, or the union between God and man. The truths of revelation must, therefore, touch upon God with His highest attributes and infinite perfections, and upon His relation to the world and to man; must touch upon man in his very being and in his destiny—present, past, and future; and must, finally, touch upon the invisible, inward, immediate communion and union between God and the spirit of man. Who, then, would say that in all this there could not be for us much, and very much, that is wholly incomprehensible? Judging by the subjects of faith here named, it is evident that there are mysteries in natural Faith as well: for in natural Faith we must be guided by our own reason alone, and no sound-minded reason has ever boasted that it has known, in the proper sense, God—that incomprehensible Being—or has fully known man in his wondrous constitution and mysterious destiny.46 On what ground, then, is even the possibility of what truly exists in natural Faith to be denied in revelation?

No—it is not enough to say that mysteries in revelation are merely possible; they are, in fact, necessary here.

Mysteries are possible in revelation on the side of God, too, the Author of revelation. That He has, in His infinite mind, truths of a kind wholly incomprehensible to our limited reason, and has every means to declare them to us, should He so will, it would be superfluous even to mention. But it must be noted that the existence of mysteries in revelation proves consonant with the very wisdom of God—the one Divine attribute, of all of them, to which these mysteries would seem, at first sight, to be opposed. The nearest purpose of supernatural revelation is to remedy man’s ignorance in the matter of faith, whatever that ignorance may stem from—whether from the mere finitude of human nature, or also from its corruption; and so it might seem that there ought to be no mysteries in revelation at all. But every mystery has within it a twofold aspect: a shadowed side, incomprehensible to our mind, and a luminous side, readily intelligible; for every mystery expresses within itself a definite thought, a definite truth, the content of which can be wholly clear to the mind, even though its inward possibility remains beyond understanding. And consequently every mystery, as a definite thought, can readily be received by the mind among its other thoughts, and, being luminous in its content, can naturally impart its light to man’s other thoughts and remedy his ignorance. Thus (to take an example from actual revelation): the mystery of the Fall, preached by Christianity, expresses this clear thought—that man, created pure and innocent, once transgressed the commandment of God, and thereby let into himself the poison of sin, which, having corrupted his whole nature, then spread successively, as an unavoidable evil, from our fallen forefathers to all their descendants, to the whole human race; the mystery of the Incarnation expresses this luminous truth—that the Son of God, without ceasing to be God, was pleased to become man, and to unite in His one Person two natures, the Divine and the human; the mystery of redemption preaches this definite truth—that the incarnate Son of God died for our sins on the cross, to satisfy the justice of God on our behalf and to acquire for us all the divine powers that pertain to life and godliness (2 Pet. 1:3); the mystery of regeneration and sanctification, this—that we can be cleansed from every defilement of flesh and spirit, and grow in the virtues, only with the help of the Divine grace of the Holy Spirit, and the like. All these thoughts, in their content, are unquestionably intelligible to our mind, although we do not comprehend how the poison of sin could corrupt the whole of man’s nature and infect the whole human race, how God became man, how the death of the Redeemer could redeem us from sin, the curse, and death, and how the Holy Spirit regenerates and renews us by His grace. And it is not merely that these thoughts are intelligible in themselves: they explain to us a very great deal about ourselves and about everything around us; they truly disclose to us something we did not know before, and resolve for us the weightiest problems of life. Without the mystery of the Fall we could never have understood whence moral and physical evil in the world comes, why the lot of man on earth is so calamitous and pitiable, and why his whole history presents almost nothing but a succession of errors and vices of every kind; without the mysteries of the Incarnation, redemption, and sanctification we could never have reconciled this unhappy state of things, within us and around us, with the thought of a perfect Creator of the world and His providence; we could never have explained to ourselves what the purpose of our existence on earth amid so many evils and calamities could be, and whether it would not have been better had we never come into the world at all, and the like. It must be added that the purpose of revelation is not only to remedy man’s ignorance in the matter of faith, but also to help his morality—to show him the abyss toward which his vices inevitably draw him, and, on the other hand, to show him the highest goods to which his virtues can lead him; in a word, to set before him every most powerful inducement to grow in piety. And how greatly the mysteries of true revelation can contribute to this—mysteries incomprehensible to the mind, but very near to the heart! Man has fallen, all his powers are corrupted, and he can of himself produce nothing wholly good: what an inducement to humility and to fervent prayer to God! The very Son of God was pleased, for our redemption, to take the form of a servant and to die upon the cross: what an inducement to boundless gratitude and love toward the divine Redeemer, and, in general, to the keeping of all His commandments! We are a temple of the Holy Spirit, who accomplishes our sanctification within us: what an inducement to keep ourselves from every defilement of body and spirit, even from wicked thoughts, desires, and feelings!

As for, finally, man himself, who must receive the mysteries of revelation—in him too we find a complete capacity and possibility for this. It is known that man, by the very constitution of his mind, appropriates truths to himself in two ways: some by knowledge, others by faith — that is, some on the basis of his own experience and direct consciousness that they are indeed truths, and others on the basis of the testimony and authority of persons outside himself, in the same way that historical, sometimes geographical, knowledge is generally acquired, and knowledge in general of such subjects as we have not seen ourselves, but of which reports are conveyed to us by others. By this latter means, evidently, man can also appropriate to himself the mysteries of revelation: without directly understanding that these are indeed truths, yet being aware of their definite content, he can accept these truths on the basis of the testimony concerning them and the authority of God Himself, who reveals them, and who, being truthful, can never deceive. The one thing man could set against this, as indeed some do try to set against it, would be if he had the right to say that the mysteries of revelation contradict his reason. But this no sound-minded person can say:

1) A mystery, by its very concept, is wholly incomprehensible to our mind, and surpasses its understanding; but in order to maintain of some thought that it truly contradicts reason, that thought must first be understood and grasped. It follows that, concerning a mystery, so long as it remains a mystery, no one has the right to pronounce anything definite—neither that it accords with reason, nor that it contradicts reason; and one who asserts the latter thereby plainly implies that he has, in fact, comprehended the mystery;

2) our discussion here concerns the mysteries of a true revelation, which are presupposed to be disclosed to man by God Himself, together with other comprehensible truths, and disclosed in such a way that man is clearly assured that it is God Himself who speaks to him; and can God communicate to us anything that contradicts our reason, and can a man who is assured that certain incomprehensible truths were indeed communicated to him by God Himself even arrive at the thought that in these mysteries there might be found any incongruity with the first principles of reason and truth?

II. The Necessity of Revelation

§26. In What This Necessity Consists, and Whence It Is Disclosed

When we speak of the necessity, for man, of supernatural revelation, we mean by this that he, in his present state, cannot, by his natural means alone, either rightly know God, or worthily worship Him, or, in general, attain all those ends for which faith was given him.

This insufficiency of natural faith, and the necessity of supernatural revelation for man, are disclosed:

A) from the fact that among peoples not illumined by the light of supernatural revelation, faith has always appeared, and still appears, in the most pitiable state; and

B) from the fact that no philosophy, and in general no human wisdom, has ever been able, or is able, to lead men out of this pitiable state without the supernatural cooperation of God.

A. The State of Faith in the Human Race Outside Christianity as the True Revelation

§27. A Survey of the Pagan Faith

It is very easy to be convinced of the correctness of the first thought, and even the opponents of supernatural revelation themselves, the naturalists and rationalists, scarcely rise up against it. It is therefore sufficient, in confirmation of it, merely to take a general survey of the faiths existing in the human race outside Christianity as the true supernatural revelation—first of all, the pagan faith, and then the remaining two: the modern Jewish faith and the Mohammedan faith.

Turning our attention to the inward worship of the pagan peoples, we see that not one of them had, or has, a true teaching about God, such as would let them rightly believe in Him, love Him, and hope in Him. The thought of one God, which flickers among many of them, is wholly suppressed and disfigured by various beliefs in many gods; the glory of the incorruptible God, infinite as He is, has been exchanged for the likeness of an image of corruptible man, and of birds, and four-footed beasts, and creeping things (Rom. 1:23), and of finite beings and objects generally; and finally, the concept of the all-holy God has been distorted in the extreme by beliefs in gods and goddesses possessed of moral defects and misdeeds that would be degrading even for the meanest of men. In general, the pagans have paid, or do pay, divine honor—some to the heavenly bodies: the sun, moon, stars, and their images (astrolatry, or Sabaism); others deify the earth, sea, winds, springs, plants, and, in particular, idols made of wood, stone, and the like (fetishism); others still, irrational animals—four-footed beasts, birds, fish, insects, creeping things (zoolatry); a fourth group, men distinguished in their lifetime by power, prudence, benefactions, or misdeeds, and the like (anthropolatry); a fifth, evil spirits or demons (daemonolatry); a sixth, images of abstract things, such as glory or happiness, of physical evils such as fever and other diseases, and of moral evils such as shamelessness and the rest.47 In short, there is hardly a single thing to be found, either in the physical world or in the moral world, that the pagans have not deified in this or that country, at this or that time: they have deified almost everyone and everything; the only thing they have not properly deified is the one true God.48

The outward worship of the pagans presents just as gloomy a picture. We will not even mention their empty, superstitious, and senseless rites (such as the various forms of divination by the flight and cries of birds, by dreams, by smoke, by wax figures, by the entrails of sacrificial animals, and the like, and the various oracles, full of cunning, deceit, and ambiguity, and so forth); we will point out only, on the one hand, rites of extreme cruelty and inhumanity, and, on the other, rites of utter shamelessness. To the former belong:

a) the offering of human sacrifice, which, according to the testimony of reliable writers, was practiced among many peoples of the pagan world from time immemorial, though not to an equal degree—namely, among the Syrians, Phoenicians, Arabs, Egyptians, Carthaginians, and other peoples of Africa; among the Indians, Persians, and other peoples of Asia; among the Thracians, the ancient Scythians, Greeks, Romans, Gauls, Britons, Germans, and other inhabitants of Europe;49 among the Mexicans and other peoples of America;50

b) the voluntary self-scourging of priests in honor of certain deities, on their feast days, as, for example, the priests of Baal did, who, according to the testimony of Holy Scripture, cut themselves after their custom with knives, and many of them lashed themselves with scourges until their own blood was shed (1 Kings 18:28); the priests of Isis, according to the testimony of Herodotus; the priests of Bellona, according to the words of Lampridius and Lucan; and especially the priests of Cybele, according to the harsh description of Seneca, preserved for us by blessed Augustine;51

c) similar voluntary self-scourgings even among ordinary believers at certain sacred rites: for example, in India, even to this day, some deeply wound their own feet and hands, others slit their tongue in several places, still others set snakes upon their wounds, and in this state follow the processions, and the like;52

d) the scourging of small children, practiced in Sparta in honor of Diana at her altars, and this with such cruelty that many of these unfortunates, as the eyewitness Plutarch writes, died there on the spot in their sufferings;53

e) similar scourgings of maidens, practiced in many places in Arcadia in honor of Diana and Bacchus, and often ending in the death of those who were subjected to such torment;54

f) cannibalism in honor of idols, still preserved to this day among the Sandwich Islanders and many other savage islanders;55

g) the burning of living wives together with their dead husbands, as still, for the most part, occurs among the Indians.56 To the shameless rites belong all the bacchanalia, saturnalia, indecent dances, and other lewd practices in honor of Pan, Cotys, Venus, Bacchus, Juno, Adonis, Cybele, and the rest—lewd practices in which shamelessness, intemperance, debauchery, and much else too shameful even to name were displayed in the highest degree; and all this was considered not merely permissible but even sacred; all this was performed in the temples, before the whole people.57

After this, one may already judge the moral condition of the pagans (Rom. 1:26–32). Here everything conspired to foster impiety:

a) their gods themselves, many of whom were nothing other than personified passions—Mercury, Venus, even Jupiter, for example—and who, the higher they were reckoned, the more, as blessed Augustine remarks, they seemed to care only about outdoing one another in various vices;58 and being themselves distinguished by their misdeeds, they naturally taught mortals the same by their own example;

b) their laws, too, which not infrequently permitted and approved hatred toward enemies, contempt for the poor and unfortunate, theft, the killing of children and of the aged, debauchery, and other vices—which remains the case among many pagan peoples even to this day;59

c) their sacred festivals, ceremonies, and customs as well, and not infrequently the very temples themselves, with shameful images of the gods and their lewd acts;60

d) public entertainments of various kinds as well, and especially the theaters and spectacles, which served as public schools of impiety: here the very gods themselves, with all their defects and disorders, were not infrequently brought out on stage for ridicule, and the people took pleasure in mocking those to whom they offered sacrifice in the temples.61 In a word, the moral side of man was always left, as it were, forgotten and neglected in paganism: in this respect paganism left man entirely to himself, requiring of him, to please the gods, only the strict performance of outward rites and sacrifices.62 This faith gave man neither rules, nor incentives, nor means, nor examples for growth in piety; on the contrary, it supplied rules, incentives, means, and models for growth in impiety.

Vain is the attempt of certain scholars to prove that paganism, especially ancient paganism, is by no means as crude as it appears at first sight; that the pagans did not believe in many gods but regarded them and their idols only as various images, modifications, or likenesses of the one true God; and that pagan mythologies and mysteries conceal beneath themselves a profound allegorical meaning and express the purest truths of faith. This attempt is not new: certain of the ancient pagan philosophers already resorted to it, especially in the first centuries of Christianity, when, as the true faith spread, all the absurdities of paganism became the more plainly exposed. But it is quite impossible to agree with such a proposal:

a) it is wholly arbitrary in its very origin: as Eusebius already demonstrated, the learned pagans arrived at this idea only at a later time (after the appearance of Christianity), whereas before that it was unknown—they arrived at it out of a recognition of the extreme deficiencies of the popular faith, and from an uncommendable, forced desire to justify and prop it up to some degree;63

b) it is even more arbitrary in its application: for the allegorical meaning of these myths and mysteries was never defined by any of the ancients—neither by any founder of the pagan faith in a given country, nor by any of the high priests—but is left for each individual scholar to define according to his own considerations; and what can come of this but disagreement among the interpretations?

c) there are many mythological tales and mysteries that cannot possibly be explained in any lofty, pious sense whatsoever—such as all the tales of the exploits of the gods and goddesses, their passions, vices, and misdeeds, and all the dissolute festivals and saturnalia in honor of Bacchus, Venus, Adonis, and the rest;

d) the pagan writers themselves—Horace,64 Seneca,65 Cicero, and others66 — have left a great many testimonies that the pagans, in the literal sense, believed in many gods, and reckoned even the most lifeless idols as gods;

e) in Holy Scripture, whose testimony, in the present case, must carry full weight for everyone, if only as the testimony of unquestionable antiquity, there occur numerous sayings, and examples too are presented, confirming that, both before the Savior’s coming and after it, the pagans truly believed in many gods (Judith 5:8; Is. 44:12–20; Jer. 2:27; Dan. 14; Gal. 4:8; Acts 14:11–18);

f) the ancient Christian pastors—many of whom, before their conversion to Christianity, had themselves been pagans, and learned pagans at that, and who afterward, to the end of their lives, occupied themselves with exposing pagan superstitions, and could therefore study pagan theology far better than present-day researchers—all these pastors preached openly that the pagans do not know the one God but believe in many gods and worship idols; they refuted in detail the attempts of those who wished to defend paganism by allegorical interpretations, and testified that they themselves, from their own experience, knew very well both the substance and the whole worthlessness of the pagan mysteries;67

g) in general, out of the countless multitude of pagans who converted to Christ at the beginning of the Christian era—of whom, without doubt, very many had previously been initiated into all the mysteries of paganism—not one appeared who openly confessed that the pagan mysteries concealed within themselves profound truths of faith consonant with revelation; on the contrary, all spoke of these mysteries with a certain revulsion, as of things unclean and impious;

h) even if it were granted that certain pagan myths truly had a higher, mysterious meaning, without any doubt very few indeed knew that meaning; the people as a whole did not know it at all, and always understood their traditions about the gods, their rites, and their festivals in the plain, literal sense: what use, then, is this supposed allegorical meaning of the pagan faith?68

§28. A Survey of the Modern Jewish Faith

By the name of the modern Jewish faith is understood not that faith which was given to the Israelites through Moses and the Prophets, and which they professed before the coming of the Messiah, but that which they themselves devised, having departed from the true spirit of Moses and the Prophets, and which they hold now,69 after the coming of the promised Messiah, whom they have not recognized. The former faith is truly divinely revealed and forms one whole with the Christian faith, and therefore does not fall under our consideration here; the latter, properly the modern Jewish faith, being the fruit of the errors of natural human reason, may be called a form of natural faith in the subjective sense, and must therefore claim our attention here.

But what can be said of it, except that it is indeed the fruit of the most extreme blindness of human reason, and moreover of a reason that is coarse and steeped in prejudice? It is set forth in two books held by the Jews to be divine—the Kabbalah and the Talmud70 — but in both these books, alongside truths borrowed from the Bible, there are so many oddities, absurdities, and contradictions that it becomes hard to believe how men could have invented such things, and how others can accept notions so grotesque as sacred and irrefutable truths without renouncing common sense. Such are —

In theoretical matters, such tales are:

a) concerning God’s daily occupations;71

b) concerning the purpose for which the world was created;72

c) concerning the Messiah and the circumstances of His coming;73

d) concerning the resurrection of the dead,74 and the like.

In moral matters, such are:

a) the fundamental law concerning man’s relation to his neighbor: “any good the law of Moses commands, and any evil it forbids doing to a neighbor, a brother, a comrade—the Talmud explains—is to be understood only in relation to Jews”;75

b) its view of the other nations: calling them unclean and God-hating peoples, with whom the Jews must not only enter into no ties of kinship whatsoever, but must have no communion even in food and drink, especially on certain days, the Talmud teaches that a Jew may without sin break oaths given to a person of another faith, may deceive him, oppress him, persecute him, and even put him to death for his unbelief, and that, in general, all these unbelieving nations will, at the coming of the Messiah, either be utterly destroyed or be enslaved to the Jews, so that even foreign kings will become servants to the least of the children of Israel;76

c) the teaching on the means of justification: the Talmud preaches that both original sin and, in general, all sins can be blotted out and destroyed through the strict fulfillment of all the prescriptions of the ceremonial law, and the like.

As a consequence of this, the Jews are exclusively devoted to their rites, so much so that, in the words of one of their own scholars, for the Jews faith as such does not exist, but only the law—that is, the ceremonial law.77 But it must further be added how strange, petty, and trivial this law is in its countless prescriptions and ordinances. For example, on the basis of a single commandment of God — you shall do no work of any kind on the Sabbath day (Ex. 20:10)—there now exist 949 rabbinical ordinances, one of which “forbids a Jew even to spit into the air on the Sabbath, because this act resembles the winnowing of unhulled rye”.78 On the basis of God’s prohibition against eating leavened bread at Passover (Ex. 12:20), 265 ordinances have been devised, one of which declares that if 10,000 Jews were, on the day of Passover, to cook food in water drawn from a single well in which some barley grain was afterward found, all of them would be obliged to burn or throw into the river the food they had prepared, together with the vessels. On the subject of forbidden foods alone there exist over 3,000 different ordinances; on the single rite of the washing of hands, up to a hundred; and on the salting of meat, up to two hundred; there are even determinations concerning the manner of trimming one’s fingernails… On the basis of the commandment of Moses forbidding the boiling of a kid in its mother’s milk (Ex. 23:19; Deut. 14:21), the Talmudists have forbidden:

a) the boiling of any meat whatsoever in milk;

b) even the use of a vessel in which meat food is prepared for the preparation of dairy food; and

c) they have determined that dairy food is not to be taken sooner than six hours after the taking of meat food, and meat food after dairy sooner than one hour. And it would be one thing if the observance of all such trifles were left to each person’s own discretion; but on the contrary, the Talmud raises every rite to the level of dogma, and demands the most rigorous observance of the ordinances and rules pertaining to them.79

Even the more discerning Jews themselves admit80 that their Talmud and Kabbalah contain many fables which, taken literally, contradict both common sense and themselves, and are wholly unworthy of God and of man alike. But by what, then, do they think to justify this? By claiming that these fables must be explained in an allegorical, spiritual sense—a forced evasion, resorted to when nothing else remains to be said! And what allegorical sense could there possibly be, for example, in the ordinances we have set forth concerning foods, the Sabbath, and the like?

§29. A Survey of the Mohammedan Faith

In the Mohammedan faith, as set forth in the Koran,81 two sides must be distinguished: first, truths borrowed from the holy books of the Old and New Testament, such as many sound conceptions of God and His attributes, of the angels, many moral precepts and commandments, and many historical narratives—which is confirmed by Mohammed’s own frequent references to these books; and second, everything borrowed from other sources—partly from the ancient Arabian faith, partly from the Jewish Talmud, and partly the inventions of Mohammed himself.

Truths of the first kind possess their full worth; but they belong to Divine revelation, not to Mohammed or the Koran. To the Koran belongs only this: that here these luminous truths are not infrequently mingled with such errors and fables as almost entirely obscure and overwhelm them. Thus, for example, the Koran states that Abraham and Ishmael built the temple at Mecca (Sura 2, verse 121); that Ishmael was the one offered in sacrifice (Sura 38, 188); that Solomon was cast down from his throne by the cunning of Satan (Sura 38, 26); that the Virgin Mary, the Mother of our Lord Jesus, was the sister of Aaron; that Jesus, while still in the cradle, declared of himself: “I am the servant of God; He has given me the Book and made me a Prophet” (Sura 19, 18); and the like.

As for all the remaining parts of the Mohammedan teaching, which are borrowed into the Koran from human sources, and therefore belong to natural Faith—here we find almost nothing but errors, and often absurdities.

Thus, in its theoretical part, it is maintained:

a) that everything that occurs in the world is subject to the unconditional predestination of God, and cannot occur otherwise (Sura 17, 13; 9, 53);

b) that, in particular, every man also has his own inevitable, inescapable fate (Sura 16, 13), and to each is predetermined a certain manner of life and action, good or evil—by which all freedom and morality are plainly undermined, and God is made the author of evil;

c) that God created many men for Gehenna, and is therefore, in the proper sense, a despot (Sura 7, 180; 37, 163; 3, 189);

d) that the universal judgment, at the end of the world, will last 5,000 years;

e) that the eternal blessedness of the righteous in paradise will consist in the crudest sensual pleasures (Sura 2, 25; 37, 41; 55, 45), and the like.

In its practical part, the Mohammedan faith —

a) although it not infrequently speaks of love for God, this love necessarily degenerates into servile fear and blind submission to fate;

b) it also speaks of love for one’s neighbor, but limits the number of one’s neighbors to the faithful alone—that is, to Mohammedans, and, moreover, to friends;

c) toward those of other faiths, however, it commands that they be persecuted and killed for refusing to accept Mohammedanism (Sura 47, 4);

d) toward enemies and those who give offense, it permits vengeance and even killing (Sura 42, 38). Besides this —

e) it permits polygamy and concubinage (Sura 4, 3; 2, 224; 36, 50);

f) it forbids all inquiry in the matter of faith, on pain of death;

g) it commands that the Faith be spread by sword and violence (Sura 8, 4; 9, 13); and

h) prescribing numerous ceremonial ordinances—such as fasts, washings, various kinds of prayer, pilgrimage to Mecca, abstinence from certain foods and drinks, and the like—it assigns to all these things such worth that man’s eternal salvation is supposed to depend on them entirely. The inevitable fruit of such a teaching is that the whole morality of the Mussulman is confined to the strict performance of mere outward ordinances, while almost no attention whatsoever is paid to the amendment of the heart.

§30. General Conclusions and Reflections

Thus, even a passing glance at the moral condition of men not illumined by the light of divine revelation convinces us that the primeval faith in the human race exists today in a distorted form: neither among the pagans, nor among the modern Jews, nor among the Mohammedans do we find either right knowledge of God or right worship of Him. And after this it is only natural that such a faith should fail entirely to bring men even to those high purposes or consequences to which it ought to lead them. The first purpose and consequence of faith, as we have seen, is the mysterious union of man with God; but this union is possible only on the condition, on man’s part, of true faith in God, true love for God, and true hope in God, which must, moreover, express themselves in worthy outward worship and a godly life. And among the pagans, the modern Jews, and the Mohammedans none of this exists, nor can it exist, given the very substance of their teaching and their whole constitution: what communion, then, can these men have with God? What fellowship has light with darkness (2 Cor. 6:14)? The second purpose and second consequence of faith is the glory of God among men; but God can be glorified among men only through their right faith in Him, through their right worship of Him, and, above all, through their godly life—and none of these conditions can be fulfilled either by the pagans, the modern Jews, or the Mohammedans. Who, then, would maintain that God’s name could be hallowed among them? Finally, the last purpose and consequence of faith is the happiness and blessedness of man himself; but when and where has man been happy, that is, man not illumined by the light of divine revelation? In what age, in what country, has he not complained of his fate, has he not felt within himself, at least at certain moments, a bitter languishing of spirit, an exhausting struggle of powers and passions, has he not experienced misfortunes and sorrows from his fellow men, has he not been subjected to manifold calamities from outward nature itself? The history of individual persons, the history of whole kingdoms and peoples, the history of the entire human race is entirely like that scroll of a book seen by the Prophet Ezekiel, in which was written lamentation, and mourning, and woe (Ezek. 2:10). Reading it, one cannot help feeling that some heavenly chastisement, menacing and inescapable, weighs upon poor mankind.

What, then, does this grievous condition of faith in the human race, and of man himself, mean? Whence does it come? The All-Perfect, All-Holy, and All-Good One could not, without doubt, have created man so imperfect, as if for misfortune and suffering alone; the True and Faithful One could not Himself have renounced the union into which He was pleased, at the beginning, to call man. If the union has been broken, then it has been broken by man, who, being a free and finite being, was able to keep this union, and was also able to betray it, and then inevitably to arrive at his present lot. Sacred history (Gen. ch. 3) and the traditions of all peoples82 do indeed testify that man himself broke the covenant of God already at the beginning, provoked his Creator to wrath, and became unhappy.

It now remains for us to show the correctness of our second proposition, which the naturalists strive by every means to deny—namely, that —

B. No Human Wisdom Can Lead Men Out of Their Pitiable State in the Matter of Faith Without the Supernatural Cooperation of God

§31. What Is Required for This?

What is required is:

1) to illumine the human race with the light of the true teaching of faith: here is the beginning of the saving change;

2) to reconcile men with God, whom they have infinitely offended by their falling away from His primeval covenant, and thereby to restore that covenant: here is the center of the saving change;

3) finally, to amend human morality, to make men good and holy out of evil and corrupt: here is the completion of the saving change. Upon the fulfillment of all these three conditions, man will again enter into mysterious union and communion with God, to the glory of God and his own blessedness. But this is precisely what man is unable to accomplish by his own powers.

§32. Human Wisdom Cannot Illumine Men with the Light of the True Teaching of Faith

Human wisdom neither could, nor can, illumine men with the light of the true teaching of faith.

First, because human wisdom itself has never fully known, and can never fully come to know, this teaching. Its principal subjects—God, the destiny of man, the immortality of the soul, the origin of moral evil, and other subjects beyond experience—are, consequently, in our present state, not directly accessible to our mind, and are seen by us only in part, as through a mirror, in a riddle (1 Cor. 13:12). In that case there can be no infallible, irrefutable knowledge for man—though we by no means deny, holding firmly to the Word of God (Acts 14:17; Rom. 1:20) and to universal experience, that man can, to some degree, know even these highest subjects. For this reason all philosophers, even the best of them, ancient and modern alike, have not been free from errors concerning the truths of faith, and errors not infrequently quite gross and dangerous.83 Some of these sages themselves openly confessed the weakness of the human mind with regard to divine subjects, and even the need for help from heaven.84

Second, because, on account of the inaccessibility and incomprehensibility to the mind of the principal subjects of faith, the philosophers themselves neither could, nor can, be indubitably convinced of the truth of their own conceptions of it, even where those conceptions were sometimes in fact true;85 and without conviction in one’s own thoughts, what can be done to spread them?

Third, because the philosophers would have lacked the requisite resolve and self-denial for this task, even had they been convinced of their own doctrines of faith. To preach a new Faith to men and compel them to renounce the superstition of their forefathers requires resolving upon the greatest labors and sacrifices—perhaps even the sacrifice of life itself, as the history of the spread of the Christian faith among the human race has shown: and who is equal to such a task (2 Cor. 2:16)? We know more than one of the ancient sages who, in the quiet of his study, boldly laughed at the superstitions of the crowd and spoke of God as he truly thought. But when it came time to declare his opinion publicly, he would begin to speak of the gods with feigned conviction, and to preach that lifeless idols must be worshiped, that sacrifices must be offered to them, and that all the ancestral traditions concerning religion must be sacredly observed. Pythagoras86 and Plato,87 the freethinker Cotta88 and Cicero,89 Epictetus90 and Marcus Aurelius91 — all plainly expressed this same view and strove to justify it, and Cicero even maintained that wisdom itself commands one to act in this way.92

Fourth — on account of the great disagreement among philosophers and whole philosophical schools, in everything generally, but especially in their doctrines of faith. Anyone acquainted with the history of philosophy knows that these disagreements have never ceased from the first philosopher of antiquity down to the philosophers of our own day. And, not infrequently, both in ancient and in modern times, what was accepted by some thinkers as unquestionable truth was considered by others to be utter falsehood.93 It must be added that these disagreements can never come to an end:

a) in particular, by the very nature of the human mind: the mind of each individual person, according to the differing degrees and circumstances of its development, very often changes its thoughts about one and the same subject and contradicts itself—all the more inevitably is this so between the minds of persons differing from one another in natural disposition, in upbringing, and in many other circumstances;

b) still more, because in the domain of philosophy there exists no tribunal at which the disputes of thinkers could be finally settled, and whose verdict would be respected by all as unquestionably true and unalterable; and still more —

c) by the very nature of human self-love—the self-love of learned men, the strongest and most irritable of all forms of self-love. In such a state of affairs, what could the philosophers accomplish, even had they resolved upon every sacrifice, in order to impart their philosophical faith to the human race? What some would build up, others would tear down; and men would not know which of them to follow, and, having looked closely at their disagreements, would certainly have followed none of them. This obstacle alone, even setting aside all the others, would have made any success in the sages’ undertaking impossible.

Finally, the last reason for the evident futility of such an attempt is the philosophers’ lack of authority to communicate their conceptions of Faith to men: to take from peoples their former, ancestral, age-old beliefs, which they have grown accustomed to regard as having come from God Himself, and to instill in their minds and hearts new convictions suggested to them by a mere man, in every way like themselves—this is wholly impossible. “Philosophers, too, sometimes approach the truth,” says Lactantius, “but their teachings carry no weight, because they proceed from man and are not sealed with a higher authority—that is, the authority of God; no one believes them, for everyone senses that the one teaching is a man just like the one listening.”94 And so, even if the philosophers had themselves known the true teaching about God, and, being deeply convinced of it, had resolved to impart their knowledge to others; and even if, having resolved on this, they had acted with one accord—even then they would have had not the slightest success in their undertaking.

§33. Human Wisdom Cannot Reconcile Men with God

Nor could any human wisdom, nor can it now, discover a true means of satisfying the justice of God for our sins, of reconciling man with God, of restoring the union between them. Foolish, of course, was the opinion of those who thought to cleanse themselves before God from the defilements of sin by bodily washings95 — a means the pagans themselves mocked.96 Foolish, too, was the universal conviction of the pagans that the Deity, provoked by human sins, is appeased by offerings, and especially by animal sacrifices: it takes little to recognize the justice of the holy Apostle’s words — it is impossible for the blood of bulls and goats to take away sins (Heb. 10:4)—as even sound-minded pagans themselves sensed.97 If the sacrifices of the Jews had their own power and meaning, this was because these sacrifices were types of the universal Sacrifice offered on Golgotha (Heb. 9:13–14; 10:1; 12:24). Unsound, finally, is also the teaching of the naturalists,98 who maintain that man’s true repentance for his sins and the amendment of his life are sufficient, without any outside help, to reconcile man with God. Repentance will never annul the sins we have already committed, nor blot out the effects they have left in our nature; and in this state we remain, as before, by nature children of wrath (Eph. 2:3): sin is always, and in every respect, hateful and offensive to a Being most holy and most just. The amendment of life and our good deeds can by no means serve as a substitute for, or a satisfaction of, our former transgressions before the tribunal of eternal Justice: for these good deeds, which we begin, let us say, to perform from a certain point onward, must answer for themselves alone—that is our own duty; while our former debts remain debts still.99 But the main question is this—is such an amendment of life, such a moral regeneration, even possible for fallen man, left to his own powers?…

§34. Human Wisdom Cannot Amend Human Morality

If human wisdom neither could, nor can, illumine men with the light of the true knowledge of God, and neither could, nor can, discover a means for reconciling man with God, then all the more—or at the very least, no less—is it powerless to amend the moral condition of the human race.

The first condition for this amendment is, without doubt, to know the moral law and rightly explain it to men—a condition that would appear, at first sight, quite easy: for the moral law is deeply imprinted on our conscience, and is so close to our heart, so intelligible to sound reason! Yet, as centuries of experience testify, even the best thinkers have fallen into great errors in interpreting this law and applying it to the particular circumstances of life. Alongside the excellent moral rules that flicker through both ancient and, especially, modern philosophical ethics, how often does one meet with rules that are utterly false and dangerous to morality!100..

The second condition is to give men, along with the law, sufficient incentives for keeping it—incentives capable of turning man away from his former vices, restraining him from new ones, and making him love virtue. But our reason, left to its own considerations alone, cannot discover such incentives: for what can it point us to for this purpose? To the lofty consciousness of moral duty, to the excellence of virtue and the baseness of vice, to the voice of conscience, which rewards virtue and punishes iniquity? All these noble incentives can have almost no influence on the greater part of men, sunk in sensuality and led by their passions, before such men are first amended. Or will it point to the fact that virtue is the surest path to happiness, while vice leads to ruinous consequences? But is not this indisputable truth not infrequently contradicted by the actual state of human affairs?… Do we not see from experience how the innocent and the good suffer, while evildoers triumph and prosper?… Revelation has explained this riddle of our existence to Christians, and it does not trouble us; but what could reason say against it in favor of the virtue it preaches?…

Finally, it must be remembered that to amend man it is not enough merely to explain to him the moral commandments and point out sufficient incentives to virtue—he must also be given, for this purpose, the powers which, in the present, corrupted state of his nature, he does not possess (Rom. 7:14). We do not bring sin into ourselves on our own; we are born already in sins and with an inclination toward them, as the Word of God testifies — behold, in transgressions was I brought forth, and in sin did my mother conceive me (Ps. 50:7)—and as the wisest of the pagans themselves recognized.101 And this inclination unfolds within us before we come to the full use of our freedom, and afterward grows stronger and increases through every voluntary wicked act of ours. It is this inclination, innate in our fallen nature, that, strengthened by our personal sins and turned into habit, brings us to the point where we are unable to master ourselves: there has never yet been among men a sage who showed himself the complete master of himself and carried his own wise precepts into practice; there has never been a philosopher whose life did not at times prove greatly at odds with his own lips and heart.102 It is this inclination which, in the words of the holy Apostle Paul, is a law in our members, warring against the law of the mind and taking us captive to the law of sin (Rom. 7:23); it is the reason why even the very law of God, the remedy for sin, becomes for man an occasion for sin (Rom. 7:7–10). Man can never root this moral corruption out of himself by his own power,103 for to do so he would need, so to speak, to remake his very being, which is wholly permeated by the poison of sin (Eccl. 1:15; Jer. 13:23).

The direct consequence of all the considerations set forth on the insufficiency of natural faith is evident. If this faith proves to be in the most lamentable state among men who do not know Divine revelation; if no man is able to illumine wandering mankind with the light of the true knowledge of God, to reconcile sinners with God, and to amend their morality—then one last resource remains: to desire and await the supernatural help of God. And fallen mankind has desired it, has awaited it, in every age: traces of this expectation are found among the ancient Egyptians, Chaldeans, Persians, Indians, Chinese, Greeks, Romans, Carthaginians, Scythians, Scandinavians, Germans, Gauls, Americans, and others.104 And it has indeed been granted us by the all-merciful Lord in the Christian revelation.

III. The Marks of Revelation

§35. The Necessity of These Marks, the Means of Determining Them, and Their Division

Without marks and characteristic properties, no thing in the world can exist as a definite thing; nor can it be distinguished by us from all other things, and known: such is the universal law of being and of our knowledge. Consequently, the supernatural revelation of God, too, if it has been granted to men, must have its own essential marks, by which it could exist in the world as something definite, and could be recognized by us and distinguished from every false revelation.

For judging the marks of supernatural revelation, we have two resources: on the one hand, the concept of the essence of revelation which we have already formed—for when the essence of a thing is known, it is easy to surmise its essential properties as well; and on the other, the pattern of an actually existing revelation, that is, the Christian revelation, which has been sealed by God Himself with every distinguishing feature of a true revelation, so that it remains for us only to abstract these features from Christianity, generalize them, and consider them as something distinct.

With the help of these two resources, all the marks of divine revelation are, customarily and quite justly, divided into two kinds: internal marks and external marks.

A. The Internal Marks of Revelation

§36. Their Subdivision

The internal marks are drawn from the very content of revelation, and are subdivided into negative marks, which indicate what a true revelation cannot have, and positive marks, which indicate, on the contrary, what it must have, or at least may have.

§37. The Negative Marks

From the concept of revelation we know that it is communicated by God Himself, that it is communicated to man, and precisely for the purpose of helping him in the matter of faith. Consequently —

1) It cannot be that a true revelation should contain within itself any thoughts absurd and irrational, contradicting sound human sense: God cannot give such notions without ceasing to be God, and man cannot accept them without ceasing to be man; in particular:

a) it cannot be that a true revelation should preach any dogmas of faith—concerning God, for example, or His relation to the world and to man—that overthrow the fundamental truths of the mind implanted in it by nature itself, that is, by the Creator Himself;

b) it cannot be that it should preach any laws of morality that are ruinous to morality; and

c) or prescribe ordinances, or instill feelings, unfavorable to the true happiness of man and of whole societies: such a revelation would not only fail to serve as a help to us in the matter of faith, would not contribute to our growth in true faith, love, and hope, and would not bring us nearer to the desired goal of union with God; on the contrary, it would still further hinder us from striving toward this goal and would lead us away from it. By this mark alone it is already easy to judge, for example, that neither paganism, nor modern Judaism, nor Mohammedanism is a truly revealed faith: for we know that the first preaches an absurd doctrine of many gods, undermines pure morality by its very spirit and not infrequently by plain precepts, and permits the offering of human sacrifice; the second, likewise, is not free of an unreasonable doctrine of God, thinks to replace the whole of morality with mere rites alone, and instills a certain contempt for other peoples; the third, finally, is steeped in an absurd doctrine of blind fate, an equally absurd doctrine of polygamy, concubinage, and sensual pleasures beyond the grave—by which the flesh is inevitably given the advantage over the spirit and pure morality is undermined—and, besides this, breathes a blind fanaticism so ruinous to all who hold another faith.

2) It cannot be that a true revelation, in its manner of expression, should be ambiguous, riddling, and should speak in general as only cunning and deceit, and not truth, are capable of speaking. For it is evident that in such a case, too, it could not proceed from God, could not be received and appropriated by man, and could not correspond to the purpose of revelation. Thus, when one considers the sayings of the ancient pagan oracles, ambiguous, riddling, or altogether indefinite, one cannot help recognizing that these are false pronouncements, and could not have proceeded from God.

§38. The Positive Marks

On the contrary, it is natural to expect:

a) that the true revelation of God, in keeping with its very essence and purpose, will contain within itself only the purest and most perfect truths relating to Faith;

b) that among these truths, some, which were previously known to men, will appear in a better light, while others, previously unknown, will be disclosed anew; and

c) that, among the newly disclosed truths, some will be comprehensible to human reason, although unknown to it before their disclosure, while others will remain incomprehensible even after their disclosure, and must be appropriated by Faith: for such, as we have noted in its proper place, is the subject-matter of faith and revelation, that mysteries here are not only possible but wholly unavoidable. In particular, it is natural to expect that —

a) the dogmas of faith, in a true revelation, will be distinguished by a particular depth and saving power;

b) the promises of hope, by a particular loftiness and spirituality;

c) the laws of love, by a particular purity and life-giving power; and

d) the whole teaching, whatever subjects it touches upon, will possess a palpable superiority over ordinary human teaching.

As for the manner of setting forth these truths, it is natural to expect that everything in revelation will be presented —

a) with such clarity as is possible given the nature of the subjects disclosed: this the wisdom of God, the Author of revelation, requires;

b) with such an adaptation to man’s understanding as can be allowed without prejudice to the truth: this the purpose of revelation requires; and

c) in such a tone that it would be directly evident that it is God who speaks here, and not man… and the like.

It must be remembered, however, that it is without doubt impossible to determine with complete precision and in full detail what a revelation must not, and what it must, contain: this depends on the will of God. And so we have sought to indicate only the principal features of revelation, and general marks, directly evident from the very concept of it.

§39. The Worth and Significance of the Internal Marks

Regarding the worth and significance of these internal marks, justice requires us to say that, although they are wholly necessary in a revelation, they alone are not sufficient for the purpose—that is, for definitively convincing us of the divinity of its origin. They are necessary, because the absence of them in any faith claiming to be a revelation would be undoubted proof that this revelation is false—as we have already noted in examining these marks one by one. They alone are not sufficient for the purpose, because the presence of them in any faith would make it only probable that it is a revelation of God, but not yet fully certain; it would guarantee that this faith, being wholly worthy of God, could have come from Him, but would not yet show that it has, in fact, come from God. However excellent the teaching of a given faith might be in every respect, corresponding to the marks we have indicated, the question would still always remain, upon examining it: why, indeed, must this excellent teaching necessarily be considered a revelation of God, and not the fruit of some extraordinary human mind, when the human mind is capable of understanding and appreciating this teaching? It could have come from God, but it could also have come from man; the former may be more probable, but that is all… Consequently, the internal marks of revelation, on their negative side, can carry a force of undeniability: by them false revelations can always be recognized; but on their positive side, only a force of probability: by them one can only surmise about a true revelation, but cannot yet know it with certainty.

Moreover, the insufficiency of the internal marks alone, and the necessity of other marks, is further disclosed by the following considerations:

a) revelation is given for all men, and must therefore be received by all; but the greater part of the human race, for lack of education, is wholly incapable of judging the worth of a revealed teaching, so as to be convinced by it of the divinity of the revealed faith;

b) even educated men themselves, differing as they do in their degrees of education, guided by different principles, and never wholly free of one prejudice or another, cannot all understand and appreciate the excellence of a revealed teaching, and will inevitably disagree among themselves, waver, and be perplexed, unable to say anything indisputable about it;

c) let us not forget that revelation, by the very essence of its subject-matter, may contain within itself mysteries—that is, truths wholly incomprehensible to human reason, yet necessary in the matter of revealed faith; how, then, is reason to judge the divine origin of such truths by their internal worth?

This insufficiency of the internal marks of revelation is supplied by the external marks.

B. The External Marks of Revelation

§40. Their Subdivision

The external marks of revelation are drawn, first, from the character of those persons who present themselves as preachers of a true revelation sent by God Himself, and from the manner in which the faith they preach is spread; and second, from certain particular, supernatural events accompanying the appearance, or even the whole existence, of the revelation. Marks of the first kind, in comparison with the latter, may be called natural marks, and the latter, supernatural.

§41. The Natural Marks

In the character of persons presenting themselves as preachers of a revelation supposedly received by them directly from God, it is natural to look for those traits that must be the indispensable properties of every witness to the truth: for these persons appear before us, in fact, only as witnesses to what they hand on to us. And so, first of all, one must observe whether these witnesses are in any way deceived themselves, and, next, whether they wish deliberately to deceive others. And if it turns out —

a) that they are in a state of self-delusion, carried away by the reveries of an overheated imagination and a frenzied fancy, breathe fanaticism, or even display signs of insanity—in such a case these witnesses deserve no credence whatsoever. If it turns out,

b) that those calling themselves messengers of God are guided in their actions by impure motives, and, while apparently laboring for the reform of faith, aim not at moral ends at all but at earthly, political ends, and care not for the salvation of their neighbors but only for their own gain, power, glory, and vicious pleasures—in such a case, again, we cannot place any credence in such witnesses. By this trait alone the Mohammedan is rightly recognized as a deceiver, and his teaching as a false revelation. If, on the contrary —

c) if the persons preaching some teaching as a revelation of God are not only free of all self-delusion, but, on the contrary, display sound sense and clear judgment in everything; if they not only pursue no self-interested ends, secretly or openly, but, on the contrary, are distinguished by the highest self-denial and breathe nothing but love for God and their neighbor, forgetting themselves—then the thought inevitably arises in the soul that here, indeed, no deceivers are at work, and it becomes highly probable that these persons are messengers of God, that they were worthy to hear His holy will directly from the Lord and to become organs of His revelation to others. This probability grows all the stronger the purer and holier their moral character appears, and the more morally impossible any deception on their part proves to be.

From the manner in which a divine revelation is spread, it is natural to expect that it will be wholly worthy of God, who reveals His will, of man, to whom the revelation is given, and of the revelation itself. Therefore:

a) it can in no way be granted that, in the spreading of a true revelation, cunning, deceit, and the like should have been employed; that gold, silver, and bribery could have been at work here, or that the sword, compulsion, and bloodshed should have been permitted… And so, for example, Mohammedanism, spread in such a manner, on this trait alone no longer deserves the name of revelation. On the contrary,

b) when we see that the preachers of some faith, presented by them as a revelation, employ no other means for spreading it besides preaching itself, seeking only to illumine the minds and hearts of their hearers with the word of truth, leaving each person free to believe or not believe the preaching; when we see that, notwithstanding the absence of any other assistance, this preaching alone, of itself, draws thousands of people and spreads everywhere with astonishing speed—will not conscience then tell us that no ordinary men are at work here, and that their manner of action may be called worthy even of God Himself?

Regarding the demonstrative force of these external marks of divine revelation, which we have called natural, the same must be repeated as was noted above concerning the internal marks—that is, that on their negative side they carry a force of undeniability: by them a false revelation can always be recognized; while on their positive side they carry only a force of probability: by them one can only surmise, and find it probable, that a given revelation is true. Nevertheless, when joined to the internal marks of revelation, these external marks naturally raise the degree of their demonstrative force, strengthen and reinforce them, and together make the divine origin of a given faith more probable than the internal marks alone.

The decisive, incontestable proofs of the divinity of any teaching, however, are what we have called the supernatural marks of revelation.

§42. The Supernatural Marks

By this we understand two kinds of particular signs with which God has always been pleased to surround His true revelation, namely: miracles and prophecies.

§43. a) Miracles: Their Possibility, Necessity in Revelation, and Credibility

I. Miracles are events in nature, or the created order (φύσις), that are supernatural—that is, such as surpass the powers and laws of nature itself, and can be brought about in it only by the highest power, the Divine power.105

II. There is not the slightest reasonable ground for doubting the possibility of miracles. Miracles would be impossible only in three cases: if there existed insurmountable obstacles to this possibility either on the side of the miracles themselves (that is, in the very concept of them), or on the side of the nature in which they must take place, or, finally, on the side of their sole Author—God.

But on the side of the miracles themselves there is no such obstacle: in the concept of miracles which we have formed, not the slightest internal contradiction or incongruity can be pointed out. We do not say that miracles are supernatural acts, surpassing the powers and laws of nature, and yet brought about by these same powers and according to these same laws: that would involve an obvious contradiction in the concept, and a miracle would, by its very essence, be impossible. But we say that these are supernatural events, brought about by an equally supernatural power; that is, we admit in the effect no more than there is in the cause, and consequently affirm something entirely possible both physically and logically.

Nor can there be an obstacle on the side of nature: nature stands in absolute dependence on its Creator. From Him it received its given powers, its given laws; but it could have received other ones, had it pleased the Creator to grant it them. From Him it received the given direction and course of its whole life, the given manner of operation of its powers and laws; and by His will it can likewise admit within itself any change: in this respect it may be said to be entirely indifferent. Now, for example, the sun and all the heavenly bodies, by the powers and laws given them by God, move through the spaces of the heavens; but all these bodies can also be stopped, should God will to stop them by His supreme power, being absolutely subject to Him—and this would be a miracle. An example of something similar, though on a smaller scale, often occurs before our eyes. We often see that a machine, entirely at the disposal of its operator, moves with a certain speed by the power of steam and the laws of mechanics. But this machine can also be stopped, the moment its operator wishes to stop it, and afterward, by his will, it can again begin its motion, and so on. It is pointed out, in vain, that the laws of nature are unchangeable and immutable, while miracles supposedly alter and violate them: this is not so. Miracles do not alter or violate the laws of nature, but only halt their course for a time, and, moreover, halt it in some particular case and place, introducing here something supernatural. And does the temporary halting of the machine by the operator’s hand in any way alter or violate the laws of mechanics by which the machine was moving before that? Both before and after any miraculous occurrence, the laws of nature remain the same, and pursue their natural course; even at the very time they are halted in some one case and place, in all other places they continue their ordinary operation without interruption. When, for example, in one place, by the will of God, fire does not burn, water does not drown, and the like—throughout the rest of the vast realm of being these elements act in accordance with their natural properties. It is likewise asserted, in vain, that miracles in nature are incompatible with the perfection of nature, since they compel us to suppose that its natural powers and laws are insufficient for its purposes and stand in need of supernatural assistance. Miracles are not supposed to be needed at all for the purposes of nature, which, indeed, can always attain them by its own natural means, given it by God, but properly for the purposes of man, and, moreover, the highest and even supernatural purposes. Precisely so that now, when man, having broken his primeval union with God, finds himself in an unnatural state and stands in extreme need of supernatural revelation, he might, by these miracles, always recognize the true revelation and be assured that here, indisputably, God is at work.

Finally, no obstacle to the possibility of miracles can be pointed to on the side of God, either. He can always act within nature, although He has granted it a distinct being of its own—just as He acts by His constant providence; He can also act specifically in a supernatural manner, that is, produce in it effects surpassing the powers and laws of nature itself, because He is almighty.106 His wisdom does not forbid this, for miracles prove necessary for the highest ends of faith. His infinite goodness likewise does not forbid it, for miracles prove necessary for wretched man, fallen and unable to rise on his own. In a word: miracles, or the supernatural acts of God in the world, are possible in general in exactly the same way that supernatural revelation is possible in particular.

III. That miracles are necessary in the matter of revealed faith,107 as one of the most important marks of its divine origin, is evident at first glance. A miracle, let us repeat, is a supernatural act within nature, which only God alone can perform; it follows that man and other created beings can work miracles only by a power given them from God. And consequently, when we see that a man or an Angel, proclaiming to us some teaching, calls it a revelation of God, and works miracles in proof of his words, is this not a plain sign that God Himself confirms these words? Neither an Angel nor a man can, of themselves, perform true miracles; and God, who is Holiness and Truth itself, cannot grant the power of working miracles to any deceivers for the seduction of men. Consequently, at the sight of true miracles, performed in proof of the divinity of some teaching, no room remains for wavering or doubt: here there is room only for unquestioning conviction, unless, of course, we should prove deliberately obstinate in unbelief. This is why all peoples, educated and uneducated alike, have always prized so highly the significance of miracles in the matter of faith, have always desired them for their own full assurance in it, or have striven by their means to persuade others of the worth of their beliefs. This is why the Savior Himself, too, gave His miracles complete precedence over every other proof of His divine mission. You sent to John, and he bore witness to the truth… He said, turning to the Jews who did not believe His teaching, but I have a testimony greater than John’s: for the works the Father has given Me to accomplish—the very works I do—bear witness of Me, that the Father has sent Me (John 5:33, 36). If I do not do the works of My Father, do not believe Me; but if I do, even though you do not believe Me, believe the works, that you may know and understand that the Father is in Me, and I in Him (John 10:37–38). If I had not done among them the works no one else has done, they would have no sin (John 15:24; cf. Matt. 11:5–6; John 14:11).

Besides this chief advantage of miracles over all the other marks of revelation we have so far examined—that is, besides the fact that miracles decisively convince us of the divinity of some teaching, whereas those other marks can lead only to probability—miracles have other, no less important advantages over them as well. This is, first, the universal accessibility and evidentness of miracles as proof, equally for all men, educated and uneducated. Here no investigations, reasonings, or abstract considerations are required, of which very few are capable—as is required in assessing the internal marks of revelation, and even the external natural ones. Here one need only have a sound eye to see, and sound sense to grasp the impression and be assured that the power of God is indeed at work before us. And second, this is the universal usefulness of miracles as proof with respect to every subject that revelation may contain. On the basis of miracles performed by a messenger of God in confirmation of the teaching he preaches, we can, with equal faith, accept both truths comprehensible to our mind and truths incomprehensible to it. Whereas by the other marks of revelation, internal and external-natural, we can be convinced only of the worth of truths of the first kind, while reason can never assess, and consequently never rationally accept, the mysteries.

IV. But in ascribing such importance to miracles as marks of divine revelation, we mean, of course, only true and credible miracles. This credibility of miracles is of two kinds: since every miracle is both a definite event in nature and, specifically, a supernatural event, there is needed, first, credibility confirming that this event actually occurred in nature, and second, credibility attesting that this event is indeed a supernatural event.

For credibility of the first kind, the following is required:

a) if we are ourselves witnesses of the miraculous event, to have sound senses and sufficient attention to receive a correct impression of the event;

b) and if we hear of the miracle from other witnesses, to assess their testimony according to the rules of historical criticism;

c) and if, finally, this testimony has come down to us only in writings, to first determine the authenticity and unimpaired integrity of the writings themselves…

All these requirements are evidently the most just requirements possible, and those miracles that fail to withstand such a test must inevitably be recognized as false, as illusion, as deceit, or as a later invention. On the basis of this principle alone, all the miracles of the pagan world, for example, are rightly rejected as lacking full historical credibility—such as:

a) the miracles of Pythagoras, of which not eyewitnesses or contemporaries speak, but Iamblichus and Porphyry, who lived several centuries afterward, and who speak of them with the deliberate purpose of setting these miracles against the miracles of Christ;

b) the miracles of the Roman emperors Vespasian and Hadrian, of whom the former, according to Tacitus, is said to have restored sight to a blind man by a single touch, while the latter, according to the testimony of Spartianus, performed similar healings more than once. For Tacitus himself relates the miracle of Vespasian as a deliberate hoax,108 and, likewise, concerning the healings of Hadrian, Spartianus himself notes that the historian from whom he borrowed the accounts of them mentions these miracles as fabricated events;109

c) the miracles of Apollonius of Tyana, concerning which contemporaries are entirely silent, and to which Philostratus is the first to testify, almost two centuries later—testifying, like Iamblichus and Porphyry, with the plain, deliberate purpose of setting the miracles of his hero against the miracles of the Gospel, and this in a work that bears many traces of fabrication and deceit;110 and

d) in general, all the other miracles of mythological antiquity, which the pagan writers themselves not infrequently rejected and mocked.111

For credibility of the second kind, strict attention must be paid:

a) first of all, to whether the event in question could truly not have come about by the powers and laws of nature itself. For this it is not at all necessary to know all the powers and laws of nature, as some maintain; it is enough only to see and understand whether that particular power, or cause in general, from which the miraculous event arose, could of itself have produced it. Whether, for example, a single word of a man could instantly still a storm at sea and raise the dead, or a single touch instantly heal diseases, and the like;

b) to the object of the miracle: a miracle, as a direct act of the power of God, must always be worthy of God; and therefore, naturally, we can in no way credit accounts of miracles that are absurd or ridiculous, such as the story of the Arabian writers about the moon descending into the sleeve of Mohammed;

c) to the purpose of the miracle, which likewise must always be entirely worthy of God, and, moreover, as the purpose of a particular, supernatural act of God, must be some particular, highest purpose. Preeminently, only one such purpose presents itself—to assist fallen mankind, and individual men, in the lofty matter of faith and morality, for which man’s natural means, in his present corrupted state, prove insufficient. By this trait a true miracle can always be distinguished from certain marvelous deceptions on the part of evil spirits, whose purpose is always different, and opposite;

d) to the circumstances of the miracle—place, time, manner of performance, and the like—where, too, everything must be in keeping with the concept of a supernatural act of God. And so, if we notice that certain supposedly miraculous acts are tied to one fixed time, to one fixed place, can be performed only with certain preparations, or are performed in some strange and ridiculous manner, such as various feats of conjuring, we are always entitled to say that these are by no means miracles, but rather the works either of skill, or of knowledge of certain hidden powers of nature, or even of outright deception, even should we ourselves be unable to explain them naturally and expose the suspected deception.

By all these traits taken together it can always be determined whether a given miracle is truly a true miracle, or a false one. And when, at last, it turns out that the miracles performed in proof of the divine origin of some faith are fully credible, both as events and, specifically, as supernatural events, then it only remains to acknowledge this Faith as a true revelation of God and to give oneself over entirely to its guidance.

§44. b) Prophecies: Their Possibility, Importance in the Matter of Revelation, and Credibility

I. The other supernatural mark of revelation—prophecies—possesses exactly the same demonstrative force. By the name prophecies are understood clear and definite predictions of future events wholly contingent, which are consequently inaccessible to the reasoning of a finite mind, and known only to the infinite Mind. It follows that prophecies, too, when uttered by a man or by any created being in general, are, as surpassing the powers and laws of these beings, the very same miracles in the proper sense, or a particular kind of miracle.

II. The possibility of prophecies—that is, the certainty of the truth that God, all-knowing and almighty, is able to communicate to man certain knowledge of future events, while man, generally capable of receiving instruction of every kind from without, is able to receive such knowledge from God and then proclaim it before others—this possibility requires no new proofs, once we have already established the possibility of supernatural revelation in general: for prophecies are only one kind of divine revelation, one concerning future matters.

III. The importance of prophecies as a mark of revelation is evident from the very concept of them. These, we have said, are clear predictions of future events wholly contingent. And contingent events are called those which may either happen or not happen, which may occur one way or another, and whose very beginnings and seeds are unknown at the present time—events that may follow from the most varied and most unforeseen circumstances of the physical world, from the most inconstant and capricious desires of the human will, and which always, without fail, take place under the direction, or at least by the permission, of the all-governing Providence of God. Consequently, to predict with accuracy any contingent event, one would have to know in advance every possible chain of causes and circumstances from which it might arise; one would have to penetrate the hidden recesses of the human heart and determine beforehand its future desires within it; one would have to penetrate the very plans and intentions of Providence itself, which governs everything in the world—requirements which, without dispute, no finite mind is capable of fulfilling, not only human, but even angelic. Consequently, when we see that a certain man, preaching some teaching, utters prophecies in proof of its divinity, and these prophecies afterward truly come to pass in their own time, then, without any doubt, he received these prophecies by inspiration from above: these prophecies are the undeniable testimony of God Himself, the true and all-holy, to the trustworthiness of His messenger’s words, and the evident, indelible seal of God, ratifying a true revelation. The pagan philosophers themselves fully recognized this truth, always ascribing the foreknowledge of contingent futures exclusively to God alone, and regarding men-prophets as heralds of His will.112 Moses, the lawgiver of the Old Testament, pointed to prophecy as the most decisive mark of the divinity of a teaching: and if you say in your heart, how shall we know the word which the Lord has not spoken—when a prophet speaks in the name of the Lord, and the thing does not come to pass or come true, that is a word the Lord has not spoken: the prophet has spoken it presumptuously; you shall not be afraid of him (Deut. 18:21–22). Then the Prophet Isaiah, exposing the nothingness of the pagan gods, said: declare to us the things that are to come hereafter, and we shall know that you are gods (Is. 41:23), and, speaking in the person of the true God, testified: remember the former things of old, for I am God, and there is none besides Me; who declares from the beginning the things that shall be at the end, and before they come to pass they are already accomplished (Is. 46, v. 10). Finally, Christ the Savior, too, in proof of His divine mission, says to the Jews: search the Scriptures, for you suppose that in them you have eternal life, and it is they that testify of Me (John 5:39), and to His disciples, beginning from Moses and from all the Prophets, He expounded to them, in all the Scriptures, the things concerning Himself (Luke 24:27).

Prophecies acquire a special demonstrative force:

a) in the case where their object is not merely contingent future events, but miraculous ones as well, depending wholly on the will of God alone—such as the prophecies of Moses concerning the ten plagues of Egypt, the prophecies of the Savior concerning His own resurrection, and others;

b) when they form a single unbroken chain of predictions, continuing across a whole succession of centuries in favor of one particular faith, as has happened with regard to the Christian Faith.

IV. The credibility of prophecies, exactly like the credibility of miracles, is of two kinds: one must show that the prophecy was indeed uttered and indeed fulfilled, and the other must determine whether this prophecy is indeed a supernatural act and cannot be explained naturally.

In establishing credibility of the first kind for prophecies, three cases are possible:

a) we may ourselves both hear the prediction from the prophet’s own lips and, after some time, see the prediction’s fulfillment, as repeatedly happened with the Apostles, who both heard and saw many of Christ’s prophecies fulfilled;

b) we may not hear the prophecy ourselves, but only see its fulfillment, learning of the former from the testimony of others, as generally happened with the contemporaries of the Savior, who saw in Him the fulfillment of the Old Testament prophecies;

c) we may, finally, neither hear the prophecy ourselves nor see its fulfillment, but learn of both from others, through oral or written testimony—such as, for us, those same Old Testament prophecies fulfilled in Christ. In the first case, and partly in the second, to assure ourselves of the historical credibility of a prophecy it is enough only to have sound senses and due attention; in the third, and partly in the second, it is necessary to test the testimony by the rules of historical criticism. And if these conditions are met, the historical credibility of the prophecies must stand beyond all doubt.

And in order to determine whether prophecies are credible in the second respect, attention must be paid —

a) to their object, which, as we know from the very concept of prophecy, must necessarily be contingent events: it is by this alone that supernatural predictions can be distinguished from all natural, human predictions, whose object is necessary events, such as the predictions of astronomers, statesmen, and physicians;

b) to the manner of the prediction, which likewise, by the very requirement of the concept of prophecy, must necessarily be as clear and definite as possible: by this trait prophecies are distinguished from human presentiments, usually obscure, from various forms of divination and conjecture about future occurrences, and from all pagan oracles, which were always vague, obscure, and ambiguous, being the work of cunning and deceit, and were therefore rightly mocked by the pagan writers themselves;113

c) to the purpose of prophecies, which, like the purpose of miracles, must always be

entirely worthy of God, and, moreover, some particular, highest purpose—which here, too, must preeminently be recognized as assisting fallen men in the matter of faith and morality;

d) to the circumstances of prophecies: true prophecies, as received by the prophet directly from God Himself, cannot depend on conditions of place, time, or any prior preparations, depending solely on the will of God. It would therefore be strange to call the false pagan oracles prophecies, since these were, so to speak, tied to definite places where the oracles stood, and to definite times (for example, at Delphi the Pythia could give her predictions only once a year, around the beginning of spring), and were usually uttered only after various preparations (that same Pythia, for example, before ascending the tripod, would fast for three days, wash in the Castalian spring and drink several drops of water from it, chew laurel leaves gathered at that same spring, and then be led up onto a tripod made in a particular manner and set beforehand in a place where the spring vapors rising from the earth could act with special force, and the like). Finally —

e) attention must be paid to the very fulfillment of the prophecy: it is not enough that a prediction unconfirmed by the event is unworthy of the name of prophecy, even if it should combine within itself all the other properties we have enumerated—it is further required that between the prophecy and the event there be found not some accidental, most trifling resemblance, but a resemblance essential and complete, at least in its principal features.

Thus, from this survey of the marks of divine revelation—internal and external, natural and supernatural—it is disclosed that these marks are entirely sufficient for recognizing a true revelation by them and distinguishing it from false ones. It is true that the internal marks and the external natural marks can only expose a false revelation, while making a true one merely plausible; but, in compensation, the supernatural marks, miracles and prophecies, if they prove fully credible, can already decisively attest a true revelation.

Section II. On the Christian Faith as the One True Revelation

§45. Points of View on the Subjects of This Section

The preliminary work is finished: we have set forth the general concepts of Faith, in order, with their help, to understand in particular what the Christian faith is; we then set forth the general concepts of revelation, in order, on their basis, to show that the Christian faith is indeed the one true revelation. It is now time to make use of these preliminary concepts and actually apply them to Christianity—1) as Faith, and 2) as revealed Faith.

It must be noted, however, that the manner of applying these concepts cannot be the same in every case: from some, as general principles, it is enough merely to draw conclusions with respect to Christianity, without any new explanations or proofs. Others, on the contrary, must be applied to Christianity in their full extent, with various detailed remarks concerning it. Thus, in the general teaching on Faith, we —

first, established those truths on which every faith rests, and without which it cannot exist: the truth of the being of God, and the truth of the being and immortality of the human soul;

second, examined the very essence of faith, with its indispensable properties and attributes;

third, showed the living relation of faith to the Church, by which they form one inseparable whole, and without which neither the one nor the other can be adequately understood.

All three of these considerations are equally necessary for a thorough establishment and clarification of the correct concept of the Christian faith; but of them the first and the last require here no further new exposition or detailed application to Christianity, and it is enough merely, on the basis of the first, to draw the conclusion that the Christian faith, too, as a faith, rests on unshakable supports, and, on the basis of the last, that the Christian faith, too, is inseparably joined to the Church. Only the second consideration—that is, the consideration of the very essence of faith—requires a special application to Christianity and detailed development. For the Christian faith, besides the general properties of faith, has its own particular properties as well, by which it is distinguished from every other faith, and without which it cannot be understood at all.

Likewise, in the general teaching on revelation, we showed first the possibility of supernatural revelation, then its necessity, and finally its essential marks. All these are considerations without which we would never have been able to set forth thoroughly the concept of Christianity as revelation, and are therefore, for us, considerations of the utmost importance and necessity. But now that we already possess them, now that we know that supernatural revelation is both possible and necessary, and must have these particular marks and no others, only one question remains for us to resolve: does the Christian faith indeed possess all these marks? If we find that it truly does, then the conclusion will follow of itself that the Christian faith, as a supernatural revelation, is both possible and necessary, and has indeed been granted by God Himself.

Having thus established our points of view on the subjects of this new section of the Introduction to Orthodox Theology, let us proceed to their actual examination.

Chapter I. On Christianity as Faith

§46. The Concept of the Christian Faith

The Christian faith, in its essence, is not merely a union between God and man, but specifically a new union, restored after man’s breaking of the primeval union. In other words: the Christian faith is the reunion of fallen mankind with the three-hypostatic God, through the death on the cross of the incarnate Son of God, by whom, as the holy Apostle says, we have access, in one Spirit, to the Father (Heb. 2:18). In these words of the God-inspired Apostle is indicated not only the distinctive character of the Christian faith, by which it is, properly, a bringing back to God of men who had once departed from Him—and is consequently not an original union but already a reunion with God—but also the very participation of each of the Persons of the Most Holy Trinity in this bringing back and reunion: the participation of the Son — through Him we have access…; the participation of the Holy Spirit — access in one Spirit…; and the participation of the Father — access to the Father. The most detailed unfolding of this concept of the Christian faith may be said to be furnished by all the Gospels and all the apostolic Epistles, of which we shall cite, by way of example, only a few of the clearer passages. Such are —

first, the words of the Savior Himself:

a) I am the way and the truth and the life; apart from Me none can come to the Father… (John 14:6);

b) just as Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness, so must the Son of Man be lifted up, that everyone who believes in Him should not perish, but have eternal life (John 3:14–15);

c) unless one is born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter the kingdom of God (John 3:5); and,

second, the words of the holy Apostles:

a) having been justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ, through whom also we have obtained access, by faith, into this grace in which we stand (Rom. 5:1–2);

b) who Himself bore our sins in His own body upon the tree, that we, having been set free from sins, might live for righteousness (1 Pet. 2:24);

c) no one can say that Jesus is Lord, except by the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 12:3, and following).

In order to set forth the essence of this new union in greater detail, let us examine it too by those same essential qualities by which we have already examined Faith in general.

§47. The Foundation and Origin of the Christian Faith

The occasion for the restoration of the union between God and man through the death of Jesus Christ on the cross was man’s fall, or his unfaithfulness to the primeval union: otherwise there would have been no need of a new one. This was, however, a fall of such a kind that man did not lose the image of God entirely, was not deprived of free will, and did not become, like the fallen spirit, hardened in evil. On the contrary, he remained conscious of his guilt before God and with a sincere desire to be reconciled to his Creator; otherwise man would no longer have been capable of reunion with God at all. The Christian faith turns to man as a fallen, corrupted, sick being, offers him a saving remedy, and, before all else, requires of him that he repent and abandon his former, vicious way of life: repent, for the kingdom of heaven has drawn near (Matt. 4:17)—so the Savior began His preaching, on entering upon His public ministry; repent (Acts 2:38)—the Apostles, too, cried out, beginning their evangelical proclamation. In general, the dogma of the fall of man is so essential to the Christian Faith that, were it refuted, the Faith would lose its whole significance.

On the side of God, the foundation for this new union, as once for the primeval one, was solely His all-good will toward man—namely, the infinite love toward us sinners of God the Father, who gave His own only-begotten Son, that everyone who believes in Him should not perish, but have eternal life (John 3:16); the infinite love toward us of God the Son, who laid down His very life for us (Matt. 20:28); and the infinite love toward us of God the Holy Spirit, the most bountiful giver of every gracious gift (1 Cor. 12:7), who pours out love in our hearts (Rom. 5:5).

Judging by the infinite goodness of our Creator toward us, and by the timing of man’s fall, we may already judge as well when the beginning was laid for this new, gracious union. The All-Good foresaw our fall from eternity, and therefore predestined from eternity to restore us through His only-begotten Son (Acts 2:23), and chose us in Him even before the foundation of the world, that we should be holy and blameless before Him in love, having beforehand marked us out for adoption through Jesus Christ to Himself, according to the good pleasure of His will (Eph. 1:4–5). In time, however, the fulfillment of this predestination of God’s infinite love for us began the very moment man fell. In pronouncing His righteous judgment upon our unfortunate forefathers for their betrayal of the terms of the primeval covenant, the heavenly Judge, at that very moment, called them into a new covenant with Himself, giving them the comforting promise of the Seed of the woman, who would crush the head of the serpent (Gen. 3:15). From that time forward, faith in Christ the Savior has never ceased in the human race (Heb. 11:2–32; 12:2), just as it will never cease (Matt. 16:18); and the earth has beheld upon itself a holy seed—true Christians—even before the coming of the Messiah,114 just as it has beheld and beholds them since the time of His coming.

§48. What God Has Accomplished in the Matter of the Christian Faith, and What Is Required of Man

I. Having willed to lead fallen man out of his pitiable state into a new, gracious one, the Lord was pleased to fulfill all those conditions which were required for this, and which, as we saw in their proper place (§§31–34), man himself could never fulfill by his own powers. Specifically, He was pleased to employ the following three means:

1) The means for illumining fallen man with the light of the true teaching of faith: supernatural revelation. To this end, even in the days of the patriarchs, the Lord sometimes appeared to them Himself, sometimes granted the gift of prophecy to some of them, sometimes declared His will to them through Angels, and the heavenly teaching of faith then passed from generation to generation by oral tradition. Then He solemnly granted the Israelites a written law through Moses, and sent them a whole succession of Prophets, who, by inspiration of the Holy Spirit, declared the word of Jehovah to men both orally and in writing. To this same end, among others (Luke 4:43), the only-begotten Son of God, who dwells in the bosom of the Father (John 1:18), finally appeared on earth, preached the Gospel of the kingdom Himself (Matt. 9:35), sent the holy Apostles to preach it, who, having been clothed with power from on high, proclaimed the teaching of Christ to the whole world, both orally and in writing, and afterward gave, and continues to give, His Church pastors and teachers appointed by the Holy Spirit to preserve and proclaim this teaching to all generations, until the end of the age (Eph. 4:11, 14).

2) The means for reconciling fallen mankind to Himself. It consists in this: that the only-begotten Son of God became man, and, being wholly sinless and innocent, voluntarily took upon Himself the sins of the world. And since the inescapable wages of sin is death (Rom. 6:24), He, by the Holy Spirit offered Himself without blemish to God (Heb. 9:14) as a propitiatory sacrifice for us — the righteous died for the unrighteous (1 Pet. 3:18)—and thus redeemed us, not with the price of silver or gold, but with His own precious blood, from the curse of the law, having become a curse for us (Gal. 3:13; cf. 1 Pet. 3:18); He blotted out the record that stood against us…, nailing it to the cross (Col. 2:14)—and we, though we were enemies, were reconciled to God through the death of His Son (Rom. 5:10): for God was in Christ, reconciling the world to Himself, not counting their (that is, men’s) trespasses against them (2 Cor. 5:19). But having accomplished, upon the cross, the redemption of the whole human race, Christ, as eternal High Priest, further instituted in His Church the holy sacraments (Matt. 28:19; Luke 22:19; 1 Cor. 11:24), through which believers in Him, receiving grace, might, with the cooperation of this divine power, each one individually appropriate to himself the merits of His cross, for reconciliation with God; He also instituted stewards of the mysteries of God (1 Cor. 4:1), granting them, among other things, the exclusive right and authority to perform the sacred rites for the faithful (Heb. 5:4; Eph. 4:11–12).

3) The means for the moral amendment of fallen mankind, and for its growth in piety and holiness. To this belong both the divine revelation, in which the moral laws are disclosed to us in their full light, and the divine sacred rites of the holy sacraments, through which the gracious powers necessary for cleansing ourselves of sins and strengthening ourselves in good are sent down to us; finally, for this same purpose, among others, the Lord instituted on earth the ecclesiastical hierarchy (Acts 20:28; 1 Pet. 5:2), with authority to bind and loose our consciences (Matt. 16:19; 18:18; John 20:22–23), to watch over our moral conduct, and to guide us on the path to spiritual perfection and eternal salvation (1 Tim. 5:19–20 and 22; Eph. 4:11–12).

II. What the Lord has done for man’s restoration determines also the conditions man himself must fulfill for this on his part. In general, these conditions consist in this: that every man is unconditionally bound to become a true Christian. For if each of us, by his very nature, is called to union with God; and if, upon our breaking of this union, God Himself offers us supernatural means for its restoration in the Christian Faith, then none of us has any right either to refuse the means offered, or, having received them, to fail to use them according to their purpose, or to misuse them; and one who acts thus necessarily becomes inexcusable before the tribunal of eternal Justice (Mark 16:16; Matt. 10:14–15; 7:21). In particular, every Christian man is bound:

1) to accept the whole Divine supernatural revelation, and to appropriate the truths of faith, hope, and love set forth in it exactly as they are taught by the Church, authorized for this by the Savior Himself, and by her teachers (Mark 16:15; Matt. 18:17; Rom. 10:15; Eph. 4:11, 14);

2) to make use of the holy sacraments, and of the sacred rites of the Church in general, performed by those same persons called by God Himself (John 3:5; 6:53; Heb. 5:4–5):

3) finally, to submit to the spiritual governance of the Church, and, following her guidance, to grow more and more in virtue (Matt. 7:21; 19:17; Heb. 13:17).

When man fulfills all these conditions for the restoration of his union with God, the purpose of the Christian faith is thereby attained.

§49. The Purpose of the Christian Faith

This purpose is the very same as was the purpose of the primeval faith, with only certain particularities flowing from the essence of Christianity, namely:

1) The mysterious union of the Christian man with God—but a union through Christ and in Christ. That they all may be one, our Lord prayed on earth to His heavenly Father for all believers, that they all may be one: as You, Father, are in Me, and I in You, that they also may be one in Us (John 17:21). But at the same time He said to them: no one comes to the Father, but through Me (John 14:6); at the same time He commanded them: abide in Me, and I in you. As the branch cannot bear fruit of itself, unless it abides in the vine, so neither can you, unless you abide in Me. I am the vine, you are the branches; he who abides in Me, and I in him, bears much fruit; for without Me you can do nothing (John 15:4–5), and, disclosing the mystery of this mysterious union of men through Him with God, He testified: I am in My Father, and you in Me, and I in you (John 14:20). This is why the holy Apostles, too, taught that God, calling us through Christianity into a new union with Himself, properly calls us into the fellowship of His Son Jesus Christ our Lord (1 Cor. 1:9); they called true Christians those who had put on Christ (Gal. 3:27), partakers of Christ (Heb. 3:14), while urging the weak and the fallen to put on Christ (Rom. 13:14), to have Christ formed within them (Gal. 4:19; 5:4), adding that we are heirs of God, and joint heirs with Christ (Rom. 8:17), and that we have already been seated together with Him in the heavenly places, in Christ Jesus (Eph. 2:6). And of the Christian alone, at the present time—that is, after the fall of our forefathers—can all be said that we said (§14) of man standing in union with God: the Christian alone is both a vessel of God’s grace and a temple of the Holy Spirit and a dwelling of the whole Holy Trinity; his mind is the mind of Christ (1 Cor. 2:16); Christ is in his heart (Eph. 3:17); his very life is hidden with Christ in God (Col. 3:3); and he, truly, no longer lives himself, but Christ lives in him (Gal. 2:20).

2) The glory of God. It is for this reason that Holy Scripture says that our Savior Himself, who is the radiance of the glory of God the Father (Heb. 1:3), came to earth to seek this glory (John 7:18; 17:4); that we, too, have been called for this very reason into the gracious kingdom of Christ, that we might be to the praise of the glory of the three-hypostatic God (Eph. 1:6, 12, 14), to be filled with the fruits of righteousness through Jesus Christ, to the glory and praise of God (Phil. 1:11). For this reason we are also commanded that we all, with unveiled face, beholding the glory of the Lord in Christ (2 Cor. 3:18), should do all things to the glory of God (1 Cor. 10:31).

3) Finally, the blessedness of the Christian man himself. In the present life, this blessedness consists chiefly in tasting the sweetness of the virtues themselves (Matt. 5:3–12), in the peace of God, which surpasses all understanding (Phil. 4:7), in the foretaste, through hope, of the blessings of heaven, in sweet spiritual union with Christ, the God of all comfort (2 Cor. 1:3), and in joy in the Holy Spirit (Rom. 14:17). But full blessedness for Christians will come only in the life eternal, where they shall see God face to face (1 Cor. 13:12), shall shine forth like the sun in the kingdom of their Father (Matt. 13:43), shall come forever into communion with the Lord (1 Thess. 4:17), so that God shall be all in all (1 Cor. 15:28).

§50. The Division of the Christian Faith

The Christian faith, like Faith in general, is divided into objective and subjective—revelation and the worship of God—for the same reasons as before (§15).

In its objective sense it is further subdivided into two kinds: the Old Testament faith, or revelation, consisting of the patriarchal and the Mosaic faith, and the New Testament faith, or revelation—which, for all their essential likeness, also have their differences.

I. Between them there is an essential likeness. For —

1) Both have one and the same origin—God Himself—and are equally supernatural revelations: for just as of old God spoke to the fathers in many parts and many ways through the prophets, so in these last days He has spoken to us in the Son (Heb. 1:1). And, in both the Old and the New Testament alike, prophecy never came by the will of man, but holy men of God spoke as they were moved by the Holy Spirit (2 Pet. 1:21). In particular, they have one and the same mediating Author, Christ the Savior Himself, in virtue of whose merits, as of a lamb slain from the foundation of the world (Rev. 13:8), revelations were given to the patriarchs. He alone could entreat the Father that the Holy Spirit should descend upon the Prophets, just as He afterward descended upon the Apostles (John 14:16)—for which reason it is said of the Prophets, too, that the Spirit of Christ guided them (1 Pet. 1:10–11).

This thought was very often set forth by the holy Fathers of the Church, many of whom, moreover, maintained that almost all the Old Testament theophanies to the patriarchs, to Moses, to the Prophets, and to other righteous men were precisely appearances of the Son of God, or at least occurred in virtue of His saving merits on the cross. “We say,” wrote the Orthodox bishops of the Council of Antioch (around A.D. 266) to Paul of Samosata, “that this Son came and appeared to Abraham beneath the oak of Mamre. He was one of the three with whom the patriarch conversed as with a Lord and Judge, since He has received all judgment from the Father (John 5:22)… It is He who, fulfilling the will of the Father, appeared to the patriarchs and conversed with them—now as an Angel, now as the Lord, now as God…. We even affirm that the Law, too, was given to Moses in the very same manner, through the mediation of the Son of God, as the Apostle teaches (Gal. 3:19). For we know no other Mediator between God and man (1 Tim. 2:5).”115

2) Both these revelations have one and the same principal subject—the salvation of the human race in Jesus Christ. Promises concerning Him were given even to our forefathers immediately upon their fall (Gen. 3:15). Moses wrote of Christ (John 5:46). The Prophets foretold beforehand the sufferings of Christ, and the glories that would follow after them (1 Pet. 1:11), and all the Old Testament Scriptures bear witness to Him (John 5:39). And the New Testament revelation, too, preaches Christ crucified (1 Cor. 1:23). Corresponding to this principal subject of both Testaments, Old and New, there is likewise a great likeness in their whole composition—namely, in their doctrine, their sacred rites, and their ecclesiastical governance. In doctrine, both Testaments set forth one and the same truths of faith: concerning the one God in three hypostases, His attributes, His actions in the world, the angels, man, his fall, his redemption through Jesus Christ, the life to come, and the rest; truths of love in the Decalogue and in many other precepts; truths of hope in the promises of the blessings of the present life and the life to come… The Old Testament sacred rites, and especially the sacrifices, prefigured the great Sacrifice of Golgotha, and came to their end in it. The New Testament rites take their beginning from this redemptive Sacrifice, and derive their saving power from it, and always will. Finally, just as the Old Testament hierarchy, which had the governance of the Church upon its conscience and responsibility, consisted of three essential degrees, each with its own particular duties, so we see these same three essential degrees, and almost the same offices for each, in the New Testament hierarchy as well. And, consequently —

3) Both supernatural revelations—the Old Testament in both its forms, and the New Testament—stand in the closest, most unbreakable connection with one another, so that they properly form a single revelation. This is one great plan of the divine economy of human salvation, a plan in which every part occupies its own place, and none can be separated from the rest. This is one and the same great day of the true knowledge of God: in the patriarchal revelation mankind saw the joyous dawn of that day of grace; in the revelation under the Law, its beautiful morning; in the Christian revelation it beholds the very noonday. This unbreakable connection between these revelations was set forth in their addresses to the Jews by the holy protomartyr Stephen and the holy Apostle Paul (Acts, chapters 7 and 13).116

II. The entire difference between the Old and New Testaments consists:

1) in the fact that the Old Testament revelation, in both its forms, was only a preparation for the New: the law was our guardian leading us to Christ (Gal. 3:24). There was a shadow of the good things to come, but now there is the very image of the things themselves (Heb. 10:1): there, men believed in a Messiah yet to come, and beheld Him only in promises, prophecies, and types; but now we believe in the Messiah already come, who has fulfilled in Himself all the ancient prophecies. And, consequently —

2) in the fact that the Old Testament revelation contained, in a lesser degree, everything that the New Testament possesses.117 It did not have the same clarity, the same fullness, or the same loftiness —

a) in doctrine: thus, in the New Testament certain truths of faith are disclosed far more clearly—for example, concerning the Holy Trinity, the incarnation of the Son of God, His death on the cross, the holy sacrament of the Eucharist, and the like; certain truths of love are set forth far more fully and sublimely, especially in the Savior’s Sermon on the Mount (Matt. ch. 5–8); and higher and purer motives are indicated for hope (cf. Deut. 19:8, 28; Ex. 1:12, 20; and Matt. 5:3–22).118 The same must be said —

b) concerning the sacred rites of the two Testaments: those of the Old Testament could not, of themselves, impart saving grace to man or cleanse him from sin (Gal. 3:11; Heb. 10:4), but had power only insofar as they served as types of the sacrifice of Christ (cf. Heb. 9:11–24; Lev. 5:5; 6:7; and Acts 15:11)—whereas the New Testament sacred rites, called sacraments, by their very essence already impart to believers the divine grace for their regeneration, sanctification, and growth in piety (Acts 2:38; Titus 3:5–6, and others),119 even though they, too, derive their power from that same redemptive sacrifice; and —

c) concerning ecclesiastical governance: the spirit of the Old Testament was preeminently a spirit of severity and servile fear, and for this reason the Jews stood, in the Apostle’s phrase, under a yoke of bondage (Gal. 5:1), and were children of the bondwoman (Gal. 4:31)—whereas Christians are free children, and in the New Testament Church the spirit of governance is preeminently a spirit of meekness (2 Tim. 2:24–25; Acts 20:19), and the authority of the Church is preeminently a spiritual authority (Matt. 18:18).

3) Finally, in the fact that the Old Testament law was given only for a time,120 and was to be replaced by a more perfect one (Luke 16:16; Gal. 3:24–25; Heb. 7:12). The New Testament revelation, by contrast, is already the final revelation, which will not be replaced by any new one, but must remain in the human race until the end of the age. For the covenant of Christ is an everlasting covenant (Heb. 13:20); Christ Himself is the same yesterday, and today, and forever (Heb. 13:8); against His Church the gates of hell shall not prevail (Matt. 16:18); and He must reign until He has put all enemies under His feet (1 Cor. 15:25).

Chapter II. On Christianity as the One True Revelation

§51. The Importance of the Subject, and the Division of the Chapter

We now come to the most important of all the subjects of Christian Theology. That the holy Christian faith is indeed the one true, divine revelation, and is therefore the one faith saving for men in their present, corrupted state—this is a truth on which all the other dogmas of Christianity are founded, and from which they draw their force and significance; on which all our beliefs and sweet hopes are founded; on which our whole moral life is founded. From this one may judge how precious it must be to the mind of a Christian, and how greatly to be desired by his heart, to grasp this fundamental truth of Christianity as clearly and distinctly as possible, in all its force and unshakableness, and to what degree, therefore, it must claim our attention.

And thanks be to the Lord, infinitely wise and all-good! Having been pleased to grant men His supernatural revelation—first the Old Testament, then the New—He, in both cases, did not leave Himself without witness (Acts 14:17). He imparted —

I) both to the Old Testament revelation, in both its forms—that is,

a) in the patriarchal Faith, and

b) in the Faith under the Law—and

II) to the New Testament revelation, all those marks, internal as well as external, which a true revelation must have, and by which men may readily be assured of its divinity and distinguish it from every false revelation.121

I. On the Divine Origin of the Old Testament Revelation

§52. Sources of Knowledge Concerning This Faith

The one source from which we can draw reliable knowledge of the patriarchal Faith, which prevailed among the better part of the human race for about 4,000 years, is the Book of Genesis, the most ancient of all books in the world. To it may be added the forty-fourth chapter of the Book of Jesus, Son of Sirach, the seventh chapter of the Acts of the Apostles, the eleventh chapter of the holy Apostle Paul’s Epistle to the Hebrews, and a few brief passages from other books of Holy Scripture, where remarks about the patriarchs are likewise found. Nevertheless, even from this not extensive source we may sufficiently grasp both the inward worth of the teaching the patriarchs professed, and the incontestable force of the outward signs that vouched for its origin from God.

A. The Internal Marks of the Divinity of the Patriarchal Faith

§53. The Parts of the Inquiry

The holy Author of Genesis does not set forth, in his book, a deliberate exposition of the very content of the patriarchs’ faith; he describes only their life and deeds. But this life and these deeds clearly show what the patriarchs believed, what rules they held to in their morality, and in what their outward worship consisted.

§54. A Survey of the Doctrine

In the doctrine of faith, as is evident from the very concept of Faith, the principal articles are:

a) the teaching concerning God, His relation to the world and, especially, to man—since faith is a covenant between God and man; and

b) the teaching concerning man, his high dignity, his freedom and immortality, by virtue of which man proves capable of so exalted a covenant, and, through it, of eternal life in God, of eternal blessedness. To this, in the restored Faith, a third essential article is necessarily added:

c) the teaching concerning the Restorer of the faith, the Mediator between God and men who had broken the primeval covenant. And already in the patriarchal period we find the truest conceptions of all these articles of faith.

I. The patriarchs conceived of God:

1) as to His essence —

a) as the one God (Gen. 14:19), who appeared to them always one and the same;

b) as spiritual, who, looking upon the increasing impiety of men, once said: My Spirit shall not abide in these men forever, for they are flesh (Gen. 6:3);

c) as almighty, who at another time said to Abraham: I am your God (Shaddai—mighty, strong): be well-pleasing before Me (Gen. 17:1);

d) as all-good, who repeatedly appeared to the patriarchs, conversed with them as a Father with His children, gave them comforting promises, and sent down blessings upon them (Genesis, chapters 15, 17, and others);

e) as all-knowing and all-present, who saw all their deeds, heard their prayers (12:8), and smelled their sacrifices (8:21), and uttered to them predictions that were fulfilled before their very eyes (18:20, and others);

f) as most holy and just, who richly rewarded good and strictly punished transgressions (4:11, and others);

g) as true and faithful, in whose promises they always believed, and who more than once fulfilled before them the promises He had given;

h) as eternal, who made with them an everlasting covenant (Gen. 17:7), and the like.

2) as to His relation to the world —

a) as God Most High, who made heaven and earth (Gen. 14:19, 22; cf. 1:1–27);

b) as the one supreme Master of all creation, who spoke the very same words to Adam at his creation, and to Noah and all his offspring after the Flood: increase and multiply, and fill the earth and have dominion over it… (Gen. 1:28; 9:1);

c) as the Provider and Ruler of the universe, who more than once foretold to men future events, and then vindicated these predictions by the events themselves—such as the universal Flood (6:13–22 and 7), the birth of Isaac, and the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah (ch. 18), and others. In particular —

3) as to His relation to man:

a) as moral Lawgiver, who prescribed particular commandments to Adam and Eve (2:16–17), to Noah and his sons (9:3, and following), and to Abraham and his posterity (17:11, and following);

b) as Judge and Rewarder, who subjected our forefathers to punishment for their disobedience, and their son Cain for fratricide, but translated the righteous Enoch, who did not taste death (5:25); who punished the whole human race by the Flood for its impiety, but preserved the righteous Noah with his household; who destroyed the lawless inhabitants of Sodom and Gomorrah, but saved the righteous Lot, and the like.

II. The patriarchs regarded man —

a) as a being composed of body and soul—a body created by God from dust, and a soul which God breathed into his face (Gen. 2:7);

b) as the most excellent of all creatures on earth, created in the image of God (Gen. 1:27; 9:6), and appointed to be king and master of all creation (1:28; 9:1);

c) as a being endowed with freedom, on the condition of which God gave His commandments to Adam (2:16–17), to Noah (ch. 9), and to Abraham (17:1), safeguarded these commandments with promises and threats, and finally did in fact reward and punish men according to their deeds; while the patriarchs, for their part, received the divine commandments, entered into covenant with God, and voluntarily submitted themselves to the conditions and consequences of the covenant (15:6–13);

d) as a fallen being, who had not stood firm in the primeval union with God, and was doomed to bear the whole weight of the ruinous consequences of his transgression, but who, at the same time, had already been shown mercy by God, and called by Him into a new union of faith, a union of grace (Gen. 3:15);

e) as an immortal being, which, at the close of the present life, passes over, in its better half, the spirit, into another, invisible world.

This lofty truth was, without doubt, known to the patriarchs. They —

a) called themselves strangers and sojourners on the earth—by which, as the holy Apostle remarks, they plainly declared that they sought a homeland, and desired a better, heavenly one; and it was for this reason that God Himself was not ashamed to be called their God, for He has prepared for them a city, the same Apostle adds (Gen. 47:9; Heb. 11:13–16). They —

b) commonly called God the God of their fathers, already deceased; and this, as the Savior Himself explained, served as fresh proof of their faith in immortality: for He is not a God of the dead, but of the living (Matt. 22:32). They —

c) regarded death as a passing-over to one’s own people: Jacob, having blessed his sons before his end, said to them: I am passing over to my people; bury me with my fathers (Gen. 49:29); and just so it is remarked earlier of Abraham: and he passed over to his people, and they buried him (Gen. 25:8); and of Isaac: and he was gathered to his kindred…, and they buried him (35:29). In all these cases, passing over to one’s own people is distinguished from the burial of the body in the grave, and consequently points to the migration of man’s other part, the soul, into the land where the souls of those already departed already dwelt. Indeed —

d) believed in the existence of Sheol, the place to which souls pass over after death: mourning the loss of Joseph, the patriarch Jacob, notwithstanding the consolations of all his sons and daughters, refused to be comforted, saying: I shall go down to my son, mourning, into Hades (Gen. 37:35). By the word Hades (Sheol) the holy patriarch undoubtedly meant not the tomb of Joseph’s body, but the place to which his son’s soul had departed: for Jacob did not believe Joseph to be buried in any tomb, but was convinced that he had been devoured by a wild beast: a fierce beast has devoured him; a beast has torn Joseph to pieces (Gen. 37:33), Jacob cried out when he saw the bloodied garment of his beloved son.122 A particular, tangible proof of the existence of another world and of man’s immortality could serve, for the people of that period —

e) the translation of Enoch: and Enoch was well-pleasing to God, and was not found, for God translated him (Gen. 5:24). That what is meant here is not the death of Enoch, but his translation into another world, is already evident from the context of the speech: in numbering, in that same (fifth) chapter, the succession of patriarchs who lived before Enoch and after him, the holy Author of Genesis concludes the life-account of each of them with the word and he died; but speaking of Enoch alone, he replaces this expression with another: and God translated him. Moreover, the translation of Enoch is portrayed as a reward to him from God for the holiness of his life: and Enoch was well-pleasing to God, and was not found… What kind of reward, then, would an ordinary death, common to all, be? The holy Apostle Paul convinces us incontestably of the truth we are demonstrating, saying plainly: by faith Enoch was translated, that he should not see death, and was not found, for God translated him: for before his translation he had been attested to have been well-pleasing to God (Heb. 11:5; cf. Sir. 44:15).

III. Finally, it cannot be doubted, on the exact testimony of the holy Apostle (Heb. 11; Gal. 3:16; Rom. 4:13), that faith in the future Deliverer, or Messiah, also formed the most essential article in the Faith of the patriarchs. God Himself nurtured this faith in them by His promises concerning the Messiah.

The first promise was given already to Adam and Eve, immediately after their fall. Having pronounced His just judgment upon the transgressors, and given over to a curse the author of their transgression, the Lord at the same time added: and I will put enmity between you (the serpent) and the woman, and between your seed and her seed: he shall watch for (crush) your head, and you shall watch for his heel (Gen. 3:15). Veiled as this promise is, our forefathers understood by the seed of the woman the future Deliverer, who was to crush the head of their deceiver, the serpent—that is, to conquer the devil. And Adam, as is reasonably conjectured, expressed this faith of his in the naming of his wife—life (Gen. 3:20)—and Eve in the naming of her two sons, Cain (4:1) and Seth (4:25).123 This saying of God to our forefathers concerning the seed of the woman was afterward understood in the same way by all the ancient Jews as well, on the basis of a tradition constantly preserved among them—of which their targums, or paraphrases, composed before the birth of Christ, may serve as proof.124 Many of the more recent Jews, too, understand this saying in the same way, on the basis of the same tradition, who, according to the testimony of one scholar (Buxtorf), confess in their creed: “I await the coming of the Messiah, who was promised to us from the beginning.” The true Messiah, who has already come to earth to fulfill the ancient promises, is indeed also called in the New Testament born of a woman (Gal. 4:4), and the purpose of His coming is, among other things, said to be to destroy the works of the devil (1 John 3:8), and to bind the serpent, that ancient serpent, who is the devil and Satan (Rev. 20:2).

The second promise was given by God to Abraham: and in your seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed (Gen. 22:18); it was afterward repeated to Isaac (26:4) and to Jacob (28:14). That by this seed, in whom all the nations of the earth would be blessed, the holy patriarchs understood not their entire posterity, but some one great descendant, or Messiah, is plainly confessed by one of them, Jacob, who, prophesying of the coming of the Reconciler (Shiloh), called him the expectation of the nations (Gen. 29:10); and the Reconciler Himself, when He had come to earth, bore witness to this when He said to the Jews: Abraham your father rejoiced to see My day; and he saw it, and was glad (John 8:56). Following their forefathers, all the Jews, too, constantly understood this promise of the Messiah, both before the birth of Christ125 and afterward. For this reason the holy Apostles, too, addressing the Jews, boldly said: you are the sons of the prophets and of the covenant which God made with your fathers, saying to Abraham: and in your seed shall all the families of the earth be blessed (Acts 3:25); or: to Abraham the promises were spoken, and to his seed; He does not say, and to seeds, as of many, but as of one: and to your seed, which is Christ (Gal. 3:16).

On the other hand, the patriarchs’ faith in the future Deliverer could also have been nurtured by many types, which visibly bore upon themselves the seal of a particular divine intention—such as: the sacrifices, which prefigured the great sacrifice of Christ; the ladder Jacob saw in his dream, which prefigured the union in Christ of the divine and human natures; the fate of Joseph, which prefigured the sufferings of the Savior at the hands of His own people, which afterward became a source of blessing; the sacrifice of Isaac, which pointed to the death on the cross and resurrection of the Messiah; the priesthood of Melchizedek, which prefigured the eternal priesthood of Christ; and others.126

§55. A Survey of the Moral Teaching

The moral teaching, or the rules by which the patriarchs were guided in their life and conduct, were likewise of the purest kind.

In relation to God, we see in the patriarchs:

a) faith in a God all-knowing, most holy, and just—which is confirmed by their very use of the oath alone (Gen. 21:23; 24:3, and others);

b) perfect obedience to the will of God, so that this will was the constant principle of their whole conduct. This is why the holy Author of Genesis, wishing to depict the moral character of one or another of them, ordinarily expresses himself thus: he walked before God, he was well-pleasing to God, he found favor before the Lord God, he was righteous, perfect before God (chapters 5, 6, and others);

c) the fear of God—but a filial fear, tempered by complete trust in God and filial love, as was especially manifested in the example of Abraham, the father of believers, and of Joseph;

d) gratitude to God for His benefactions, known to us from the history of Noah and Jacob. Together with these fundamental virtues of true piety, all the other particular virtues that spring from them—every virtue man can have in relation to God—without any doubt dwelt in the hearts of the patriarchs as well.

In relation to their neighbors, one cannot fail to notice in the life of the patriarchs:

a) respect for the dignity of man as the image of God, and respect for his life (Gen. 9:6);

b) love for one’s neighbor, which was especially manifested in the hospitality that prevailed at that time (19:8);

c) respect for the sanctity of the marriage union (2:24, and others);

d) love and complete reverence for parents and for elders in general;

e) love for children (37:34, 35);

f) solicitude for preserving the chastity of daughters, and the like.

Finally, the chief of the duties the patriarchs kept in relation to themselves were:

a) self-denial: this is evident from the fact that, as we have already noted, the root principle of their conduct was the will of God and complete devotion to it, and consequently not self-love;

b) consciousness of their own moral weakness, and, necessarily joined with it, faith in the promised Messiah and hope in Him alone: it was this faith, permeating, so to speak, all their moral acts, that gave these acts, by the testimony of the Apostle Paul, their worth in the eyes of God; by this faith Abel offered to God a greater sacrifice than Cain…, by this faith Enoch was translated, that he should not see death… and so forth (Heb. 11:1–23);

c) diligence in labor, moderation in food and drink, and mastery over the passions: in this, indeed, may have lain one of the causes of the patriarchs’ longevity.

§56. A Survey of the Outward Worship

The composition of outward worship in the patriarchal period, for all its simplicity, fully expressed the spirit of their inward worship.

The essence of the sacred rites was confined to sacrifices: let us recall the sacrifices of Abel, Noah, Abraham, and Jacob. And these sacrifices, prefiguring in themselves the great Sacrifice of Golgotha, and bearing witness to the patriarchs’ faith in the promised Deliverer, were, without doubt, the most pleasing service to God. The sacrifices were accompanied by the invocation of God and by prayers, which the patriarchs, moreover, offered up to God not only at the time of sacrifice, but at other times as well (Gen. 12:8; 25:21, and others). From the time of Abraham there appears, further, a most significant sacred rite, circumcision, to which all the descendants of this patriarch were required to submit for their actual entry into the society of believers. As a sacrament, circumcision signified:

— in the state preceding it, the impurity and corruption of human nature;

— in its object and its timing, the correction of the corruption through the Messiah, who was to be born without a husband;

— and, in its very manner of action, an inward circumcision, or the putting to death of the fleshly man and the birth of the spiritual man (Acts 7:51; Rom. 2:28, 29);127 consequently, circumcision expressed the most essential dogmas of the restored faith.

As for the appurtenances of outward worship: though these were not yet determined with precision in the patriarchal period, they nevertheless corresponded fully to the holiness of the worship itself. We do not see, in that period, any fixed sacred places or temples: this was without doubt hindered by the patriarchs’ wandering way of life; nor do we see any fixed sacred times, apart from the Sabbath. But the places and times for sacred rites were, for the most part, determined by the appearances of God and by His other benefactions, and at these places altars were not infrequently erected, which enjoyed a particular veneration among the people. Nor was there, at that time, any special sacred persons (hierarchy) for the performance of the sacred rites: rather, this right of performing the sacred rites belonged to the elders of the patriarchs’ families, the fathers of households, or, according to Jewish tradition, to the firstborn.128

§57. A Judgment on the High Worth of the Patriarchal Faith

However brief the survey we have made of the patriarchal faith, this sketch already shows its worth clearly enough. In its whole teaching—in its teaching of faith, in its teaching of morality, and in the composition of its outward worship—there is nothing unworthy of God and of man; on the contrary, everything is true, holy, and consonant with its high purpose. (If we compare this Faith with the faiths of other contemporary peoples, such as the Egyptians, Babylonians, and Assyrians, we shall see its complete superiority: there, polytheism and idolatry already reigned everywhere; there, men deified either the heavenly bodies, or men, or lower animals, or plants and stones. If we compare this Faith even with the faiths of the later, most enlightened peoples of antiquity, such as the Greeks and Romans, we shall again see its complete superiority: for polytheism, and above all the deification of men and heroes with all their human passions and vices, formed the very essence of these faiths too. If, finally, we compare the teaching held by the patriarchs with the teaching of the philosophers of Greece and Rome themselves, here too we shall not hesitate to give full preference to the former over the latter. In the philosophers we meet with bright thoughts about God and man, about man’s destiny, about moral principles and man’s duties; but all this is scattered through their writings, and so intermingled with errors, that it is almost impossible for a person not yet acquainted with the revealed teaching of faith to separate the one from the other—whereas in the patriarchal Faith everything is pure, everything is true, everything is holy.

Whence, then, could such a faith have arisen? Is it truly a product of the natural mind of man? But how could this same mind, having taught so bright a doctrine of inward and outward worship of God in the families of the patriarchs, have taught polytheism and idolatry to all other peoples? How could it, even in the very best representatives of its worth, the philosophers, not have been free of very many errors? What exception is there for the patriarchs alone? Yet, according to the natural order of things, we should expect quite the opposite: the faith of the patriarchs is the most ancient of all faiths; consequently, if it is the fruit of the human mind, and the mind develops gradually and moves toward perfection, then it ought to be the most imperfect faith of all—it ought to stand lower not only than the faith of the Greeks and Romans, the most enlightened of peoples, but even than the faith of the Egyptians, Chaldeans, Assyrians, and the other unenlightened peoples of the East. And when it is certainly known that our mind, at its first awakening, can develop only under the guidance of other, more perfect and more experienced persons, how can we suppose that the patriarchs, the first inhabitants of the earth, having no guides or teachers whatsoever, could of themselves have arrived at so lofty a doctrine of God and of everything belonging to the essence of faith? On this consideration alone, we must necessarily agree with the account of the holy Author of Genesis, Moses, that God Himself was the Teacher of the patriarchs in the matter of faith, and that this faith is by no means an invention of the human mind, but a true Divine revelation.

But we shall be still more convinced of this truth when we turn our attention to those signs which, according to the account of the Author of Genesis, constantly accompanied both the appearance and the whole existence of the patriarchal faith.

B. The External Marks of the Divinity of the Patriarchal Faith

§58. Theophanies and Appearances of Angels

The most important of these signs are: theophanies and appearances of Angels. God Himself appeared more than once to our forefathers, appeared afterward to Cain, to Noah, and especially often to Abraham, the father of believers, and further to Isaac and Jacob. At other times He sent His Angels to the patriarchs—for example, to that same Abraham, to Lot, and to others.

That all these extraordinary appearances truly took place, there is not the slightest ground to doubt. Moses narrates them in exactly the same manner as he narrates all the other, natural events in the lives of the patriarchs; Moses so closely intertwines the one and the other in his narrative that whoever should resolve to reject the former would necessarily have to reject the latter as well; Moses further notes that some of the theophanies were attested by the patriarchs and sealed for the memory of their descendants in a particular manner—such as by the naming of the places where the Lord appeared, the setting up of pillars or stones, the renaming of persons (Gen. 22:14; 17:5; 28:19), and the like. The reality of these theophanies is assumed as certain in the period under the Law, when God called Himself the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Ex. 3:6 and 16; Josh. 24:3), and is directly confirmed in the books of the New Testament (Acts 7:1–20; Heb. 11:4–24). This reality is finally pointed to by the traditions of all the pagan peoples, which, passing from generation to generation, though very greatly distorted and containing much that is strange concerning the ancient theophanies, nevertheless necessarily presuppose a truth at their foundation.129

That all the theophanies of which Moses narrates were entirely worthy of God is self-evident. Men had only just appeared on the earth, in a world still new to them and wholly unknown; they were in extreme need of instruction, of guidance, especially as to why they had been placed in the world, how they ought to live, and what they ought to strive for: and so God Himself, their Creator, resolved to be their Teacher in the matter of faith, which contains the first purpose of their existence. He appears to our forefathers—first, to give them a commandment, and thereby to confirm their will in good; then, as Judge, but an all-good Judge, to pronounce upon them just punishment for sin, together with a comforting promise concerning the future Deliverer of the world. He appears to Cain—first, to warn him against fratricide; then, after the crime was committed, to impose punishment on the fratricide and to call him to repentance. He appears to Noah before the Flood, to foretell to the righteous man the approach of the universal calamity and to show him the means of saving himself, his family, and certain animals; and after the Flood, to renew the everlasting covenant with the father of the new world and to pronounce His blessing upon the whole renewed creation. He appears to Abraham, to preserve him from the general impiety, to raise him up as the father of believers, and to grant him the promise concerning that Seed of his in whom all nations would be blessed. He appears to Isaac and Jacob, to repeat this same promise, which formed the chief article in the Faith of the patriarchs. What, then, could be more worthy of God than to appear with His help wherever that help is needed, to appear as a Father in the midst of His children, and this for so lofty a purpose as the salvation of man?

§59. Miracles

Besides theophanies, some other miraculous events also took place in the patriarchal period, which served the patriarchs as a sign of God’s goodness toward them and of the divine origin of the faith they professed. Such, for example, was the translation of Enoch, which was without doubt known to his contemporaries and descendants and produced upon them a beneficial moral effect: Enoch, says the wise son of Sirach, pleased God, and was translated, an example of repentance to all generations (44:15). Such, too, was the confusion of tongues for pride and arrogance (Gen. 11:1–10)—an event that occurred openly before all men, which had all the more effect upon them because each felt its force directly in himself. Such, too, was the turning of Lot’s wife into a pillar of salt for her disobedience to the will of God—again, the most edifying lesson in piety that the Lord gave to men at that time.

§60. Prophecies: a) Uttered by God to the Patriarchs

A further undeniable proof of the divinity of the patriarchal faith was, and is, the prophecies uttered both by God Himself to the patriarchs, and by some of the patriarchs themselves, by the gift of God.

To the first kind belong:

a) the prophecy of the Flood, an event not only wholly contingent but also extraordinary, and therefore a prophecy in the proper sense;

b) the prophecy of the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah (Gen. 18:20; 19:24), likewise a wholly contingent and extraordinary event, which could not have been foreseen by any human calculation;

c) the prophecy of the birth of Isaac from aged and barren parents, who, by the natural order of things, could no longer even hope for a child (17:16–19; 21:1, cf. 16:1, 2);

d) the prophecy that twelve nations, or tribes, would descend from Ishmael, uttered at a time when Ishmael was only about thirteen years old (17:20, 25);

e) the prophecy concerning the fates of Esau and Jacob, while they were yet in their mother’s womb (25:24). All these predictions must have had all the greater effect upon the patriarchs in that almost all of them were vindicated by events before their very eyes. Finally, to this same category belongs:

f) the prophecy God uttered to Abraham, while he was still childless, that from him would come innumerable descendants (Gen. 15:5); that this offspring would be resettled in a land not their own, where they would be enslaved, oppressed, and afflicted for four hundred years (v. 13); that afterward they would go forth from the foreign land with great possessions (v. 14); and that they would receive as their inheritance the land from the river of Egypt even to the great river Euphrates (v. 18): such features of the event no created mind could have foreseen, and yet, as is known from history, they were all fulfilled in the most exact manner.

§61. Prophecies Uttered by the Patriarchs Themselves, and Specifically Jacob’s Prophecy of the Time of the Messiah’s Coming

Of the prophecies uttered by the patriarchs themselves,130 it is enough to dwell on one of the most important, which determines the time of the Messiah’s coming. The patriarch Jacob, blessing his sons before his death and foretelling the fate of their descendants, when it came Judah’s turn, said to him, among other things: a ruler shall not fail from Judah, nor a leader from his loins, until there come the things stored up for him (ἔως ἄν ἔλθῃ τὰ ὰποκέιμενα ὰυτῷ): and he is the expectation of the nations (Gen. 49:10), or, as in the Hebrew text: “the scepter (shevet) shall not be taken away from Judah, nor the lawgiver (mechokek) from his loins, until the Reconciler (Shiloh) comes, and to him shall be the obedience of the peoples”.131 That a future event is spoken of here is evident from the direct sense of the words given and from the whole structure of the speech. Jacob, having called his sons together, first said to them: gather yourselves together, that I may declare to you what shall meet you in the last days (Gen. 49:1), and then indeed proceeds, in order, to disclose to them the future fate of their descendants. That some future person is spoken of here, and a person of very great importance, is likewise evident from the very words: “until the Reconciler comes, and he is the expectation of the nations”—or: “and to him shall be the obedience of the peoples”. But for us it is especially important:

1) that a prophecy is given here concerning the Messiah;

2) that the time of the Messiah’s coming is determined here; and

3) that this prophecy was fulfilled exactly in our Lord Jesus Christ.132

1) The holy patriarch points to two sharply distinctive features in the future Person of whom he testifies—features that apply fully to the Messiah alone, and cannot be applied to anyone else.

The first feature. Jacob calls this Person—Shiloh (ὸ) (Schiloh), as it is now read in the Hebrew text, or, as the Seventy and certain other translators of Holy Scripture probably read it in the most ancient copies—Shelloh (ὸ) (Schelloh). Whichever of these two readings we accept, both can equally be referred to the Messiah, and, in the understanding of all the ancient Jews, to the Messiah alone. Shiloh, from the Hebrew shalah, means reconciler, savior—with which the Samaritan text, too, fully agrees.133 But —

a) one of the most essential blessings which, by God’s promise, was to be expected from the Messiah is this: that He would be our peace, that He would reconcile us to God, reconcile heaven with earth, the Gentiles with the Jews, and bring with Him peace and happiness upon the earth; for which reason, too, the prophet Isaiah calls Him the Prince of Peace (Is. 9:6);

b) one of the most essential names the ancient Jews applied exclusively to the Messiah is the name Shiloh, whatever it may mean.134 For example, the Babylonian Talmud reads: “Rabbi Yohanan asked concerning the Messiah, what is His name? The disciples of Rabbi Sila answered: Shiloh is His name, for in the book of Genesis, chapter 49, verse 10, it is said: until Shiloh comes.”135 Shelloh (Schelloh) means: to whom it belongs (cujus est), and consequently the sense of the prophecy would be: “the scepter shall not be taken away from Judah, until he comes to whom the scepter belongs.” The prophet Ezekiel expresses himself in just this way in a similar prophecy concerning the Messiah: take off the miter, and remove the crown…, until he comes to whom it (that is, the crown) belongs, and I will give it to him (Ezek. 21:26–27). The word Shelloh is rendered in this same way by the ancient Syriac version: “he to whom it (the scepter) belongs, is, cujus illud est”, and by the ancient Arabic version: “he to whom it belongs, is, cui est”;136 and the Seventy translated it thus: until there come the things stored up for him, or, according to another reading: “until he comes for whom it (that is, the scepter) is laid up, ᾧ ἀποκεῖται”. But here, too, remarks similar to the previous ones must be made:

a) one of the most essential qualities which, by God’s promises, was to be expected in the Messiah is this: that He would be a king, that the kingdom would belong to Him (Is. 9:6–8; Jer. 23:5–7; Dan. 2:44);

b) the ancient Jewish paraphrasts, in accordance with the Tradition and belief of the whole people, translate the word Shelloh by the words: “the Messiah, to whom the kingdom belongs”.137

The other feature: Jacob, having mentioned Shiloh, immediately adds: “and to him shall be the obedience of the peoples”, or, as it is read in the ancient paraphrases: “and to him the nations shall submit, all the kings of the earth shall submit”;138 and, in the most ancient translations, the Greek of the Seventy: and he is the expectation of the nations (ἀυτός προσδοκία τῶν ἐθνῶν); the Syriac: “and the nations shall wait for him”; the Arabic: “and to him shall the nations gather and come”.139 To whom, then, apart from the Messiah alone, can all these expressions be applied in their proper sense, whether together or each separately? Of which ordinary descendant of Judah could it have been foretold that he would be the expectation of the nations, that the nations would come to him, that even all the kings of the earth would submit to him?140 All this suits the Messiah all the more, since something similar concerning Him was proclaimed even before Jacob, in the promises of God to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob himself (in your seed shall all the tribes of the earth be blessed), and the like is not infrequently repeated in the later prophecies, especially in Isaiah—for example: in the last days the mountain of the Lord shall be made manifest…, and all the nations shall come to it (2:2, and following); or: and in that day there shall be a root of Jesse, and he who rises up to rule the nations, on him shall the nations set their hope (11:10; cf. 49:6; 51:5; 65:1; 66:19, and others).

2) Just as clearly, the very content of the prophecy concerning the Messiah that we are examining fully convinces us of the thought that the time of His coming is precisely what is determined here. Jacob’s words are: the scepter shall not be taken from Judah, nor the leader from his loins, until Shiloh comes. But the Hebrew ad-ki, until, according to the testimony of the most ancient Hebrew paraphrasts and by the agreement of all the ancient translations, properly means—up to that point, or not until;141 and the most ancient Jews, without any doubt, knew their own language far better than their present-day descendants, and, moreover, had no motive whatsoever deliberately to distort the sense of the prophecies concerning the Messiah, as the more recent rabbis do.142 The purpose of Jacob’s prediction, addressed to Judah, is evidently, on the one hand, to show Judah himself the time until which his descendants would have their own government and preserve their political existence: the scepter shall not be taken from Judah until…; and, on the other hand, to give both Judah with his descendants, and all his brothers present there with their descendants, such a sign by which they could recognize, without error, the Messiah who was to come: until Shiloh comes. But if this until is not understood as marking a definite limit of time, then neither purpose would be achieved. It must be added that all the ancient Jews unanimously saw in these words of the patriarch Jacob a prophecy of the limit, or end, of the kingdom of Judah and the beginning of the kingdom of the Messiah.143

3) Finally, in order to see how Jacob’s prophecy concerning Shiloh was fulfilled in Jesus Christ, it is necessary to determine more precisely the sense of the whole prophecy, and then apply it to the event.

The sense of the prophecy is this: “the tribe of Judah will not cease to have its own government and its own legislation until the Messiah comes”. This is evident:

a) from the word shevet, which, though it sometimes means simply a rod (Ps. 88:33), here means precisely the rod of dominion, governing authority, as it is used in many other places of Holy Scripture (Num. 24:17; Is. 14:5; Zech. 10:11): this we affirm —

b) on the basis of the word mechokek, set in the same utterance to correspond with the word shevet, and meaning properly a lawgiver, a keeper of the law, or legislative authority (Num. 21:19; Judg. 5:14; Ps. 59:9); and —

c) following the most ancient translations and paraphrases: the Seventy and Theodotion translated the word shevet as ἄρχων, ruler; Symmachus as ἐξουσία, authority; Aquila as σκῆπτρον, scepter; Onkelos as one holding dominion. But, on the other hand, it must be remembered —

a) that the prophecy by no means expresses the thought that the kingdom of Judah, before the Messiah’s coming, would continually have one particular form of government—kings, say, or monarchs; rather, it speaks generally: it will have its own government, in whatever form that government exists. The words shevet and mechokek, as can be seen from the texts cited, apply equally to kings, to princes, and to anyone holding authority, and not only to individuals but to whole classes vested with power; consequently they signify governing and legislative authority in general. It must also be remembered —

b) that this government is credited with an unfailing authority in the tribe of Judah alone and over that tribe alone, and by no means over all the tribes of Israel: for here Jacob foretells to his son Judah the fate of his own descendants specifically, while to his other sons he spoke of the fate of their descendants partly before and partly after, to each separately.

Now it is not difficult to apply the prophecy to the event. The tribe of Judah, like the others, began to have its own particular princes, or elders, from among its own members, immediately upon the exodus from Egypt (Num. 1:4, 17; 2:3), where indeed Jacob’s prophecy was uttered, although the chief leader over all the Israelites, throughout their whole journey in the wilderness, remained Moses. This tribe, like the others, did not cease afterward to have its own particular princes even after the occupation of the promised land (Josh. 22:13, 14 and others), although at the same time all Israel was under the supreme authority first of Joshua, then of the judges, and finally of the kings—Saul, David, and Solomon (2 Sam. 2:4; 5:1, 2). It goes without saying that throughout this whole period the tribe of Judah, like the others, was governed by its own native legislation, given through Moses, and not by any foreign law. From the time of Solomon’s son Rehoboam, under whom the division of the kingdom into two parts followed, the fate of the tribe of Judah, in fulfillment of the prophecy, already begins to stand out sharply from the fate of the other tribes. While the ten tribes composing the kingdom of Israel were thereafter governed in succession by kings from various tribes and various dynasties, the tribe of Judah alone—as it were absorbing into itself the small tribe of Benjamin, which was joined with it into one kingdom (which for this reason was called the kingdom of Judah, and sometimes even the tribe of Judah, 2 Kings 17:18)—this one tribe of Judah alone did not cease to have an unbroken line of kings from the house of David alone, and consequently from his own loins. But this is not all: the destruction of the kingdom of Israel by Shalmaneser, king of Assyria, soon followed, and this destruction was final. From that time the ten tribes of Israel never again formed any political body governed by native authority and laws, but, having been carried off beyond the Euphrates and scattered, submitted to foreign rule, while new inhabitants were resettled in their native land (2 Kings 17:28). But the tribe of Judah, though it too soon fell under the Babylonian captivity, nevertheless even in that very captivity, under the rule of the kings of Babylon and afterward of Persia, did not cease to form one body, to have its own elders, and to be governed by its own laws (Dan. 13; Esther 3:8; 8:11). And upon its return from captivity, with the consent of the pagan kings themselves, it continued to have its own princes, elders, and judges according to the laws of its own God (1 Ezra 7:25, 26; 9:1; Neh. 5:7), being under the chief guidance first of leaders such as Zerubbabel, Ezra, and Nehemiah, then of the high priests, and finally of ethnarchs, or national rulers, as the Maccabees were called (1 Macc. 8:20; 12:6).

About sixty years before the Nativity of Christ, Pompey took possession of Jerusalem and made the Jews tributaries of the Romans; twenty-five years later the Romans set over Judea, as king, Herod, a foreigner by descent, an Idumean, from whom power passed to his children. Soon Judea began to be ruled by Roman procurators, or governors, who administered it throughout the whole earthly life of the Savior and afterward, right up to the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus. This brief period, so closely embracing the life of Jesus Christ on both sides, may indeed be called the time of the gradual, but now final, failing of the tribe of Judah’s own government and its own legislation. And in the days of the Savior’s earthly life, under the Roman procurators, we still see among the Jews traces of self-government according to their native laws (John 8:3 and following, 9:1 and following, 18:31); but all this was already being suppressed more and more by the power of the Romans, until at last Jerusalem fell by their sword, and the people who had put the true Messiah to death lost their political existence forever.144

§62. The Historical Reliability of the Theophanies, Miracles, and Prophecies of the Patriarchal Period


The historical reliability of the theophanies, miracles, and prophecies of the patriarchal period that we have examined, as well as of all the other events described in the book of Genesis, rests upon the testimony of Moses and is confirmed by the traditions of the pagan nations.

All these events, though they occurred before Moses, were nonetheless such that he had even natural means of learning them himself, and could not have misled others (not to mention that Moses spoke and wrote by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit: for, having said this, we would for the believer have said everything). These means present themselves as follows:

1) Oral tradition—a tradition living, fresh, and uncorrupted, on account of the patriarchs’ great longevity. It is known that Levi, Moses’ great-grandfather, lived together with Jacob and saw Isaac, while Isaac’s father Abraham could have seen all his forefathers back to Arphaxad, Noah’s grandson, through Shem. Consequently Moses and his contemporaries were separated from the Flood by only some five or six persons, if not fewer, and, without going outside their own family, could easily have learned a reliable history of many centuries: for tradition is corrupted not by the length of time it has existed, but by the multiplicity of persons through whose mouths it successively passes. It is likewise known that Noah, who lived about 600 years before the Flood, could have seen Enoch, the son of Seth, himself and conversed with him, while Noah’s father Lamech was born in the very year that Adam died. Thus even the whole antediluvian history could have been known to Moses’ contemporaries through the mediation of three or four successive witnesses. Let us add to this that if the Israelites in general were always distinguished by a special love for preserving the traditions concerning their forefathers, their faith, and their fate, this must be said all the more of the most ancient Hebrews; and the history set forth in the book of Genesis concerns their most illustrious forefathers, the patriarchs, contains the very beginnings of their faith, the promises concerning the Messiah, and together with these the most consoling promises of God concerning the blessing and multiplying of Abraham’s seed—that is, it concerns matters whose memory was always the most sacred and precious of all to the Hebrews.

2) Sacred hymns, psalms, and songs in general, which from time immemorial both the nations at large and the Hebrews in particular loved to compose and sing, to express their reverent feelings before God, to glorify His various acts of mercy, to commemorate and honor their illustrious forefathers, to perpetuate the most important events of their lives, and the like. These songs, as a precious inheritance, passed from generation to generation, from fathers to children, and sometimes preserved within themselves the most significant part of a people’s history. Moses himself mentions the existence of such songs among the Jews—for example, in the book of Numbers 21:17, 18, 27.

3) Many material monuments of ancient events, still existing even in the time of Moses. Such were: the altars raised by Noah, Abraham, Jacob, and the other patriarchs; the Tower of Babel, testifying to the scattering of the nations and the confusion of tongues; the ruins of Sodom and Gomorrah, recalling the judgment of God that overtook those wicked cities; the remains of Noah’s ark, recalling the Flood; the circumcision of the Hebrews, speaking of God’s covenant with Abraham and his descendants; the field bought by that same patriarch for the burial of the members of his household; the tomb of Rachel; the wells dug by the patriarchs; the very names of many of them—Noah, Abraham, Isaac—expressing in themselves some historical event or other, and the like.145

Given such means of knowing everything noteworthy that occurred in the patriarchal period—means equally accessible to Moses and to his contemporaries—any deliberate falsehood on Moses’ part in the narration of these events would have been utterly impossible: it would have been exposed at once, by the aid of these same sources, and the book of Genesis, far from being received by his contemporaries with the greatest reverence, would on the contrary have been rejected as an unreliable book. But in receiving it, and with such unconditional faith, they thereby bore witness to the undoubted authenticity of everything set forth in it.

Traditions concerning the events of the patriarchal period have been preserved not only among the Israelites but also among the pagan nations. Evidence of this is furnished by the testimonies of many ancient pagan writers, which, when gathered together by industrious scholars, yield, under sound critical method, a fairly accurate outline of the whole primeval history of mankind as set forth in the Bible. Thus Berossus the Chaldean and Hieronymus the Egyptian speak of the Flood that occurred in Noah’s days, of the ark that came to rest on the mountains of Ararat, and of the birds that were sent out from the ark; the same Berossus, together with Manetho, mentions the patriarchs’ longevity; Abydenus, Eupolemus, Astrabanus, Cleodemus, Theodotus, and Hestiaeus speak of the building of the tower and the confusion of tongues, of Abraham’s journey from the land of Ur to Phoenicia and Egypt, of the victory over Lot’s enemies, of the gifts presented to Abraham by Melchizedek, of Abraham’s children by the slave woman and the free woman, of the offering up of Isaac, and of the sons and, in general, all the descendants of Jacob down even to Moses and Aaron… and so on, and so on.146 This is confirmed still further by many recent discoveries, made through closer acquaintance with the pagan peoples of the whole world. It turns out that among all the most ancient pagan nations—the Chinese, the Indians, the Persians, the Egyptians, the Arabs, the Assyrians, and many of the American peoples—there are preserved to this day traditions of the creation of the world, of man’s primeval state and fall, of the Flood, the building of the tower, the confusion of tongues and the scattering of mankind, of the offering up of Isaac, and of other events set forth by Moses in the book of Genesis.147 How, then, are we to explain such agreement among these pagan traditions with one another and with Moses’ account, if we do not admit that historical truth truly lies at their foundation?

§63. General Conclusion from the Foregoingand Transition to What Follows


From the survey we have made of the patriarchal faith, it emerges that it was stamped with all the marks of divine revelation, and led directly to Christ. By confessing it and holily following its precepts, the patriarchs were well-pleasing to God, and were saved through faith in the Messiah who was to come (Heb. ch. 11). It would seem, then, that there was no need at all to change this faith right up to the Savior’s own coming: it could just as well have led all later generations of men to Him as it led the patriarchs. And indeed it did remain unchanged in its spirit and essence. Only the Infinitely Wise One, in response to new needs that had arisen among men, gave it a somewhat different outward form.

At first, in the person of Adam, the forefather of the first world, God gave His revealed faith and the promises concerning the Messiah for the whole human race. But most men soon forgot their Creator, and wickedness so increased upon the earth that it had to be washed away by the waters of a universal flood. Then God renewed His covenant with the forefather of the second world, Noah, and in his person again repeated His promises for the whole human race; but this time too, little by little, men departed from the gracious covenant: polytheism and idolatry spread across the whole earth. After this, God, to preserve the true faith within the human race, chose out from among all men one—Abraham—Himself raised him up to be the father of believers, and now made His covenant with him alone, saying: and I will establish my covenant between me and you, and your descendants after you in their generations, for an everlasting covenant, to be a God to you and to your descendants after you (Gen. 17:7), while on the other hand requiring: and you shall keep my covenant, you and your descendants after you in their generations (v. 9). From that time God did indeed, so to speak, concentrate all His blessings upon the one line of Abraham’s descendants, gave to it His promises, temporal and eternal, and preserved within it faith in the Redeemer to come, through whom, in time, all the nations of the earth were to be blessed. And what came of it? Scarcely had a few generations passed before Abraham’s own descendants, despite all the benefits shown them by the God of their fathers, forgot Him, and, living in Egypt, grew accustomed to idolatry and all the abominations of Egypt (Ezek. 20:7–9). It was then that the All-Good One, who wills not the death of sinners nor the ruin of the whole human race, resolved, in order to preserve within it His saving faith, to give that faith a somewhat new form. He did not abandon the unworthy sons of Israel, having once uttered the promise to be their God; on the contrary, having chastened them for a time in the midst of the land of Egypt, He soon miraculously brought them out of that land, solemnly renewed with them the covenant they had broken, again repeated to them His promise to be their God and to have them as a people chosen out of all the nations, a royal priesthood, a holy nation, if they would hearken to His voice and keep His covenant (Ex. 19:4–6; Deut. 26:16–19). But knowing this people’s fickleness, its readiness to slide into idolatry and forgetfulness of the true faith, its inclination toward sensuality and every kind of impiety, God commanded Moses to set down for the Israelites, in writing, with the utmost detail, the law of faith and morality, so that they could no longer excuse themselves by having forgotten this law, since they would always have it, as it were, before their eyes;148 and together with this He gave them a most detailed ceremonial law, so that through the many outward sacred rites, which carry a deep inner meaning, continually acting upon their feelings, a devout disposition might more and more be sustained and cultivated in them; and He gave them, finally, a civil law as well, bound up most closely with their faith, so as to help preserve and foster it among this coarse people, among other things through its political institutions. In this way the revealed faith remained the very same faith that had existed before, in the time of the patriarchs: and God, speaking to Moses and to the Israelites, called Himself by no other name than the God of Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob (Ex. 3:6); but it was now set down in writing, expounded in its full breadth and detail, and, being bound up with the political constitution of the Hebrew people, became, as it were, the exclusive possession of that people alone. In this form it is known by the name of the Faith under the Law.

§64. The Source of Information about This Faith, for Purposes of Study


the Faith under the Law was given by God to the Israelites in its full compass through Moses, who set it forth in his Pentateuch; it was afterward explained more than once, chiefly on the side of the divine promises and on the side of morality, through the Prophets, who likewise set it forth in their writings. All these messengers of God, in delivering the revealed teaching, at the same time worked many miracles and uttered prophecies, and thus left men the full possibility of being convinced of the divinity of the Faith under the Law, not only from internal marks but from external ones as well.

A. THE INTERNAL MARKS OF THE DIVINITY OF THE FAITH UNDER THE LAW


§65. Limitation of the Subject


We shall not examine the Faith under the Law here in all its particulars; that would carry us too far afield, and would be superfluous for our purpose—namely, to understand its internal worth. For this it is enough to examine, only in general outline, each of its three constituent parts: the law of faith and morality, the ceremonial law, and the political law.

§66. A Look at the Law of Faith and Morality


I. What Did the Faith under the Law Teach concerning God?


First of all, it affirmed in the plainest terms the truth of the oneness of God,149 at a time when polytheism reigned throughout the whole pagan world: hearken, O Israel: the Lord our God, the Lord alone is (Deut. 6:4); behold, behold, that I am He, and there is no god besides Me (Deut. 32:39).

At the same time, directing the Israelites’ attention to the essence of God, it depicted God to them as:

a) as bodiless and wholly spiritual, again contrary to the universal error of the pagans: to whom have you likened the Lord, and to what likeness have you compared Him (Is. 40:18); take diligent care for your souls: for you saw no likeness whatsoever on the day the Lord spoke to you at Horeb from the midst of the fire—do not transgress the law, and do not make for yourselves any carved likeness (Deut. 4:15–16);

b) as self-existent and independent: I am the One Who Is (Ex. 3:14); I am the first, and I am after these; besides Me there is no God (Is. 44:6);

c) as eternal and unchanging: in the beginning, O Lord, you laid the foundations of the earth, and the heavens are the work of your hands; they will perish, but you remain; and all things will grow old like a garment…, and be changed; but you are the same, and your years will not fail (Ps. 101:26; cf. Is. 40:28; Mal. 3:6);

d) as infinite and omnipresent: where shall I go from your Spirit, and where shall I flee from your presence? If I ascend into heaven, you are there; if I go down into Hades, you are there; if I take my wings at dawn and dwell in the farthest parts of the sea, even there your hand will guide me, and your right hand will hold me fast (Ps. 138:7–11; Deut. 4:39; Jer. 23:23);

e) as wise and all-knowing: Lord, you have known all things, both the latest and the oldest (Ps. 138:4); try the hearts and inward parts, O righteous God (Ps. 7:10); great is our Lord…, and His understanding is beyond number (Ps. 146:5; cf. Jer. 23:24; 2 Chron. 16:6; Dan. 13:42);

f) as a strong and almighty God: He spoke, and they came to be; He commanded, and they were created (Ps. 32:9; Is. 40:26, 28, and others);

g) as true and most holy: true are His works (Deut. 32:4; cf. 10:10);

h) as an all-good and most just God: good is the Lord to all, and His mercies are upon all His works (Ps. 144:9); righteous is the Lord, and He has loved righteousness; His face beholds what is upright (Ps. 10:7); and, in general —

i) as a most perfect Being: great is the Lord, and greatly to be praised, and of His greatness there is no end (Ps. 144:3); there is none holy as the Lord, and there is none righteous as our God (1 Sam. 2:2).

Finally, with respect to God’s relation to the world, it called Him —

a) as Creator and Provider of the universe, who made heaven and earth (Jer. 32:17), made the heaven, and the heaven of heavens, and all their host, the earth, and all that is on it (Neh. 9:6); and from that time cares for all things (Wis. 12:13), and all things are in His service (Ps. 118:91), He counts the multitude of the stars and calls them all by name (Ps. 146:4), makes His angels spirits, and His servants a flame of fire (Ps. 103:4), draws up clouds from the ends of the earth, and turns the lightnings into rain (Ps. 134:7), causes grass to spring up… and the green herb…, and brings forth bread from the earth (Ps. 103:14), and governs all things well (Wis. 8:1);

b) as Creator and Provider, in particular, of man: know that the Lord… He made us, and not we ourselves (Ps. 99:3); God is our refuge and strength, a helper in troubles (Ps. 45:1); unless the Lord builds the house, its builders labor in vain (Ps. 126:1); the Most High rules over the kingdom of men, and gives it to whomever He wills (Dan. 4:22), He stores up salvation for the upright, and shields their path (Prov. 2:7).

II. What Did the Faith under the Law Teach concerning Man? It taught —

a) that God created man in His own image and likeness (Wis. 2:23), clothed with strength (Sir. 17:3) and upright (Eccl. 7:30), created for incorruption (Wis. 2:23), made him a little lower than the angels, crowned him with glory and honor, and… put all things in subjection under his feet (Ps. 8:6–9), and then, having brought him into the garden of delight, gave him a definite commandment for the exercise of his will in the good and for his gradual advancement in moral perfection. But —

b) that man transgressed his Creator’s commandment, and through this lost many perfections and privileges: the poison of sin penetrated and corrupted the whole being of our fallen forefather, so that all his descendants are conceived in iniquities and born in sins (Ps. 50:7); they have all turned aside, together they have become worthless; there is none who does good, not even one (Ps. 52:4); calamities of every kind became the lot of men on earth (Eccl. 2:23–26), and death entered into the world (Wis. 2:24). However,

c) that however deep man’s fall, he did not cease to be a free being: even now life and death are set before him, and whichever he chooses shall be given him (Sir. 15:11–17 and 20), and although his body, deprived of the fruits of the tree of life, became mortal, his soul, as before, remains immortal; and at the time when our dust returns to the earth as it was, the spirit returns to God who gave it (Eccl. 12:7; cf. Wis. 3:1–4).

III. What Did the Faith under the Law Teach concerning the Messiah? That in the Old Testament there was a teaching concerning the Messiah, and moreover concerning Him as one particular Person, a mediator between God and men,150 — of this, first of all, we are assured by many quite plain passages of the Bible itself, in which the time of the Messiah’s coming is predicted with precision, the place of His birth, the tribe from which He was to come, the miraculous manner of His birth from a Virgin; His distinguishing qualities are depicted, the main kinds of His ministry, and the numerous circumstances of His life: the reliability of the prophetic significance of these passages we shall examine afterward; here we shall only note that they can evidently be applied only to one definite, and moreover particular, Person.

This same truth is confirmed, secondly, by the universal belief of the ancient Jews specifically in one definite Deliverer, promised to them by God. And this belief constituted for them an essential dogma, which they habitually expressed in the following formula: “everything mentioned in the Law, the Prophets, and the Writings (the Hagiographa) points to Wisdom—that is, to Christ”.151 In this belief all the Jewish sects agreed and still agree with one another, sects otherwise so much at variance in many other teachings—among the ancient ones, the Pharisees, Sadducees, Essenes, Herodians; among the modern ones, the Rabbinites and the Karaites;152 and, despite all their mutual hostility, the Samaritans too, who possess only the Pentateuch of Moses, agreed and still agree with the Jews on this (John 4:25–29). And this is why, the moment the time foretold by the Prophets for the Messiah’s appearing arrived, the Jews, as it were, themselves went searching for Him, and, seeing the extraordinary life and works of John the Baptist, expressly sent priests and Levites to ask him whether he himself was the Christ (Luke 3:15; John 1:19)—whereas in all earlier ages, however many messengers of God appeared, the sons of Israel never once addressed such a question to any of them. This is why, too, when, at the Savior’s birth, the pagan magi, guided by a wondrous star, appeared in Jerusalem asking: where is he who is born King of the Jews, and Herod, having gathered all the chief priests and scribes of the people, inquired of them where the Christ was to be born — they answered him directly: in Bethlehem of Judea: for so it is written by the prophet… (Matt. 2:1–6). This is why, too, the Samaritan woman, in conversation with the Savior, said: I know that the Messiah is coming, who is called Christ; when he comes, he will tell us all things (John 4:25)—and did not say that the Messiah had already come, or that many were to come. This is why, finally, when the Savior Himself pointed the Jews to the Old Testament prophecies concerning the Messiah and applied them to Himself alone, and when the Apostles afterward, likewise before the Jews, pointed to these same prophecies and to their fulfillment in Jesus Christ alone: neither the Savior nor the Apostles ever once heard from the Jews the objection that no such prophecies existed in the Old Testament, or that they referred to many Messiahs.

Nor can we fail to recall, in this connection, that the expectation of some mediator, an intermediary between God and men, existed even among the pagans themselves—among the Egyptians, Chaldeans, Sabaeans, Greeks, Romans, and many others—and survives to this day among the Indians, Chinese, Japanese, and certain American peoples.153 The spread of this belief among the pagans can be explained in only one of two ways: either it passed to them by tradition from ancestors who still lived in the patriarchal age, when the promises concerning the Messiah were given by God for the whole human race, or else it came later, from the Jews, through contact with them. But in either case, here is fresh, incontestable proof of the truth that the teaching concerning the Messiah existed in the Old Testament.

In the New Testament this truth is unfolded in great detail: the Savior Himself testified that Abraham saw His day (John 8:56), that many prophets and righteous ones desired to see it (Matt. 13:17), and kings as well (Luke 10:24); that Moses wrote of Him (John 5:46), that in Him all the things written by the prophets were fulfilled (Luke 18:31), all that was said in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the psalms (Luke 24:44). The holy Apostles likewise preached that Moses in the law, and the prophets, wrote of Jesus (John 1:45); that all the prophets from Samuel and those after him, as many as have spoken, have likewise foretold the days of Jesus Christ (Acts 3:24); that God foretold by the mouth of all His prophets that Christ should suffer (Acts 3:18), and all the prophets bear witness that through His name everyone who believes in Him receives forgiveness of sins (Acts 10:43). In particular, the Apostles affirmed that the very ceremonial law of the Old Testament was a guardian leading us to Christ (Gal. 3:24), had a shadow of the good things to come, not the very image of the things themselves (Heb. 10:1), and came to its end, or was fulfilled, in Christ (Rom. 10:4).

IV. What Duties Did the Faith under the Law Prescribe to the Israelites in Relation to God? As the foundation of all these duties, it commanded love for God: you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your strength (Deut. 6:5). This fundamental duty it expressed in greater detail in the first four commandments of the Decalogue, of which the first commands us to know and honor the true God, the second to shun false worship, the third not to violate true worship even in word, and the fourth to observe order in the time and in the practice of true worship (Ex. 20:1–12). And from these four commandments all of man’s more particular duties toward God easily unfold—duties which are, moreover, set forth very fully and repeatedly in various places throughout the Old Testament. At the same time, the Faith under the Law taught plainly and quite frequently that man’s true love for God, true service to Him, must necessarily be expressed in the keeping of His commandments, His judgments, His statutes: and now, Israel, what does the Lord your God ask of you, but to fear the Lord your God, and to walk in all his ways, and to love him, and to serve the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul, to keep the commandments of the Lord your God, and his statutes, which I command you this day (Deut. 10:12, 13); and you shall love the Lord your God, and keep his charge, and his statutes, and his commandments, and his judgments, always (11:1; cf. Deut. 6:1, 13, 17, 18, 24; 8:6, 7 and 11).

V. What Duties Did the Faith under the Law Prescribe in Relation to One’s Neighbor? Here too love was laid down as the foundation of everything: you shall love your neighbor as yourself (Lev. 19:18). The forms of this love were defined in greater detail in the last six commandments of the Decalogue, of which the fifth commands us to love and honor our neighbors, especially those closest to us, beginning with our parents; the sixth, not to harm our neighbors’ lives; the seventh, not to harm the purity of their morals; the eighth, not to harm their property; the ninth, not to harm them by word; the tenth, not even to desire to harm them (Ex. 20:12–18). Still more particular forms and expressions of love for one’s neighbor were defined in many other places of the Old Testament Scripture—such as love or respect for elders (Lev. 19:32), for orphans and widows, for strangers, for debtors (Ex. 22:21–26; Lev. 19:13, 33), for the poor (Deut. 15:7–11), for slaves (Ex. 21:1–6 and 20; Deut. 15:12 and 15; 16:10 and 14), for the deaf and the blind (Lev. 19:14), and the like; and, to some degree, even love for one’s enemies: you shall not hate your brother in your heart; you shall surely rebuke your neighbor, and not bear sin because of him; and your hand shall not take vengeance, and you shall not bear a grudge against the sons of your people, but you shall love your neighbor as yourself; I am the Lord your God (Lev. 19:17 and 18); if you meet your enemy’s ox, or his donkey going astray, you shall surely bring it back to him; and if you see the donkey of one who hates you fallen under its burden, you shall not pass it by, but you shall surely help him lift it up (Ex. 23:4–5).

VI. What Duties Did the Faith under the Law Prescribe in Relation to Man Himself? The Decalogue does not speak of this directly—on the one hand because, even without an express commandment, by nature no one ever hated his own flesh, but nourishes and cherishes it (Eph. 5:29); and, on the other hand, of course, because once a man properly fulfills his duties toward God and his neighbor as prescribed in the Decalogue, his rightful relation to himself will naturally already be determined thereby. Still, outside the Decalogue there are, in the Old Testament, many instructions to man concerning himself as well; for example, a pattern of moral perfection is pointed to: you shall be holy, for I, the Lord your God, am holy (Lev. 19:2); and prescriptions are given concerning bodily purity, concerning chastity (Ex. 22:16, 17; Lev. 20:10), and others.

VII. What Motives Did the Faith under the Law Present for Keeping the Commandments? It —

a) pointed out that these were precisely the commandments of God, the will of the Lord of Hosts (Deut. 5:1–5);

b) pointed to the holiness and majesty of this Lawgiver, the Master of all creatures: you shall be holy, for I, the Lord your God, am holy (Lev. 19:2); keep my sabbaths: I am the Lord your God (v. 3); do not follow after idols: I am the Lord your God (v. 4); you shall fear the Lord your God: I am the Lord your God (v. 14, and following);

c) called to mind the greatest benefits the Lord had wrought for Israel: O perverse and crooked generation, is this how you repay the Lord—a foolish and unwise people? Is not this One your father, who acquired you, and made you, and formed you? Remember the days of old, consider the years of generation after generation: ask your father, and he will tell you; your elders, and they will say to you… (Deut. 32:5–7; cf. Josh. 23:2–13; 24:17); finally,

d) it pronounced numerous blessings and promises for keeping the commandments of God, and, on the other hand, fearsome threats and curses for failing to keep them (Deut. 6:3, 18, 24; 28).

§67. A Look at the Ceremonial Law


The ceremonial law, given by God through Moses, defined with complete precision the place of worship, the sacred times, the sacred actions, and the sacred persons, or hierarchy—and all this with the wisest of purposes.

The Place for worship was appointed as one and definite—first the tabernacle, then Solomon’s temple: this served the Israelites tangibly toward their ecclesial unity with one another, vividly reminded them of the oneness of their God, whom they were bound to serve, and thereby all the more nourished in them a sense of reverence for the temple itself, as the special, abiding dwelling-place of the Lord of Hosts. This feeling was excited still more by the very structure of the temple: it consisted of three parts—the court, to which all Israelites were admitted; the sanctuary, which only the priests could enter; and the Holy of Holies, which only the high priest had the right to enter, and that but once a year. Here too were kept the ark, containing within it the tablets of the covenant, the book of the law, the golden jar with the manna, and Aaron’s rod—all objects that spoke plainly to the sons of Israel of God’s benefits, nourished in them feelings of love and gratitude toward God, and served as a visible sign of His invisible presence in the temple. Finally, the structure of the temple, with its various parts and furnishings, carried a still higher, spiritual meaning, prefiguring many things belonging to the kingdom of Christ’s grace, and thus taught the Israelites faith in the Deliverer to come.154

The Sacred Times likewise were all instituted either in memory of great events and benefits of God toward Israel, which naturally stirred in them a grateful love for God their Benefactor, or for the performance of certain rites that pointed typologically to the Messiah and nourished faith in Him. Thus the Sabbath was instituted in memory of God’s creation of the world (Ex. 20:11); the Passover — in memory of the Israelites’ deliverance from Egypt (Ex. 12:14–18); Pentecost — in memory of the giving of the Law at Sinai, and at the same time for the solemn thanksgiving to God for the new fruits of the earth (Lev. 23:16–21); the Feast of Tabernacles — in memory of God’s benefits toward Israel during their wandering in the wilderness (Lev. 23:42, 43); the Day of Atonement, accompanied by fasting and repentance—for the solemn offering of a blood sacrifice for the sins of the whole people of Israel, which prefigured that other Sacrifice, offered on Golgotha for the sins of the whole world (Heb. 9:11–25).

Sacred Actions and Rites were very numerous. Here belong, besides circumcision—whose mystical significance we have already seen (§55), and which at the same time taught the Israelites the circumcision of the heart (Deut. 10:16)—the various kinds of sacrifices, such as the whole burnt offering, the sin offering, the guilt offering, and others, with their detailed variations, and various rites or prescriptions concerning food, clothing, and bodily purity, likewise given in the greatest detail. The significance of these sacred actions and rites, however unimportant some of them may seem at first glance, was of the highest order. Some—the sacrifices above all—served as a shadow of the good things to come (Heb. 10:1), and were a continual preaching to the Israelites concerning the Messiah to come; others, especially the ordinances concerning food and clothing, had as their aim to guard the Hebrews against the idolatry155 to which they were always inclined, to set them apart from the pagans even in food and drink, and thereby to cut off every occasion for Israel’s turning aside from the path of the true faith; still others, especially the institutions concerning bodily purity, while contributing to bodily health and the outward well-being of society, were at the same time directed toward maintaining and elevating inward purity as well, toward arousing and nourishing a spirit of piety.156

The Sacred Persons forming the standing hierarchy were all drawn from the one tribe of Levi, and, corresponding to the temple’s three parts, were divided into three degrees, of which the first and lowest was occupied by the Levites, the second by the priests, and the third and highest by the high priest, or great hierarch. All these persons had their own particular consecration, particular duties, particular rights and distinctions… This wise arrangement had one purpose: that every part of public worship might be carried out with the greater order, zeal, and benefit for the faithful, and that faith and piety might thereby be more readily sustained and cultivated throughout the whole Jewish people.

§68. A Look at the Civil Law


1) The civil law, given by God through Moses to the Hebrew people, had a distinctive character: the form of government it established was theocratic. Having freed the Israelites from Egyptian bondage, and having solemnly renewed with them at Sinai the covenant established already with their forefather Abraham for the preservation, in his descendants, of the true faith and the revelations concerning the Messiah, the Lord God at the same time, and to the same end, was pleased to put to them this proposal: whether they wished to have Him as their King and to keep the laws He would give them. The Hebrews accepted this proposal, by which God gave the promise to reign over them and protect them, if they were obedient to Him in all things, but, failing that, threatened them with every misfortune, while the Hebrew people promised complete submission and obedience to their heavenly Master, agreeing to be subject to His punishments should they fail to keep it (Ex. ch. 19–24; 32–34; Deut. 27–30). As a result of this, God was, in the proper sense, King of the Hebrews: their supreme Lawgiver, Ruler, and Judge (Ex. 19:4, 5; Deut. 33:5; cf. 1 Sam. 8:7; 10:18, 19). He gave them laws directly (Deut. 6:20–24); He set over them chiefs and judges who governed them in ordinary matters in His name (Deut. 1:17; 19:17); in special cases He made His will known through the high priest (Num. 27:21; cf. Judg. 1:1; 20:18 and 23; 1 Sam. 22:10, 13, 15), or through persons expressly chosen for that purpose; He raised up men to carry out His decrees, worked miracles, and so forth. The Hebrews themselves belonged to Him (Ex. 19:4, 5; Lev. 25:39–55), as did all their lands (Lev. 25:23; cf. Gen. 47:19–20). The tabernacle was, as it were, a royal palace, in which God, as the supreme Master of His people, manifested His presence (Ex. 25:8). And for this reason the Hebrew people was accounted a people chosen out of all the peoples of the earth, a people consecrated to God, a holy nation, a royal priesthood (Ex. 19:5, 6; Deut. 7:6).

2) Corresponding to this political arrangement of the Hebrew people, the Mosaic civil law was most closely bound up with the Faith, and had a twofold purpose: to promote by its ordinances not only the outward well-being of the Israelites, but, above all, their advancement in faith and good morals.

To ordinances of the first kind belong the laws concerning agriculture (Lev. 19:23; 25:4, 5, 10–16), concerning trade (Lev. 19:25, 36; Deut. 25:13–16), military laws (Deut. 20:1–15), judicial laws (Deut. 16:19, 20; Ex. ch. 21–23), family laws, laws concerning slaves, property, bodily purity, food, clothing, and the like,157 though even these laws are, more or less, all stamped with the character of the faith and directed toward sustaining it among the people.

To the ordinances directly intended for this latter purpose belong those which formed, as it were, a firm hedge around the moral law contained in the Decalogue, and which threatened death for the violation of almost every commandment. Thus —

a) in defense of the first commandment it was decreed: to put to death the prophet who should speak to Israel so as to turn it away from the Lord its God (Deut. 13:5); every Israelite was to be the first to expose, and the first to lay a hand on, his brother, son, daughter, or wife, if any of them should secretly say: let us go and serve other gods (Deut. 13:6–10);

b) in defense of the second it was ordained: to put under the curse and the sword all who lived in a city infected with idolatry, and to burn the city itself and its spoils, that it might remain waste and never be rebuilt (Deut. 13:15–16); to search out with all diligence any man or woman reported to have worshiped the sun, or the moon, or any of the host of heaven, and to stone them with stones, that they should die (Deut. 17:2–5); death for those who gave of their offspring to Molech, and for those who attached themselves to Baal-peor (Lev. 20:2 and 3; Num. 25:4–5); death for sorcerers, mediums, and enchanters, as well as for those who resorted to them (Ex. 22:18; Lev. 20:6, 27);

c) in defense of the third: let the whole congregation of Israel stone with stones the man who curses his God, and whoever names the name of the Lord in this way shall surely die (Lev. 24:15, 16);

d) in defense of the fourth: every soul that profaned the Sabbath by doing any work was to be cut off from among the people (Ex. 31:14; 35:2; Num. 15:32, 36), and, in general, death for anyone who violated any ceremonial ordinance (Lev. 23:29; 17:11 and 12);

e) in defense of the fifth: acts of disrespect toward parents—striking, reviling, cursing—were punished with death and with the curse (Ex. 21:15, 17; Lev. 20:9; Deut. 27:16), and a rebellious, dissolute, and incorrigible son was removed from the midst of the people as an evil, as a plague upon it (Deut. 21:18–21);

f) in defense of the sixth: life, health, and the wholeness of the whole body and of every member in particular were safeguarded by the courts, and it was ordained to render life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, foot for foot, hand for hand, wound for wound, and so forth (Ex. 21:23–25; Lev. 24:19–29; Deut. 19:16–21);

g) in defense of the seventh: death for incest and, in general, for unchastity in every form (Ex. 22:16, 17; Lev. 26:10–21);

h) in defense of the eighth: the property of citizens, and every loss to it however small, was secured by a strict law of restitution (Ex. 21:33–36; 22:1–11; Lev. 24:21);

i) in defense of the ninth: a false witness, once convicted, was made to suffer the very punishment that would have fallen upon the one he had falsely accused, had that person been found guilty (Deut. 19:19). In defense of the tenth commandment alone—which forbade the very desires and thoughts contrary to love of neighbor—there were not, and could not be, any particular civil ordinances, since these, occupied as they are with the outward alone, can never extend to what is inward.

3) The necessity of such a safeguarding of the moral laws by civil laws, and of such severity of punishment for every offense against the faith, is fully explained:

a) from the character of the Hebrew people: the Hebrews, as their whole history attests, were prone to idolatry and, in general, to violating the will of their God, despite all His commandments, all His fatherly, surpassing love for them, all His miracles, His bounties and benefits—so that, after repeated experience, no other means remained for keeping them in obedience to the law except the fear of the strictest punishments (Ezek. 20:3–25; Tal. 3:19).158

b) from the Hebrews’ special appointed purpose: the Hebrew people was chosen in order to preserve within itself, amid the universal corruption of morals, the seeds of the true faith and God’s revelations for the whole human race: all the more, then, was it necessary to employ every means to keep this very people in faith and morality;

c) from the Hebrews’ special relation to God, who had given them such moral and political laws: God was pleased to be called, above all, their God; He cared for them more than for all other nations, cared for them as no father can care for his own children; He freed them from Egypt, worked a whole series of miracles for their sake, gave them for an inheritance a beautiful land flowing with honey and milk, and spared nothing for them. For such love and such benefits, was He not entitled to require of them more than of anyone else—to require the most perfect obedience and devotion to Himself? And did not the sons of Israel, for every act of disobedience to Him, truly deserve the penalty of death? They themselves fully recognized the justice of this when they voluntarily submitted to such strict laws, acknowledging God as their King and promising to endure every punishment for violating His will. It must be added that this very strictness of the law, which the Hebrews were unable to fulfill in its entirety, made them feel their unworthiness before God all the more deeply, and thereby stirred in them all the more strongly their faith in the promised Messiah, and made them long for His gracious coming.

§69. A Judgment on the High Worth of the Faith under the Law


Thus the Faith under the Law, in all its parts, bears upon itself the indelible stamp of the highest wisdom. The sole aim of this faith was to establish in the Israelites faith in the one, invisible God, the Creator and Provider of the universe, to teach them to honor Him worthily and to do His will in everything; to preserve in them, and through them for the whole world, faith and the promises of God concerning the future Deliverer of the world; and to form them into a truly pious people, as a holy seed for the sanctification of all mankind. Toward this end the law of faith was directly aimed, teaching so perfect a doctrine of God, man, and the Messiah, and the moral law, prescribing to man such pure rules of love toward God, neighbor, and himself; toward this, above all, the ceremonial law and the civil law were also aimed, so that the whole life of the Israelite, private and public, was permeated with the Faith, and the whole course of his actions was meant to be one unbroken service to God. In food and clothing, in the purity of body and household, Israel saw not merely a reminder of his God, but did His will. Israel dwelt in a beautiful land, but it was God’s; he had strong cities, good houses, but God had given them to him; the firstborn of every Israelite, and of his livestock, was God’s own possession, and every good thing in general he awaited and received directly from God. With God’s blessing he began the harvest, continued it in joy over that blessing, and finished it with living thanksgiving; he would not eat of the grain, nor taste of the fruit, without first consecrating a portion of it to the Lord. Made glad, he offered thank-offerings to God and prepared a feast, in which, besides his own household, there shared the widow and the orphan, the stranger and the Levite (Deut. 12:4–19); he ate and rejoiced before the Lord (16:11), not for the sake of satiety, but that he might learn to fear the Lord (Deut. 14:22–29). To the Lord, Israel consecrated the morning and evening of each day, the beginning of each month and each year: all his feasts, instituted in memory of the events that established his national independence, were ecclesial feasts, and in his sabbatical years and jubilees he exercised nothing but his own good will, either serving God or learning to serve Him. Israel tolerates nothing unclean, because his holy God dwells among him (Deut. 23:13–14; Lev. 13:46; 15:23). Israel has written laws, but these laws are from God; he has chiefs and judges, but God chooses them, and Himself decides much on their behalf. God is everything to Israel: both the King, to whom alone he pays tribute (Ex. 30:13–14), and the supreme Lawgiver, hallowing every law with His royal name (Lev. ch. 19–23), and the supreme Judge, deciding doubtful cases both mediately and immediately (Num. 21:1–11; Deut. 17:8–12, and others), and the chief Commander in war, appointing whom to fight, whom to spare, and whom to destroy utterly, Himself fighting on Israel’s behalf in battle, and receiving from them a portion of the spoil (Num. 33:37–44) and the like.

From whom, then, did Moses borrow such a wise arrangement, which he delivered to the people of Israel? He could not have borrowed it from any of the neighboring, or indeed any contemporary, nations: for at a time when all these nations were sunk in paganism and worshiped idols, Moses alone preached the doctrine of one God, a most perfect Spirit, forbidding all worship of graven images; at a time when all these nations walked in the lusts of their own hearts and were drowned in impiety, in keeping with their notions of their imaginary gods, Moses alone proclaimed the purest rules of morality, and found the surest means of all for sustaining it among his people. By the admission of the most learned pagans themselves, he gave the Israelites a Faith altogether unlike every other faith that existed in the world,159 gave them rites new and unknown to other peoples, and formed of the Jews a people wholly particular and distinct from all other peoples, among whom what was reckoned unclean elsewhere was accounted sacred, and what was forbidden elsewhere was permitted.160 Even the civil laws of Moses, when compared with the laws of the pagan nations contemporary with him, hold every advantage over those laws—not only as a wise means for the moral education of the people, but in their very substance, as purely political laws.161 If we ask concerning the origin of the Faith under the Law from Moses himself and from the Prophets, the continuers of his great work, if we ask all the Israelites who heard and saw Moses and the Prophets—we receive one and the same answer: that this whole teaching and arrangement, so perfect in itself, so unlike every other teaching and arrangement, derives its origin directly from God, and that Moses and the Prophets were only His messengers, the instruments of His revelations. This answer deserves the whole of our faith by the very nature of the subject in question: a faith such as the Faith under the Law is, in truth, fully worthy of God; but it deserves it especially because this faith is stamped, in the most tangible way, with the external, irrefutable marks of God’s true revelation as well.

B. THE EXTERNAL MARKS OF THE DIVINITY OF THE FAITH UNDER THE LAW


§70. Enumeration of Them


Here we mean:

a) the personal character of the divine lawgiver of the Hebrew people, Moses,

b) his miracles, and

c) his prophecies; then

d) the personal character of the Prophets who came after him,

e) their miracles, and

f) their prophecies.

§71. The Character of Moses


In the whole conduct of Moses one cannot detect the slightest shadow of self-love or self-interest. He despised all the splendors of the world at Pharaoh’s court, and withdrew into the land of Midian, where he spent a full forty years in obscurity, tending flocks; then, obeying the voice of God, he did not refuse, for another forty years, to endure in the wilderness every hardship and vexation, leading an unruly and ever-discontented people. Throughout this whole time Moses accepted, as he himself confesses in prayer to God, no gain whatsoever, either for himself or for his family, from the people for whom he sacrificed everything (Num. 16:15). And after so laborious and so publicly useful a life, going down to the grave, he bequeathed to his own descendants neither wealth nor honors, choosing as his successor Joshua, a man of another tribe. Nor did Moses spare himself in his own writings, setting down in them, for all future generations, his own weaknesses and imperfections, and taking not the least care to justify himself: thus he several times mentions his own sin, which shut him out from entering the promised land (Num. 20:12 and 24; Deut. 1:37); while of his own advantages—that, for example, at Pharaoh’s court he had been trained in his youth in all the wisdom of the Egyptians, and was afterward mighty in words and deeds (Acts 7:22)—of all this and the like162 he said not a word. And how ardently, at the same time, did Moses love his own native people! For this people, ungrateful and unworthy as it was, he gladly bore, for forty years, every privation, labor, and vexation in the wilderness, and was even ready to be blotted out of the book in which God had written him (Ex. 32:32). What a zeal for God continually consumed this extraordinary man! It was not enough for him to have delivered to the Israelites the whole will of God in the Sinai legislation; in the time that followed he ceaselessly reminded them of this most holy will as well: on every occasion he addressed them with speeches, stirred them to piety, taught them the worship of God, and turned them from vice. Finally, he devoted even the last moments of his life to this very same end: in a farewell, moving address to the Israelites, he implored them, by heaven and earth, to remain faithful to the God of their fathers. With such a lofty moral character—one that involuntarily inspires confidence in him and removes every suspicion of deceit—Moses moreover performed, in confirmation of his divine mission, numerous miracles.

§72. The Miracles of Moses


I. These miracles can be divided into two classes: some were performed through Moses himself; others were performed only for Moses—directly by God’s own power, that is, to attest that he was indeed acting not on his own but by commission from God. To the first belong the signs Moses performed before the elders of Israel in Egypt, which won their trust in him; the turning of his rod into a serpent before Pharaoh; the ten plagues that followed, each of which was foretold by Moses, began and ended at his word, and, while falling upon the Egyptians, did not fall upon the sons of Israel; the crossing of the Red Sea, divided by Moses’ rod for the Hebrews and then swallowing up all the Egyptians; the sweetening of the bitter waters of Marah by a piece of wood; the bringing forth of water from the rock at Horeb; the victory over the Amalekites through Moses’ prayer, and others. The signs and miracles performed at the same time directly by God Himself are: the burning bush, in which He was pleased to appear to Moses, burning yet not consumed; the pillar of cloud, which, throughout the whole wandering of the Hebrews in the wilderness, showed them the way, appointed the place and time for rest, overshadowed them by day, and gave them light by night; the manna, descending from heaven every morning, which on the first five days of the week was gathered in a measure proportioned to daily use, and on the sixth in double measure, remaining unspoiled from the previous day only on the sabbath; the smoke, lightning, thunder, flame, earthquake, and trumpet blast that marked God’s presence on Mount Sinai during the giving of the law; the punishment of Nadab and Abihu, Aaron’s sons, for offering incense from strange fire; the punishments that overtook Korah, Dathan, and Abiram with their fellow conspirators; likewise the repeated punishments—now by sudden fire, now by plague, now by serpents—that struck whole thousands of the Israelites for their murmuring, disobedience, and rebellion against Moses; and healing from the bite of serpents through a mere look at the bronze image of a serpent, raised up by Moses at God’s command, and the like.

II. The historical reliability of all these miracles is vouched for by:

1) The testimony concerning them of Moses himself, of his successor Joshua, and of the later sacred Jewish writers. The testimony of Moses himself is important here: he speaks of these miracles solemnly before all the Israelites, as before eyewitnesses; by these signs of God he urged them to remain faithful to the God of their fathers, and at the same time reproached them for their disobedience to Him and their ingratitude (Ex. 19:4; Deut. ch. 32, and others). How, then, would Moses have dared to act in this way, if nothing of the kind had happened? How would he have ventured to tell his own contemporaries of such wondrous deeds, which he had never in fact performed? And how could this whole people, numbering about two million, have been so foolish as to believe so obvious a fabrication? And yet the Hebrews believed Moses’ words; they accepted from their lawgiver’s own hands all his books, in which his miracles are recounted in detail, and accepted them, moreover, with complete faith and reverence. What does this mean? Suppose Moses had somehow flattered the Israelites in his Pentateuch, wishing thereby to win them over: but instead of currying the Hebrews’ favor by flattery, he ceaselessly reproaches them for their stiff-neckedness and hardness of heart, for their ingratitude toward God, for their rebellions, for their idolatry. Moses did not even spare the tribe of Reuben in particular, describing in detail the sin of that tribe’s ancestor, for which he was so heavily rebuked by his grieved father (Gen. 35:22; 49:3); nor did he spare the tribe of Judah, depicting Judah’s own transgression, which had such shameful consequences (Gen. ch. 38).163 If, then, despite all this, the Jews accepted Moses’ Pentateuch from him with the greatest reverence, this is a clear sign that they fully recognized the truthfulness of the whole content of these books, and by their assent bore witness to the reliability of all the miracles Moses described. Important to us, too, is the testimony of Moses’ successor Joshua—on the one hand as the testimony of an eyewitness to all these miracles, and on the other because it is confirmed by the agreement of countless other eyewitnesses. Drawing near to his own grave, Joshua gathers all the tribes of Israel at Shechem, and, charging them to remain faithful to Jehovah, reminds them of the signs God performed for them and before their own eyes in Egypt and in the wilderness — and the people answered and said: far be it from us to forsake the Lord to serve other gods. For the Lord our God, He is God; He brought us and our fathers up out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of bondage, He who did these great signs before our eyes (Josh. 24:16–17). The testimony of the later Jewish writers is important too, for it shows us that not only in the days of Moses and Joshua, but in every later age as well, the Hebrews continually believed in the miracles of Moses and passed on their memory from generation to generation. These miracles are spoken of in the book of Judges (2:1–12; 6:9–13); they are afterward sung by the crowned Singer of Israel (Ps. 77:12–56; 105:5–25; 135:10–23, and others), and his inspired songs, for whole ages, resounded beneath the vaults of the Jerusalem temple, in the hearing of many successive generations of the Jewish people. An account of Moses’ miracles occurs in the book of Judith (5:11–16) and in the book of the Wisdom of Solomon (10:15–21); and the Prophets, too, not infrequently remind the ungrateful people of Israel of them (Is. 51:9–11; 63:11–15; Jer. 32:20, 21).

2) Certain ordinances, festivals, and sacred songs of the Hebrews, preserved to this day as living memorials of Moses’ miracles and of other events contemporary with him. To this day the Jews celebrate their Passover, which speaks to them plainly of their exodus from Egypt and their crossing of the Red Sea; to this day they sing, to the glory of the God of their fathers, the exalted Song of Moses, which was sung by their ancestors after that crossing of the sea. The feast of Pentecost, kept by the Hebrews, still brings to mind today the solemn giving of the law at Sinai; the Feast of Tabernacles recalls their wonder-filled journey through the Arabian wilderness. Many other memorials, even if they have not survived to this day, nonetheless for a long time reminded posterity of the wondrous events that took place under Moses. Such were: the two stone tablets on which the ten commandments were inscribed; the golden jar with the miraculous manna, and Aaron’s miraculous rod, kept in the tabernacle, by God’s command, as a sign for later generations (Ex. 16:33–36 and Num. 17:10); the beaten plates made from the bronze censers of Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, which served as a covering for the altar, likewise as a sign to the sons of Israel (Num. 16:37–40); and the bronze serpent, raised up by Moses for the healing of those bitten by serpents, and preserved down to the time of Hezekiah, king of Israel (2 Kings 18:4).

3) The whole history of the people of Israel, from the time of their exodus from Egypt to the death of Moses. For it presents nothing other than a series of actions brought about by the miracles of Moses. How did the Jews come to entrust themselves to Moses, and, despite their weakness and exhaustion from their heavy labors in Egypt, resolve to go with him to fight numerous and warlike peoples for the promised land? If not altogether impossible, it is, at the very least, exceedingly difficult to explain this event unless we grant that Moses had already convinced the Israelites, by his miracles, of God’s special help toward them. How did the king of Egypt come to consent, without any bloodshed, to lose all at once about two million of his subjects, who had formerly performed all the hard labor of his kingdom? This is altogether inexplicable unless we grant that the leader of Israel wrung this bitter consent from Pharaoh by his terrifying miracles. How could the whole Hebrew people, for forty years, have survived in the barren Arabian desert, which offers almost nothing in the way of food or drink, if it is not true that they were continually fed by the miraculous manna falling from heaven, and received drink from the rocks in time of need? How did the Israelite people, unruly and rebellious as they were, humbly accept from Moses such strict laws, threatening death for almost every sin? How did this people, who several times rose up against Moses, never strip him of his power and authority, but instead, again and again, submit themselves to him in full obedience? Miracles, and miracles alone, of Moses could have produced such effects.

4) The memory of these miracles was preserved among the pagan nations as well. Josephus, in his work Against Apion, testifies that the Egyptians themselves regarded Moses as a wondrous and divine man (ἀνδρα θαυμαστόν καὶ θεῖον);164 Artapanus, praised by Eusebius, records a tradition preserved among the people of Hierapolis concerning the Israelites’ crossing of the Red Sea, a tradition agreeing in every respect with Moses’ own account;165 Numenius, the Pythagorean philosopher, relates that the Egyptians, wishing to check the plagues with which Moses—a man exceedingly powerful in prayer before God—struck them, set against him their two renowned magicians, Jannes and Jambres;166 Pliny,167 Apollonius Molon,168 Celsus,169 and others handed down the tradition that Moses was a magician who surpassed all magicians in his art.170

III. Equally evident is the reliability of Moses’ miracles as supernatural events. It is evident —

1) From the very nature of these miracles: all of them, indisputably, exceed the power and capacity of man, and could in no way have been produced by natural means through the instruments Moses used to perform them. All nature obeyed his single word, or a mere gesture of his hand, when he struck Egypt with the ten terrible plagues. In particular there obeyed him: the heavens, which sent down every day manna of a miraculous nature to feed the Israelites in the wilderness; the earth, which more than once opened its depths and swallowed up the guilty; the sea, which opened its floor for the Israelites to cross and became a grave for the Egyptians who pursued them; the rocks, which poured forth water. How, then, can it be thought that all this took place without God’s own special cooperation?

2) From the manner of their performance and the circumstances amid which they occurred. Moses performed his miracles without any preparation whatever, by a single word, or a gesture of the hand, or a prayer to God; he performed them not secretly before a few witnesses, but openly—some before the eyes of two whole nations, Egypt and Israel, and others before the eyes of all Israel, or at least of its elders. Moses sought out no special places for this, nor did he wait for opportune moments, but worked miracles always and everywhere, the moment a need for them arose. Some of these miracles (the manna, the pillar of cloud) continued uninterruptedly for a full forty years before the eyes of all Israel, and all of them, taken together, were exceedingly varied among themselves—which undermines every suspicion of fraud.

3) From their purpose. The purpose of Moses’ miracles was to show that Moses was truly God’s messenger, that Jehovah was truly God, and that, consequently, the faith given to the Israelites through Moses was a true divine revelation. If they will not believe me, nor heed my voice, for they will say, God has not appeared to you—what shall I say to them? — thus Moses questioned God, when sent by Him to bring the Israelites out of Egypt. Then God, having worked two miracles before him, said: if they will not believe you, nor heed the voice of the first sign, they will believe you because of the voice of the second sign (Ex. 4:1–9). And experience soon bore this out: when Moses performed the signs before the people, the people indeed believed him, and rejoiced, for God had visited the sons of Israel (Ex. 4:30–31). Some time later God said again to Moses: I will harden Pharaoh’s heart, and multiply my signs and wonders in the land of Egypt… — and all the Egyptians shall know that I am the Lord (Ex. 7:3–5); and a little further on: go in to Pharaoh: for I have hardened his heart and the heart of his servants, that these signs of mine may yet come upon them, so that you may tell in the hearing of your children and your children’s children how I made a mockery of the Egyptians, and my signs which I worked among them, and you shall know that I am the Lord (Ex. 10:1–3).

A detailed examination of Moses’ miracles shows that each of them, besides this general purpose, also had its own particular purpose, which was always most beneficial, or even necessary, for the people of God (the crossing of the Red Sea, the manna, the bronze serpent, and the like).

§73. The Prophecies of Moses


Moses, the great wonder-worker, was at the same time a great prophet. Of his numerous prophecies it is enough to point to a few:

1) He foretold most of the miracles he performed in Egypt and in the wilderness, such as:

a) each of the ten plagues of Egypt, their beginning and their end (Ex. ch. 7–11), for example: thus says the Lord: by this you shall know that I am the Lord: behold, I will strike with the rod that is in my hand upon the water of the river, and it shall be turned into blood (7:17) — and Moses and Aaron did so, as the Lord commanded them…, and he turned all the water of the river into blood (v. 20);

b) God’s sending of quail as food for the Israelites: the Lord spoke to Moses, saying: I have heard the murmuring of the sons of Israel; say to them: in the evening you shall eat meat… and you shall know that I am the Lord your God; and it was evening, and quail came up and covered the camp (Ex. 16:11–13);

c) the death of all the Israelites in the wilderness, beginning with those twenty years old, except Joshua and Caleb: your carcasses shall fall in this wilderness, and all of you who were numbered, according to your whole number, from twenty years old and upward, who have murmured against me…, except Caleb the son of Jephunneh, and Joshua the son of Nun (Num. 14:29–30)—and indeed, at the third census, taken in the plains of Moab and by Jericho, there was already not a man of those numbered by Moses and Aaron in the wilderness of Sinai…; not one of them remained, except Caleb and Joshua the son of Nun (Num. 26:64–65);

d) the unhappy fate of Korah and all his fellow conspirators (Num. 16:28–32), and the like. At the very first glance at all these predictions—at their subject matter, their precision, and their fulfillment—their complete reliability becomes evident.

2) Having given the Israelites the law of celebrating the sabbatical (seventh) year, of not tilling the fields in that year, of not gathering the grapes, and of leaving whatever the land produced of itself for the servants and the animals (Lev. 25:4–8), Moses continues, in God’s own voice: and if you say, what shall we eat in this seventh year, if we do not sow nor gather in our produce? Then I will send my blessing upon you in the sixth year, and it shall yield produce enough for three years: and you shall sow in the eighth year, and eat of the old produce until the ninth year; until its fruit comes in, you shall eat the old store (vv. 20–23). And this—in a certain sense a miracle, by which, every sixth year after a sabbatical year, the land of Judea yielded the most abundant produce, enough for three whole years—continued for several centuries: the Hebrews kept the sabbatical year down to a very late period (1 Macc. 6:49)—so much so that, by Josephus’s testimony, Alexander the Great, and afterward the Romans, once they had taken possession of Palestine, did not collect tribute from the Jews, at their request, in the sabbatical years.171 Who, then, could have given the Israelites such a law? Who could have promised them that in every sixth year their land would yield the most abundant harvest? Who could have foreseen this? Suppose Moses himself knew the fertility of Palestine; but he also knew that it was not infrequently barren, and that famine raged in it—as he himself describes (Gen. 12:10; 26:1; 42:5; 47:4): how, then, would he have dared to assure the Israelites that at certain fixed times their land would without fail be most fruitful—that precisely in the sixth year after a sabbatical year it would bring them fruit enough for three whole years, and that therefore, in the seventh year, the Hebrews should sow nothing at all? All this could be foreseen, all this could be guaranteed, only by Him in whose right hand is power over nature, and who alone is able to fulfill such a prophecy.

3) Moses promised the Israelites that God would one day raise up for them a Prophet like himself: the Lord your God will raise up for you a prophet from among your brethren, like me; him you shall heed (Deut. 18:15). Without yet saying to whom exactly this prophecy refers, we must acknowledge that Moses could not have uttered it of himself—that is, he could not, on natural grounds, have promised the Jews that another true prophet would in time arise among them: for the appearance of true prophets is an extraordinary, supernatural matter, and depends wholly on God alone. Consequently, by this feature alone, one cannot fail to see a true prophecy here. But since, moreover, of all the prophets who followed in Israel, the Messiah alone—the God-man in the strict sense—was like Moses in the quality of a mediator between God and men, in the quality of a deliverer of the new Israel from spiritual Egypt, in the quality of a lawgiver and at the same time a King, or supreme Master, and in the extraordinary abundance of miracles: this means that Moses uttered this prophecy some fifteen centuries before the event.172

4) Taking leave of the Israelites before his death, Moses assures them that, if they remain faithful to the God of their fathers, if they diligently heed the voice of the Lord their God, to keep and do all His commandments, then He will send down upon them all His blessings, make them the happiest nation on earth, subdue their enemies before them, and work for His faithful people the same signs and wonders He had worked for them in Egypt and the wilderness. This indeed came to pass under Joshua, under Samson, under Gideon, under Hezekiah, and others. But if, on the contrary, they do not heed the voice of the Lord their God, to keep and do all His commandments, if they are unfaithful to their God: then all the curses and blows of heaven’s justice will strike them; the Lord will then bring against them enemies, and especially a nation from far off, from the end of the earth, swooping down like an eagle (the Romans), which will crush them in all their cities, tear down their high and strong walls, afflict and distress them to such a degree that a tender young wife will secretly eat her own child for want of everything else—and the Lord will then bring upon them great and wondrous plagues and grievous sicknesses, and they will be left few in number, and be plucked from their native land, and the Lord God will bring them back to Egypt in ships, and they will be sold there to their enemies as slaves and bondwomen; and at the same time the Lord God will scatter them among all the nations, from one end of the earth to the other, and they will become there a byword, a proverb, and a taunt, and the Lord will give them there a sorrowful heart, and failing eyes, and a pining soul, and so on, and so on (Deut. ch. 28, cf. ch. 32, and Lev. ch. 26). All this was fulfilled in detail during the Babylonian captivity, and began to be fulfilled with full force and precision at the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans, and continues to be fulfilled even to this day in the whole subsequent condition of the Jews… A prophecy astonishing in the highest degree! How many centuries before the event was it uttered! And yet it was uttered with such clarity and detail, as though Moses himself had been an eyewitness of these dreadful events and had written them down only after they occurred.173

Consequently the whole history of the people of Israel, from the beginning of their exodus from Egypt down to the present day, is, in a certain sense, a single sum of proofs of the divinity of the faith given by God through Moses. For what does this history present? From the beginning of the Hebrews’ exodus from Egypt to the death of Moses, it presents a series of the miracles of Moses; and from the death of Moses to our own day, a series of events fully vindicating his prophecies.

§74. The Character of the Prophets


All the Prophets who followed were likewise distinguished by the same lofty moral character we have seen in Moses, the divine lawgiver of the Hebrew people—Prophets whom God sent to His people continually, and in such numbers, especially from the days of Samuel down to the second temple, that this age may with full justice be called the prophetic period.174

Complete self-denial and disinterestedness, the most ardent zeal for God’s glory and for the happiness of one’s neighbors—both temporal and eternal—were the distinguishing marks of all the Prophets. The aim of their service, to which they were called by the word of Jehovah (Jer. 1:2 and 4; Ezek. 1:3), was to be servants and messengers of God (2 Kings 17:13, 23; 2 Chron. 35:5; Jer. 25:4; Hag. 1:13; Judg. 2:1), watchmen of the house of Israel (Ezek. 3:17; 33:7), to make known to their countrymen the will of God in all its forms, to instruct, admonish, reprove, warn, console, and, in general, to form them in true faith in God and in the promised Messiah. In keeping with so lofty a purpose, the Prophets, the moment they were called to their office, at once set aside their ordinary worldly cares, so as to devote themselves more readily and more completely to their new service. For the most part they left even their families, their property, their very native country. I am no prophet, I am a man who tills the ground (Zech. 13:5), said one false prophet of himself, disowning the title he had stolen—and by this very disavowal he bore witness that ordinary worldly occupations and cares were regarded as incompatible with this lofty calling. Elisha, the moment he heard God’s call, at once left his field (1 Kings 19:20); Amos, his flock (Amos 7:15); Jeremiah, the privileges of his priestly birth (Jer. 1:1).

From that time they began their poor, wandering life, and, without any settled dwelling, went about with their heavenly preaching from city to city, from village to village. Hear the word of the Lord (1 Kings 22:19; Is. 1:10; Ezek. 13:2), they cried, appearing everywhere as messengers of God, and this word was spoken by them in royal palaces (Ex. 38:1–4; 2 Sam. 12:7) and in the house of an artisan (Jer. 17:1–4), in the court of the temple, before numerous hearers (Jer. 26:2–8), and amid private conversation (1 Kings 13:20; 2 Kings 6:32), or in prison confinement (Jer. 33:1). They seemed to forget themselves entirely and their own bodily needs during this time, and their freedom from acquisitiveness was so well known that even kings did not venture to offer them rich gifts: not talents of silver or gold, but a few loaves and a jar of honey, did Jeroboam, king of Israel, once send to the prophet Ahijah (1 Kings 14:3). Never did they flatter kings or a people that wished to hear from prophetic lips only human flattery (Is. 30:9–10); on the contrary, they ceaselessly preached the word of God to every single person, however bitter and hard it might seem to their hearers. In vain did their corrupted contemporaries say to them: do not prophesy, do not tell us, do not speak (Amos 2:12; 7:12 and 13; Is. 30:10); in vain did their persecutors assail them with threats, reproaches, and plots (Jer. 11:21; 5:13; 20:10; 26:8), shut them up in prisons (1 Kings 22:6–27), and subjected them to various sufferings (Jer. 20:2; 26:20–23): nothing could shut the mouths of the servants of God who did the will of their heavenly Master, and many of them sealed their fidelity to their calling with their own blood (Matt. 23:30, 31; Acts 7:52).

§75. The Miracles of the Prophets


I. The Lord God was pleased to invest these messengers of His with manifold signs and miracles, in witness of their heavenly commission. Best known in this regard, above all others, are:

a) Joshua, who stopped the waters of the Jordan and led the Israelites across its dry bed, who destroyed the walls of Jericho by the sound of trumpets and the shouting of the whole people, and who stopped the sun and the moon during the war with the Canaanites;

b) Elijah, who for about two years fed the widow of Zarephath and her whole household with a handful of flour and a small quantity of oil, who raised her son to life, who brought down fire from heaven upon his sacrifice, and who himself was taken up, as it were, into heaven (2 Kings 2:11);

c) Elisha, who performed two resurrections—one during his life, the other after his own death, by the mere touch of his bones—who healed the Syrian commander Naaman of leprosy, and so forth; finally —

d) Isaiah, who caused the sun’s shadow to go back ten steps before the eyes of King Hezekiah, and who, by the power of his prayer joined to the prayer of that pious king, miraculously destroyed in a single night 185,000 men of the Assyrian army besieging Jerusalem.

II. That all the miracles of the Prophets are miracles in the proper sense—that is, that they are supernatural events—is evident —

1) From their very nature. To stop the motion of a heavenly body or the flow of a river, to raise the dead, to bring down fire from heaven, and the like—all these are, evidently, actions that entirely exceed the natural powers of man, and can be produced only by the supernatural power of God.

2) From the manner of their performance. The Prophets performed their miracles openly before all—Joshua, for example, in the presence of all Israel and its enemies; Elijah, in the presence of the king, a great multitude of the people, and the hostile prophets of Baal (1 Kings 18:21); they performed them by a single word, or by prayer to God, or by touch, and in general by such means from which no one could possibly have expected such effects; and they performed them without being tied to any fixed place or time, but everywhere, as occasion arose.

3) From their purpose. The chief purpose of these miracles was always the God of Israel, and consequently the worthiness of the faith He had given to the Israelites. On Mount Carmel, Elijah invites the prophets of Baal to perform a solemn miracle for the very purpose of deciding whether Jehovah or Baal is the true God: call, he says to them, upon the names of your gods, and I will call upon the name of the Lord my God, and the God who answers by fire, he is God (1 Kings 18:24). Then, turning to God, he cries out: hear me, Lord, hear me by fire, that this people may know that you alone are the Lord God (v. 37). And when, indeed, as a result of this fervent prayer, fire fell from the Lord out of heaven and consumed the burnt offering, and the wood, and the water that was in the trench, and licked up the stones and the dust with fire — all the people fell on their faces, and said: the Lord, he is truly God (vv. 38–39). Naaman the Syrian, healed of his leprosy by Elisha, likewise confesses before him: now I know that there is no God in all the earth but in Israel (2 Kings 5:15).

III. And as proof that all these miracles are historically reliable, there serve —

1) The testimony of all the sons of Israel: they accepted, and to this day hold, the sacred books in which the accounts of these miracles are set forth. And it must be noted that

a) the books were accepted by the Jews from the hands of the writers themselves, and consequently by Jews contemporary with them;

b) they were accepted with the greatest reverence, and consequently with full confidence in their truthfulness; and

c) that this reverence and confidence were handed down by their forefathers to every succeeding generation, and remain in full force down to the present day. It must be added that these books contain strong reproaches against the Jews for their ingratitude and unfaithfulness to the God of their fathers, for their extreme impiety and idolatry, and pronounce fearsome threats against the apostate nation: how, then, could this people have accepted and preserved, with the greatest reverence, books so shameful to itself, unless it were fully conscious of the striking justice of their whole content? Yet the Jews put to death the Prophets who rebuked them, while preserving, as a great treasure, the very writings that recount, among other things, their miracles!..

2) The testimony of foreign nations: from them, of course, one cannot expect testimony to all the prophetic miracles, most of which took place in the midst of Israel alone; but it is natural to expect testimony to those signs that occurred, one might say, before the eyes of the whole world—such as, for example, the miracle of Joshua’s stopping the sun. Of this miracle, worldwide in scope, traditions have indeed been preserved among very many peoples, not only in Asia, Africa, and Europe, but in America as well—namely, among the Arabs, the Egyptians, the Indians, the Chinese, the Greeks (in Homer, Herodotus, Xenophanes, and Plato), the Romans (in Virgil and Varro), the peoples of Florida, and the Otaheitans.175 Such universality of tradition concerning one of the greatest of the prophetic miracles, without doubt, incontestably confirms its reliability.176

§76. Their Prophecies


The chief, distinguishing mark by which the Prophets bore witness, above all, to their divine commission—and from which they took their very name—is their prophecies. These prophecies are exceedingly numerous and varied. They concerned the fate of whole kingdoms and nations—the kingdoms of Judah and Israel, the kingdoms of Assyria, Egypt, Babylon, Persia, Greece, and Rome, the Ammonites, the Moabites, and others; the fate of cities, such as Tyre and Nineveh; the fate of private persons, and not infrequently the detailed circumstances of their lives. But the first and most important subject of the prophetic predictions was always the Messiah promised by God—the center and goal of the whole Old Testament economy. It is on these predictions of this last kind that we shall here fix our attention, considering it unnecessary to examine all the rest, which, given their great number, would carry us too far afield.177 We choose these prophecies, and not the others, on the one hand for the special importance of their subject, and on the other for their special closeness to our purpose: having been uttered by the Prophets in the Old Testament and fulfilled in the New in the very Author and Perfecter of our faith, they serve at one and the same time as proofs of the divinity of both the Old Testament revelation and the New, and consequently a survey of them presents the most natural transition from the present treatise to the one that follows.

Nevertheless, even the prophecies concerning the Messiah alone are exceedingly numerous, so that an examination of all of them, even a brief one, would require a whole vast work.178 For this reason, from among these prophecies we shall choose only a few—the most important and the most evident—arranging them, for greater ease of survey, under certain known classes.

§77. Prophecies Determining the Time of the Messiah’s Coming


Here belong:

a) Daniel’s prophecy of the seventy weeks, or more precisely, the prophecy uttered by the Archangel Gabriel to Daniel, and

b) the prophecies of Haggai and Malachi concerning the glory of the second Jerusalem temple, into which the Messiah was to come.

§78. a) Daniel’s Prophecy of the Seventy Weeks


I. This prophecy, as well as the occasion on which it was uttered, is set forth in the ninth chapter of the book of the prophet Daniel.

While in the Babylonian captivity together with his countrymen, and having learned from the book of the prophet Jeremiah that God had appointed seventy years for this captivity, which were already drawing to their end, St. Daniel once gave himself to the most fervent prayer. He confessed before the Almighty that the Jews, for their sins, fully deserved His wrath and the calamities with which He would strike them; but at the same time he implored Him to make His face shine upon the sanctuary, desolate in Jerusalem, and to spare the city and the people upon whom His holy name was called. In these very moments, while St. Daniel was still praying, the Archangel Gabriel suddenly stood before him and said: Daniel, I have now come forth to give you understanding. At the beginning of your supplication a word went forth, and I have come to declare it to you, for you are a man held dear; consider the word, and understand the vision. Seventy weeks are appointed for your people (from the original: determined for your people) and for your holy city, that transgression may be worn away, and sin may come to an end, and sins may be sealed up, and wrongs may be blotted out, and iniquities may be cleansed, and everlasting righteousness may be brought in: and vision and prophet may be sealed, and the Holy of Holies may be anointed. And you shall know and understand, from the going forth of the word to answer and to build Jerusalem again (that is: know and understand—from the issuing of the decree concerning the restoration and rebuilding of Jerusalem) to the coming of an Anointed One, a Prince, there shall be seven weeks, and sixty-two weeks: and it shall be built again, with square and rampart, and the years shall be cut short (that is: the squares and the surrounding rampart will be rebuilt and restored, and this amid straitened times). And after the sixty-two weeks the anointed one shall be cut off, and judgment shall not be his (that is: Christ will be put to death—and not for Himself): and the city and the sanctuary shall be laid waste together with the coming prince, and they shall be destroyed as by a flood, and to the end of the war desolations are determined by decree (that is: afterward the city and the sanctuary will be destroyed by a people under a coming leader, and they will be swept away as by a flood, and desolations are appointed until the end of the war). And he shall confirm a covenant with many for one week: and in the middle of the week the sacrifice and the offering shall be taken away, and upon the sanctuary shall be the abomination of desolation, and even to the consummation of time the appointed end shall be poured out upon the desolate place (that is: and near the wing, or roof, of the temple, the abominations of the desolator will be set up, and even to the end of the age the temple, together with the city, will be given over to desolation).

It is evident that the Archangel’s speech concerns future events, and corresponds fully to Daniel’s prayer. Daniel prayed for the holy temple of Jerusalem, for Jerusalem itself, and for the whole Jewish people: and so the Archangel discloses to the Prophet, in God’s name, their whole future fate; but with this he inseparably joins a discourse concerning the coming of the Messiah, His death, and the fruits of that death. The sense of the prophecy is precisely this: “seventy weeks—that is, four hundred and ninety years—are appointed for the Jewish people and for the Holy City, until the Holy of Holies comes, blots out iniquities, brings in everlasting righteousness, and fulfills in Himself all the prophecies. The beginning of these weeks will be marked by the issuing of the decree concerning the restoration of Jerusalem and the temple; their end, by a new devastation of both. In the order of events these weeks will unfold as follows: during the first seven weeks (that is, 49 years) Jerusalem and the temple will be restored, amid very straitened circumstances; after the sixty-two weeks that then follow, Christ will be put to death, and put to death not for Himself; during the final week a New Covenant will be confirmed for many, and in the middle of this week the sacrifices will cease, and in the sanctuary there will be the abomination of desolation. Then a people, led by a prince, will come, will destroy the holy city and the temple, and these will be given over to desolation even to the end of the age.”

II. Bearing in mind this general sense of the prophecy, we shall, in keeping with our own particular purpose, endeavor to show that it indeed —

1) refers to the Messiah,

2) determines the time of His coming, and

3) was fulfilled precisely in Christ the Savior.

1) The truth of the first proposition is evident from the very content of the prophecy. In it there is spoken of —

a) At first, indefinitely: of some Person who was to come, who would blot out wrongs, cleanse iniquities, and bring everlasting righteousness to the earth. But all these are such acts as, according to the teaching of the Old Testament (see, for example, Is. 61:1; Zech. 3:8; Mal. ch. 3–4), only the one coming Messiah was to accomplish, so that the holy Apostle Peter did not hesitate to say: of Him all the prophets bear witness, that through His name everyone who believes in Him receives forgiveness of sins (Acts 10:43).

b) Then—far more clearly: this Person is called the Holy of Holies, who is to be anointed, and in whom all the prophecies will be fulfilled, or sealed. But the Holy of Holies—that is, the Most Holy One—could be, and indeed is, called this above all others (Ex. 12:6; Ps. 15:10) only of the Messiah;179 it was foretold of Him that, according to His humanity, He would indeed be anointed with the Holy Spirit (Is. 61:1; Ps. 44:8), and in Him alone could all the Old Testament prophecies be fulfilled, brought to their end, and sealed, since He was their chief subject and goal (Rom. 10:4)

c) Finally—now with complete clarity: this Holy of Holies is called directly Christ the Prince, or Leader, who will be put to death not for Himself, and who will confirm the New Covenant. The name Christ, or Anointed One, though in Holy Scripture sometimes ascribed to other persons as well, was, above all, always claimed by the Jews for the Messiah, as belonging to Him exclusively. Why then do you baptize, if you are not the Christ (John 1:25), the Pharisees asked John the Baptist, in whom they had at first thought to see the Messiah. I know that the Messiah is coming, who is called Christ (John 4:25), said the Samaritan woman to the Savior. You are the Christ, said the holy Apostle Peter to Him as well (Mark 8:29), wishing to confess Him as the promised Messiah. And the Messiah, indeed, was to taste death, according to the ancient prophecies, not for Himself, but for the sins of men (Is. ch. 53), and by His death to establish the New Covenant on earth (Is. 42:6; 49:8), for which reason He is called the Angel of the Covenant (Mal. 3:1).

It must be added that all the features of the prophecy we have examined must be taken not each separately and outside the structure of the speech, but all together and in keeping with the connected sense of the whole discourse: in that case no one will be able to point us to any person in the whole history of mankind to whom these features could fully apply, except the Messiah alone.

This same conclusion is confirmed also by the agreement of the ancient Jewish synagogue, which we can see in the testimonies of the rabbis. One of them (Manasseh) plainly admits that his fellow countrymen referred Daniel’s prophecy of the weeks to the Messiah, and that this conviction was shared by all those Jews who, in the days of Vespasian and Titus, took up arms against the Romans.180 Another (Mordecai) states that the Messiah is the one to whose coming Daniel’s weeks lead.181 Some assert that the Messiah must bring in everlasting righteousness, that He Himself is everlasting Righteousness, is the Holy of Holies — evidently borrowing these expressions from Daniel’s prophecy.182 Still others relate a story that Jonathan ben Uzziel, who wrote a paraphrase of the Prophets, was forbidden from on high to write a similar paraphrase of the Hagiographa (among which the Jews reckon the book of the prophet Daniel), precisely because the time of the Messiah’s coming is determined there.183

2) From these testimonies the truth of the second proposition, too, already emerges in part—namely, that Daniel’s prophecy, in referring to the Messiah, determines precisely the time of His coming. But this truth is seen still more clearly:

a) From the very content of the prophecy. Here it speaks in an entirely definite way of a period of time comprising seventy weeks; this period is divided into three equally definite parts: seven weeks, sixty-two weeks, and one week, itself subdivided into two halves. More than that—here is indicated even the terminus from which the reckoning of the weeks is to begin, and another terminus at which it is to end.

b) From the connection of the discourse. Daniel, as is related in the ninth chapter of his book, having learned from Jeremiah’s prophecy that God had appointed seventy years for the Babylonian captivity, and seeing their end drawing near, began to pray fervently to God for the Jews’ forgiveness, for their return to their homeland, for the restoration of Jerusalem and the temple. Gabriel, who appeared to Daniel at this time, reveals to him that the Jews will be forgiven, and that for them, as well as for the existence of their Holy City, seventy weeks are appointed by God. Is there not, here, an evident correspondence to those seventy years of the Babylonian captivity mentioned at the beginning of the chapter, and with which Daniel’s mind was occupied in the moments of his prayer? And if those seventy years, without any doubt, meant a definite span of time, as Daniel himself understood them, then it would be strange to suppose that the seventy weeks mean some indefinite period.

3) In order, finally, to show the truth of the third proposition, it is necessary, first, to clarify how Daniel’s weeks are to be understood; second, from what time their reckoning is to begin; and only then to apply the prophecy to the events, whence it will become evident that it was fulfilled in Christ the Savior.

a) Two kinds of weeks were known among the Jews: weeks of days (Dan. 10:2) and weeks of years (Lev. 25:8). Moreover, more recent rabbis maintain that in Daniel one must understand weeks of seven-year periods, each of which ended in a jubilee year and contained 49 years apiece, or even weeks of centuries. But it cannot be admitted either that Daniel’s prophecy means weeks of days, or simple weeks, or that it means here weeks of seven-year periods, or of jubilees, still less weeks of centuries.

The first cannot be admitted: for in that case the seventy weeks would comprise only 490 days; and in so short a time the events that, according to the prophecy, were to take place within the weeks could in no way have occurred; in particular, Jerusalem and the temple, for whose restoration seven weeks are appointed, and that amid straitened circumstances, would have had to rise from their ruins within 49 days—which is not at all borne out by history. It is also noteworthy that throughout the whole book of the prophet Daniel, whenever a week is called a sedmina, the word days is added to it (Dan. 10:2–3); but in the prophecy we are examining, this addition is absent.

Nor can the second be admitted: for in that case the Jews would have had to spend, on the building of the temple, either 343 years, if weeks of jubilees are meant, or 4,900 years, if weeks of centuries are taken—totals equally refuted by history. Further: when the Archangel Gabriel communicated the prophecy to Daniel, he spoke, of course, so that Daniel might understand it; and Daniel, in delivering the prophecy he had received to the Jews, wished, of course, that they too should understand it, and thereupon duly prepare themselves to receive the Messiah at the appointed time. But it is evident that neither would the Jews have understood Daniel, nor Daniel Gabriel, if by weeks were meant weeks of jubilees or of centuries—weeks never at all in use among the Jews; and both Daniel and the Jews would have been led into error by the Archangel: they would have begun to expect, in the near future, an event that was, in fact, to take place far later—after several centuries, or even millennia.

It remains to agree that by weeks are to be understood weeks of years; these weeks were known to the Jews by the law’s own prescription: you shall count for yourself seven sabbaths of years, seven times seven years: and there shall be to you seven weeks of years, forty-nine years (Lev. 25:8), and they indeed represent just such a period of time (490 years) within which the events predicted in the prophecy could take place. Thus we know, from the book of Ezra and from Josephus’s history, that the neighboring nations hindered the building of the new Jerusalem temple by every means—now by slanders and intrigues at the Persian court, now even by armed force; and so it is no wonder that the building of the temple lasted 49 years, or seven weeks, in accordance with the prophecy.

b) The terminus from which the reckoning of the weeks is to be counted is indicated in the prophecy by the words: from the going forth of the word to answer and to build Jerusalem again — that is, from the going forth, or issuing, of the decree concerning the restoration and building of Jerusalem. But of the four decrees given, after Daniel’s prophecy, by the Persian kings in favor of the Jews, none of the following can be meant here:

aa) not the decree of Cyrus (1 Ezra 6:3): for it permitted the Jews not to build Jerusalem, but only to build the temple; and it is known that the Jews who returned from captivity at that time lived in their own cities, and not in Jerusalem, to which they gathered only for the offering of sacrifices (1 Ezra 3:1 and following);

bb) nor the decree of Darius Hystaspes (1 Ezra 6:1), which merely repeated Cyrus’s decree concerning the building of the temple;

cc) nor the decree of Artaxerxes Longimanus addressed to Ezra (1 Ezra 7:12): this decree commanded no more than that he visit Judea and Jerusalem, and deliver the king’s gifts to the temple (1 Ezra 7:14–15). Rather, one must understand the second decree of Artaxerxes Longimanus, given afterward, addressed to Nehemiah (Neh. 2:5–6): here it speaks directly of the rebuilding of Jerusalem, its walls and its houses (Neh. 2:8), which none of the earlier decrees mentions, and Nehemiah, on returning to Jerusalem, found that, up to that time, the city wall had been torn down, the gates of the Holy City consumed by fire (Neh. 2:13), and Jerusalem itself laid waste (v. 17).

This second decree of Artaxerxes Longimanus was given in the twentieth year of his reign,184 as Nehemiah himself testifies (Neh. 2:1). But Artaxerxes ascended the throne in the third year of the 76th Olympiad,185 which, by our reckoning, corresponds to the year 473 before the Nativity of Christ.186 Consequently, the twentieth year of Artaxerxes’s reign, by the Greek reckoning, is the third year of the 81st Olympiad; by the Roman reckoning, the 299th year from the founding of Rome;187 by our own reckoning, the year 453 before the Nativity of Christ. It is from here that the reckoning of the weeks must begin. Let us, then, make this reckoning and apply the weeks to the events.

c) In the prophecy, from the beginning of the weeks to the appearing of the Messiah-Prince, there are appointed, besides the 7 weeks set apart for the building of Jerusalem, another 62 weeks—in all, 69 weeks, that is, 483 years. The end of the 69th week must refer not to the Messiah’s birth (since His death is already placed within the following, 70th, week), but to His baptism and public appearance in the office of Messiah. His death is placed after the 69th week—that is, within the course of the last, or 70th, week—and specifically, in the middle of that week, when the cessation of the Old Testament sacrifices was to follow, a cessation that could be accomplished only by the sacrifice of the Messiah Himself (Heb. 10:4–10). And the whole of the last week, in general, is appointed for the confirmation of the New Covenant.

Whatever system of chronology we now use to count the weeks, we shall arrive everywhere at one and the same result. If by the Greek reckoning—that is, taking the third year of the 81st Olympiad as the beginning of the weeks—then, converting 69 weeks, or 483 years, into Olympiads (this comes to 120 Olympiads and 3 years), and adding these new Olympiads to the starting point, we obtain the 2nd year of the 202nd Olympiad: and this is precisely the 15th year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, when Jesus Christ was baptized by John (Luke 3:1 and 21), and appeared before the people in the office of Messiah. If by the Roman reckoning—that is, taking the 299th year from the founding of Rome as the beginning of the weeks—then, adding to these years 69 weeks, or 483 years, we obtain the 782nd year from the founding of Rome: again the 15th year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar, and consequently the year of the Savior’s baptism and appearance in the office of Messiah. Finally, if we count the weeks by our own reckoning—that is, from the year 453 before the Nativity of Christ—then the final year of the 69th week, or the year 483, falls in the 30th year of the Savior’s earthly life: which again means the time of His baptism and appearance in the office of Messiah (Luke 3:23). In the middle of the 70th week, the Anointed One was to be cut off and the sacrifices abolished: and Christ died on the cross three and a half years after entering upon His office as public Teacher—that is, in the middle of the week. And the whole 70th week was to confirm the covenant for many. And Christ Himself spent the first half of this week confirming His New Covenant for many in Judea, Galilee, and Samaria; and in the three and a half years following His death and resurrection, the Gospel was proclaimed by the Apostles everywhere the scattered sheep of the house of Israel were to be found.

To all this let us add two further general observations. The first is that the time of the Messiah’s coming, as determined in Daniel’s prophecy, has without any doubt long since passed: for, immediately following the Messiah’s death, the prophecy foretells the destruction of the Hebrew people’s independent existence, the destruction of Jerusalem and its temple by a foreign people, who were to come under the leadership of their own prince and bring about a desolation lasting to the end of the age. But everyone knows that about eighteen hundred years have now passed since Titus, with the Roman armies, destroyed Jerusalem and the temple to their very foundations, and put an end to the Jewish kingdom. The second observation is that the time of the Messiah’s coming indicated by Daniel falls, incontestably, precisely on the period when Christ was born, lived, and tasted death: for, on the one hand, it is to this very time that Daniel’s weeks lead; and, on the other, Titus destroyed Jerusalem together with its temple, and put an end to the Jewish kingdom, about forty years after the Savior’s death—and these events, according to the prophecy, were to follow soon after the Messiah’s death.

§79. b) The Prophecies of Haggai and Malachi concerning the Glory of the Second Jerusalem Temple, into which the Messiah Was to Come


1) We join these two prophecies together because they have one subject, and explain one another.

Saint Haggai began to prophesy at the time when the Jews, having returned from the Babylonian captivity under the leadership of Zerubbabel, undertook the building of the second Jerusalem temple. Soon meeting with numerous obstacles, they very nearly abandoned the work they had begun, consoling themselves that, surely, the time to build the house of the Lord had not yet come (Hag. 1:2). It was for this reason that God raised up Haggai, who strove by every means to stir his countrymen to complete what they had begun: now asking them whether it was fitting for them to dwell themselves in paneled houses, while leaving the house of God in ruins (v. 4); now assuring them that the renewal of the temple would draw down God’s favor upon them (v. 8); now threatening them with punishments for their resistance and negligence in this matter (vv. 10–11); now encouraging them with the truth that God Himself was continually present among them with His almighty power (Hag. 2:5–6). Finally, to act upon them still more forcefully, Haggai utters to them a prophecy concerning the glory of this temple: take courage: for thus says the Lord Almighty: yet once more I will shake the heavens and the earth, the sea and the dry land, and I will shake all the nations, and the chosen of all the nations shall come (or: the desire, or expectation, of all the nations shall come) and I will fill this house with glory, says the Lord Almighty. The silver is mine, and the gold is mine, says the Lord Almighty: for the glory of this latter house shall be greater than that of the former, says the Lord Almighty, and in this place I will give peace… (Hag. 2:6–10).

St. Malachi, the last of the Prophets, uttered his prophecy concerning the Messiah a few years after Haggai, in the following words: behold, I send my Angel, and he shall survey the way before my face: and the Lord whom you seek shall suddenly come into his temple, and the Angel of the covenant, whom you desire: behold, he comes, says the Lord Almighty (Mal. 3:1).

2) It is not difficult to be convinced that the Person whose coming the Prophets foretell here is none other than the Messiah.

a) in Haggai’s prophecy this Person is called the desire, or expectation (the chosen one), of all the nations—a name by which the Messiah was already designated in the patriarch Jacob’s own prediction (Gen. 49), and which, according to other, likewise most ancient, promises of God and prophecies (Gen. 22:18 and others; Is. 11:10; 49:6), can befit the Messiah alone. The consequence of this Person’s coming is set forth as the glory of the second temple—and, moreover, a glory that will surpass the glory of the first temple: what other Person, besides the Messiah, could have been, in the Jews’ own understanding, so great that by His coming alone He would bestow the greatest glory—and upon what? the very house of God? And that this glory of the second temple is indeed made to depend on the coming into it of the expectation of the nations, and on nothing else, is shown by the very connection of the discourse: no sooner has the Prophet said, in God’s own name: yet once more I will shake the heavens and the earth, the sea and the dry land, and I will shake all the nations, and the chosen [things] (that is: the expectation) of all the nations shall come, than he immediately adds: and I will fill this house with glory. Besides this, without admitting this thought, we would be unable to show the prophecy’s vindication in the event. It is known that the second temple lacked much of what constituted the glory and distinction of the first temple—namely, it had no ark of the covenant, no rod of Aaron, no tablets of the law, no jar of manna, no Urim and Thummim. Likewise, in outward wealth and beauty it was far inferior to the first temple, so that the Jewish elders who remembered the glory of the first temple wept, looking upon the poverty of the second (1 Ezra 3:12). The sole advantage of this temple over the first, its sole glory, consisted precisely in this: that the Messiah Himself, the King of glory (Ps. 23:7–8), the Lord of glory (1 Cor. 2:8), honored it with His own visitation.

b) Still clearer are the indications of the Messiah in Malachi’s prophecy. Here the Person spoken of is called directly the Lord and the Angel of the Covenant—names which, by the whole spirit of the Old Testament, can befit no one but the Messiah. It is said that this Lord will come into His own temple: this can be said of no one but God and the Messiah. Finally, this Lord and Angel of the Covenant is called the expectation of the Jews, whom they desire and seek: who, if not the Messiah, was for the sons of Israel, at every period, the object of the most fervent desires and expectations?

c) The Jews themselves, both ancient and many of the more recent ones, have referred, and still refer, these prophecies to the Messiah. Among the ancients, especially notable here is Rabbi Sira, renowned even before the destruction of the second temple;188 among the more recent ones, one may point to the rabbis Rashi,189 Akiva, Manasseh,190 and others.191

3) Nor can one fail to see that in both these prophecies, Haggai’s and Malachi’s, the time of the Messiah’s coming is determined, though not with the same precision as in Daniel’s prophecy of the weeks. According to both these predictions the Messiah was to come into the second temple—consequently, at a time when this temple still stood, and by no means afterward. The invention of certain more recent rabbis, that what is foretold here is the greater glory not of the second temple compared with the first, but of a third compared with the second (a third temple, supposedly to be built by the Messiah Himself at His coming), is entirely refuted by the course of the discourse and the content of Haggai’s prophecy. We have already noted that the very occasion on which this prophecy was uttered was furnished by the restoration of the temple by the Jews who had returned from the Babylonian captivity under Zerubbabel, and that Haggai disclosed to them the future glory of this temple in order to spur them all the more strongly to finish the building they had begun (see Haggai chs. 1 and 2). Speak now, God commanded the prophet, to Zerubbabel son of Shealtiel, of the tribe of Judah, and to Joshua son of Jehozadak, the high priest, and to all the rest of the people, saying: who among you saw this house in its former glory? and how do you see it now, as though it were nothing before you? And now be strong, Zerubbabel, says the Lord, be strong, Joshua son of Jehozadak, high priest, and let all the people of the land be strong, says the Lord (Almighty), and work, for I am with you, says the Lord Almighty: the word that I covenanted with you when you went out of the land of Egypt, and my Spirit stands in your midst: take courage: for thus says the Lord Almighty: yet once more I will shake the heavens and the earth, the sea and the dry land, and I will shake all the nations, and the chosen [things] of all the nations shall come, and I will fill this house with glory, says the Lord Almighty.

The silver is mine, and the gold is mine, says the Lord Almighty: for the glory of this latter house shall be greater than that of the former, says the Lord Almighty, and in this place I will give peace, says the Lord Almighty, and peace of soul as a provision to everyone who builds, so as to raise up this house (Hag. 2:3–10). Is it not evident that this speaks of that very temple to whose building the Prophet is spurring his contemporaries—the very temple that stood before their eyes and his own? Several times he points to it: this house, this temple. Does the passage not speak directly of the glory of the second temple specifically over the first, and not of a third over the second: the glory of this latter house shall be greater than that of the former (Hag. 2:10)?

4) And that both these prophecies were fulfilled in Jesus Christ is evident from the fact that He indeed came to earth while the second temple still stood, and visited this temple more than once. This feature, in itself, might seem common to others, since other people living at that time also visited the Jerusalem temple; but, unlike all these others, the prophecies also point to particular features of the Messiah that were realized only in Jesus Christ alone, and in the circumstances of His coming and His life. He alone, of all who came into the second temple, could rightly be called the Lord of that temple and the Angel of the Covenant, and likewise the expectation of the Gentiles and the Jews; He alone, by His coming into that temple, bestowed upon it a greater glory than the first temple had possessed. By Malachi’s prophecy, the Messiah was to have a forerunner: and John the Baptist was the forerunner of Christ the Savior. By Haggai’s words, God promised to shake the heavens and the earth and to shake all the nations at the time of the Messiah’s appearing: this feature, too, was borne out in the circumstances of our Savior’s birth and death.

In general, it must be said that the time of the Messiah’s coming, as indicated in the prophecies of Haggai and Malachi, has long since passed, and that, consequently, the Jews wait for their Messiah in vain even to this day. It is known to all that about eighteen centuries have now elapsed since the second Jerusalem temple was destroyed to its very foundations, and that every effort to restore it has remained fruitless.

§80. Prophecies Concerning the Messiah’s Origin


Having determined the time of the Messiah’s coming, the Prophets also foretold —

a) the tribe from which He was to come,

b) the place where He was to be born, and even —

c) the very manner of His birth.

§81. a) The Tribe from which the Messiah Was to Come


This prediction was first uttered by the prophet Nathan. Having announced to David that, after his death, his son would raise up a house for the Lord, Nathan added, in God’s own name: and his house shall be faithful, and his kingdom shall stand before me forever: and his throne shall be established forever (2 Sam. 7:16). Then, in one of his own psalms, David himself repeated this, almost in the same words, speaking in God’s own name: once I have sworn by my holiness, I will not lie to David: his seed shall endure forever, and his throne shall be as the sun before me, and as the moon, established forever (Ps. 88:36–38). Further, this prophecy occurs in Isaiah: a rod shall come forth from the root of Jesse, and a flower shall rise up from his root: and the Spirit of God shall rest upon him, the Spirit of wisdom and understanding, the Spirit of counsel and strength, the Spirit of knowledge and godliness: the Spirit of the fear of God shall fill him (Is. 11:1–3); and in that day there shall be the root of Jesse, and he who rises up to rule the nations: on him the nations shall set their hope (Is. 11:10). After Isaiah—in the prophet Jeremiah: behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when I will raise up for David a righteous Branch, and a king shall reign, and he shall be wise, and shall execute judgment and righteousness on the earth. In his days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell in hope, and this is his name by which they shall call him: the Lord our Righteousness (Jer. 23:5–6); and in another place: in those days and at that time I will cause a Branch of righteousness to spring up for David: and he shall execute judgment and righteousness on the earth. In those days Judah shall be saved, and Jerusalem shall dwell in hope: and this is the name by which they shall call him: the Lord our Righteousness (Jer. 33:15–16). Finally—in the prophet Ezekiel: and I will raise up for them one shepherd, and he shall shepherd them, my servant David; he shall shepherd them, and he shall be their shepherd, and I, the Lord, will be their God, and my servant David a prince in their midst: I, the Lord, have spoken (Ezek. 34:23–24).

a) From their very content. Nathan, and David himself, speak of a descendant of David who will reign forever—a feature that cannot befit Solomon, nor even the whole line of David, which reigned in Judah only until the Babylonian captivity, but is entirely fitting for the Messiah alone, the eternal King of a spiritual kingdom. The prophet Isaiah testifies that upon this Rod from the root of Jesse the Spirit of God will rest with all His abundant gifts, and that the nations will set their hope on this Descendant of David; Jeremiah adds that this King will be wise, will execute judgment and righteousness on the earth, and that His name will be—the Lord our Righteousness; Ezekiel presents this future David192 as both Shepherd and Prince, to whom the Lord Himself promises to be God—all such features as cannot, in their proper sense, befit anyone but the Messiah alone.

b) From the unanimous consent of the Jews. All their paraphrasts, all the Talmudists, and all the ancient writers refer these prophecies to the Messiah,193 and regard Him as a descendant of David. This universal belief of the ancient Jews is also very well attested from the Gospel history. Zechariah, at the birth of his son John the Baptist, blesses the Lord God of Israel for having wrought redemption for His people, and for having raised up a horn of salvation for us in the house of David his servant: as he spoke by the mouth of his holy prophets, who have been since the world began (Luke 1:68–70). The Pharisees, on the Savior’s question, what do you think of the Christ? whose son is he?, answered: the son of David (Matt. 22:42). Astonished at the Savior’s miracles, the Jews asked one another in perplexity: can this be the Christ, the son of David? (Matt. 12:23). The sick, calling upon His mercy and wishing to confess their faith in Him as the Messiah, called Him the son of David (Matt. 9:27; 15:22; 20:30; Luke 18:38). At the Savior’s solemn entry into Jerusalem, those who wished to see in Him the promised Deliverer cried out: hosanna to the Son of David (Matt. 21:9). And in the time that followed, the universal conviction of the Jews that the Messiah must come from the line of David was so deep and so widely known that the emperor Trajan, wishing to put a stop to the uprisings stirred up among them by false messiahs, ordered all the descendants of David that could be found to be put to death—and it was on this very occasion that St. Symeon, a kinsman of the Lord and bishop of Jerusalem, tasted death.

§82. b) The Place where the Messiah Was to Be Born


1) The place where the Messiah was to be born was foretold by the prophet Micah in the following words: and you, Bethlehem, house of Ephrathah, are you too small to be among the thousands of Judah? Out of you shall come forth to me a Ruler, to be a prince in Israel, whose goings forth are from the beginning, from the days of eternity (Mic. 5:2).

2) And in this instance too, both the content of the prophecy itself and the constant, unanimous consent of the ancient Jews serve as irrefutable proofs that the Messiah is spoken of here.

In the prophecy it is enough to point to one decisive feature. The Prophet foretells that out of Bethlehem there shall come forth a Person who possesses also other goings-forth, goings-forth from the beginning, from the days of eternity (a pre-temporal existence, days without beginning)—that is, He possesses eternal being: of whom, among all born on earth, can such a thing be said, except the Messiah alone? Meanwhile the other features of the prediction, too, apply entirely to the Messiah. It is said, for example, that His origin from Bethlehem will bestow great glory on this small town; the Person who is to come forth is called the Prince (or Master) and ruler in Israel, just as other prophets, too, called the Messiah (Ezek. 37:21–24). In the following verses it is affirmed that this King, acting by the power of Jehovah, will gather all Israel under His authority, and will be glorified to the ends of the earth (Mic. 5:3–4), in correspondence with other prophecies concerning the Messiah (Ezek. 37:21; Ps. 21:28; 71:8); that He will bring with Him complete peace for Israel (Mic. 5:5), again in agreement with other prophecies concerning the Messiah (Is. 9:6 and 7; 11:5–7; Zech. 9:10); that He will root out from His people sorcery and divination, and overthrow idols and every form of idol-worship (Mic. 5:12–14), again in agreement with other prophecies concerning the Messiah (Ezek. 37:23).

The constant belief of the Jews that Micah’s prophecy refers to the Messiah is known:

a) from the testimony of their most ancient paraphrast, Jonathan, who lived before the Nativity of Christ, and who translates the words, out of you shall come forth to me a Ruler, thus: “out of you shall come forth to me the Messiah”;

b) from the Gospel history, which relates that the representatives of the Jewish church, all the chief priests and scribes of the people, on Herod’s question—where the Christ was to be born—answered with one voice: in Bethlehem of Judea, and in confirmation of their answer cited Micah’s prophecy (Matt. 2:4–6); as likewise the people, thinking that Christ had come from Galilee, asked in perplexity: has not the Scripture said that the Christ comes from the seed of David, and from Bethlehem, the village where David was? (John 7:42);

c) from both Talmuds, and in general from the testimonies of all the ancient Jewish writers, which it would be superfluous to cite here;194 and

d) finally, from the historical fact that the Romans, when they suppressed the Jewish revolt led astray by the false messiah Bar Kokhba, forbade them entry even into Jerusalem and Bethlehem, whence they had expected their Messiah to come.195

The fulfillment of this prophecy in Jesus Christ is well known from the Gospel (Luke 2:1, and others).

§83. c) The Manner of the Messiah’s Birth


I) The Messiah was to be born not as ordinary men are born, but of an immaculate Virgin, and consequently in a supernatural, miraculous manner. This was foretold by Isaiah, when he said: behold, a Virgin shall conceive in the womb, and shall bear a Son, and you shall call his name Emmanuel (Is. 7:14).

II. These words indeed —

1) refer to the Messiah,

2) determine the miraculous manner of His birth, and

3) were fulfilled in Jesus Christ.

1) Proof of the first point is furnished by the exalted titles the Prophet gives to the infant who was to be born of the Virgin, and, in part, by the occasion on which the prophecy was uttered.

At first the Prophet calls the infant Emmanuel, a name that can befit the Messiah alone. For the word Emmanuel means—God with us—and consequently points to a Person in whom, and through whom, God Himself would dwell among men; and such a thing can be said only of the God-man (Ps. 45:8 and 12; 88:25). Then, in chapter 8, verse 8, the Prophet presents this Infant as the Master of Israel, when, foretelling the Assyrian king’s invasion of Judea, he says: and his army shall be, to fill the breadth of your land, God with us (that is, Emmanuel)—a new attribute which, as we have already seen from other prophecies, befits the Messiah. Finally, in chapter 9, verse 6, he depicts Emmanuel with features still far more exalted, crying out: a Child is born to us, a Son is given to us, whose government is upon his shoulder: and his name is called Angel of Great Counsel, Wondrous One, Counselor, Mighty God, Ruler, Prince of Peace, Father of the Age to Come. Of whom among men can such things be said, except the Messiah alone—in whom the Old Testament righteous truly awaited God Himself (Ps. 45:7–8), the Lord (Ps. 109:1), Jehovah (Gen. 16:7, 10–11; Ex. 3:2, 4, 6)?196 And that all three chapters of Isaiah—7, 8, and 9—speak of one and the same Infant is confirmed by the very structure of the discourse and by the agreement of eminent Christian197 and even Jewish198 commentators.

The occasion on which the prophecy was uttered was as follows: two kings, Rezin of Syria and Pekah of Israel, waging war against Ahaz, king of Judah, took counsel together, once they had taken possession of Judea, to depose him from the throne and to set up on that throne a new dynasty, that of the son of Tabeel (Is. 7:6)—which, by the customs of the time, meant at once to put Ahaz to death and to exterminate the whole line that had until then reigned in Judah, that is, the line of David.199 This struck terror into Ahaz, the whole house of David, and all the Jews (v. 2): and so, to calm them, Isaiah comes to the king, and assures him, in God’s own name: this counsel shall not stand, nor shall it come to pass (v. 7), and, to confirm the truth of his words, invites him to ask of God any sign he wishes. Ahaz, of little faith, having already resolved to seek help from men (2 Sam. 16:7–9—so in Macarius’s own text; the episode described, Ahaz’s appeal to the Assyrian king, is actually 2 Kings 16:7–9), refuses to ask for a sign, under the pretext, as it were, that one ought not to tempt the Lord. Then the Prophet, leaving the king, turns to the whole house—the whole line—of David, which was threatened by this same danger, and cries out: hear now, house of David: is it a small thing for you to weary men, that you should also weary my God? Therefore the Lord Himself shall give you a sign: behold, a Virgin shall conceive in the womb, and shall bear a Son, and you shall call his name Emmanuel (Is. 7:13–14). A sign for the house of David, truly the most comforting and convincing, if it is beyond doubt that the Prophet is here pointing the members of that house to the future birth of the Messiah: for they already knew, together with the whole Jewish people, that the Messiah would come from their line; and so, upon this fresh assurance of it from God Himself, they would naturally have come to the thought that the line of David would without fail remain intact, that it could not be destroyed, however great the danger now threatening it. But if, on the contrary, we suppose that some ordinary person is spoken of here, one yet to be born at some future time, we shall be wholly unable to understand how the Prophet’s words could have served as any comfort to the house of David in the straitened circumstances of that hour.

2) Proof of the second point, likewise, is furnished by:

a) the name the Prophet gives to the Mother of Emmanuel, and

b) the occasion on which the prophecy was uttered.

The Prophet named the Mother of Emmanuel with the word Almah, which, in its strict sense, means a virgin—a pure, undefiled, wholly virginal maiden. It occurs seven times in the Holy Scripture of the Old Testament, and everywhere is used in precisely this sense, and no other (see Gen. 24:43; Ex. 2:8; Ps. 67:26, cf. Ex. 15:20, 21; Song of Songs 1:2, cf. Rev. 14:4; Song of Songs 6:7; Prov. 30:19; Is. 7:14).200 The seventy-two Jewish elders, men skilled and experienced in the law, who translated the Holy Scripture into Greek about 250 years before the Nativity of Christ, rendered this word with the Greek παρθένος, and thereby bore witness that all the ancient Jews understood by Almah specifically a virgin, and not some married young woman, as their more recent descendants would have it understood.201 The proselyte Onkelos, who wrote a Chaldean paraphrase of the Pentateuch of Moses not long before the Nativity of Christ, everywhere uses the word Almah likewise to denote only a virgin (see, for example, his targum on Gen. 24:16; Deut. 22:11; 32:25), furnishing fresh testimony to how the ancient Jews understood this word. By its etymology, Almah means one who is hidden—a name that could rightly be given, in the East, only to virgins, who, by the custom there, dared not appear in public before the time of their marriage, but remained concealed in their parents’ house (2 Macc. 3:19; 3 Macc. 1:15).202

The occasion of the prophecy, already known to us, shows that the Prophet, in uttering this prophecy, intended to give the members of the house of David a sign—and the greatest of signs (Is. 7:11 and 16)—that would assure them that the plan of the kings of Syria and Israel to set up a new dynasty on David’s throne would not come to pass. In keeping with this purpose, the Prophet not only recalls the Messiah, who was to be born of the house of David—which the Jews already knew—but adds to this a further feature of the Messiah’s birth, wholly unknown until then, an extraordinary and astonishing feature, one that could truly serve believers as a sign, and the greatest of signs. The Prophet says that the Messiah will be conceived and born of a most pure and undefiled Virgin, of an Almah, and consequently will be conceived and born in a miraculous, supernatural manner. But in what, let us ask together with the ancient teachers of the Church,203 could this greatest of signs have consisted, if the Prophet were here pointing the Jews to the ordinary birth of some infant—if he meant, as the more recent Jews suppose, that a woman, and not a virgin, would bear a son?

It is worth noting, in this connection, that many of the ancient Jews, too—though on the basis of other passages of the Bible—believed that the Messiah would be born in a special, supernatural manner, without a father, of a Virgin.204

3) The fulfillment of this prophecy of Isaiah in Jesus Christ was expressly noted by the holy Evangelist Matthew, who, having just spoken of His seedless conception in the womb of the most holy Virgin Mary, immediately adds: now all this took place, that what was spoken by the Lord through the prophet might be fulfilled, saying: behold, the Virgin shall conceive in the womb, and shall bear a Son, and they shall call his name Emmanuel, which, being interpreted, is, God with us (Matt. 1:22–23). And how well all the names Isaiah gave to the wondrous Infant suit Jesus Christ is known to every believer.

§84. Prophecies Concerning the Person and Ministry of the Messiah


In this regard the Prophets foretold that the Messiah —

a) would be at once both man and God;

b) would be a Prophet, who would deliver to men a new law;

c) would be a High Priest, who would offer up Himself as a sacrifice for the sins of men;

d) would be a King—but King of a spiritual kingdom, of the New Israel.

§85. a) The Messiah—Man and God Together


I. The humanity of the Messiah is plainly indicated by all those prophecies we have already examined, which speak of the tribe from which He was to come, of the place of His birth, and of the very manner of His birth from a Virgin. It would therefore be superfluous to adduce here still other prophetic utterances of a similar kind.

II. The Godhead of the Messiah is attested by:

1) Those passages of the Old Testament where the Messiah is called directly Jehovah — a name which, by the acknowledgment of all the Jews, belongs exclusively to God alone, and which was held by them in such reverence that it was uttered by the high priest only once a year, on the Day of Atonement. Passages of this kind we read in the prophet Jeremiah:

a) behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, and I will raise up for David a righteous Branch, and a king shall reign, and he shall be wise, and shall execute judgment and righteousness on the earth—in his days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell in hope, and this is his name by which they shall call him: the Lord (Jehovah) our Righteousness (Jer. 23:5–7), and —

b) behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, and I will fulfill the good word which I spoke to the house of Israel, and to the house of Judah—in those days and at that time I will cause a Branch of righteousness to spring up for David, and he shall execute judgment and righteousness on the earth—in those days Judah shall be saved, and Jerusalem shall dwell in hope: and this is the name by which they shall call him: the Lord (Jehovah) our Righteousness (Jer. 33:14–16). The proofs that both these texts refer to the Messiah we have already seen (§81), and the Jewish rabbis themselves understand them in this way, and no other.205

2) Passages in which the Messiah is called Adonai, Elohim, and similar names—which, though they are not exclusive names of God alone, and are sometimes given in Scripture to kings and angels, are nevertheless, above all, names of God. Here belong:

a) the words of Psalm 44: your throne, O God, is forever and ever: a scepter of uprightness is the scepter of your kingdom—you have loved righteousness, and hated iniquity: for this reason God, your God, has anointed you with the oil of gladness above your companions (vv. 7 and 8)—words unanimously referred by the rabbis to the Messiah:206

b) the words of Psalm 109, likewise referred to the Messiah:207 the Lord said to my Lord: sit at my right hand (v. 1);

c) the words of the prophet Isaiah: behold, a Virgin shall conceive in the womb, and shall bear a Son, and you shall call his name Emmanuel (Is. 7:14), and his name is called Angel of Great Counsel, Wondrous One, Counselor, Mighty God, Ruler, Prince of Peace, Father of the Age to Come (Is. 9:6); likewise: a voice crying in the wilderness: make ready the way of the Lord, make straight the paths of our God (Is. 40:3); behold your God, behold the Lord: the Lord comes with might (v. 10);

d) the words of the prophet Malachi: and the Lord shall suddenly come into his temple… (Mal. 3:1) and so on.

3) Finally, passages where the Messiah is depicted as the Son of God, begotten from eternity. Thus, in Psalm 2, which the whole Jewish church referred to the Messiah,208 the Messiah says of Himself: the Lord said to me: you are my Son, today have I begotten you (v. 7); in Psalm 109, which likewise refers wholly to the Messiah,209 God says to Him: from the womb, before the morning star, have I begotten you (v. 3); the prophet Micah testifies concerning the Messiah that his goings forth are from the beginning, from the days of eternity (Mic. 5:2).

The union of the two natures, human and divine, in the Person of Jesus Christ, corresponding to all these prophecies, is proclaimed to us by the Gospel.

§86. b) The Messiah—a Prophet


Passages foretelling that the Messiah would be a Prophet, and a universal Prophet—that is, not for the Jews alone, but for the Gentiles as well—are very numerous in the books of the Old Testament, especially in the prophet Isaiah. Such, for example, are the following:

In the last days the mountain of the Lord shall be made manifest, and the house of God upon the summit of the mountains, and shall be raised up above the hills: and all the nations shall come to it, and many peoples shall go and say: come, let us go up to the mountain of the Lord, and to the house of the God of Jacob, and he will show us his way, and we will walk in it: for out of Zion shall the law go forth, and the word of the Lord from Jerusalem: and he shall judge among the nations (Is. 2:2–4). This passage was unanimously referred to the Messiah not only by Christian but also by the ancient Jewish commentators.210

And he (God) said to me: it is a great thing for you to be called my servant, to raise up the tribes of Jacob, and to turn back the dispersion of Israel: behold, I have set you as a covenant for the people, as a light for the nations, that you may be for salvation even to the ends of the earth (Is. 49:6). That this passage, too, refers to the Messiah is evident from the very context of the discourse, and is, moreover, confirmed by the agreement of both the Christian and the ancient Jewish writers.211

Such, too, are the passages: Ps. 2:7–12; Is. 42:6 and 7; 52:10; 55:3–6; 61:1 and 12, and others. In consequence of all these prophecies, the ancient Jews did indeed expect in the Messiah a Teacher and Enlightener, not for themselves alone, but for the whole world—as is evident, among other things, from the words of Simeon, who received the Lord in his arms, and who called the Lord Jesus a light for the revelation of the nations (Luke 2:32).

There are, moreover, not a few prophetic sayings which declare that the Messiah-Prophet would proclaim to men a wholly new law, and not merely renew the ancient, Mosaic one, as some of the Jews of today teach. But here too it is enough to cite only the two clearest sayings:

The first is found in the prophet Jeremiah: behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, when I will make with the house of Israel and the house of Judah a new covenant—not according to the covenant I made with their fathers, in the day when I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt; for they did not abide in my covenant, and I disregarded them, says the Lord. For this is the covenant which I will make with the house of Israel: after those days, says the Lord, I will put my laws into their minds, and write them on their hearts, and I will be their God, and they shall be my people. And no one shall teach his neighbor, or his brother, saying, know the Lord: for they shall all know me, from the least to the greatest of them: for I will be merciful to their unrighteousness, and I will remember their sins no more (Jer. 31:31–35). It is evident that this passage is, as it were, deliberately aimed against the false opinion of the Jews. The Prophet speaks in the most definite terms not of a renewal of the Old Covenant given through Moses, but of a New Covenant, distinct from the Mosaic one: and I will make with the house of Israel, and the house of Judah, a new covenant—not according to the covenant I made with their fathers, in the day when I took them by the hand, to bring them out of the land of Egypt. In precisely this sense the holy Apostle Paul explained this passage (Heb. 8:6–13), and after him many holy fathers and teachers of the Church explained it likewise.212

The second passage we read in the prophet Malachi: and the doors shall be shut against you, and you shall not kindle fire on my altar in vain: I have no pleasure in you, says the Lord Almighty, and I will not accept a sacrifice from your hands. For from the rising of the sun even to its setting, my name is glorified among the nations, and in every place incense is offered to my name, and a pure sacrifice: for my name is great among the nations, says the Lord Almighty (Mal. 1:11). Here too, in the plainest terms, there is foretold, on the one hand, the abolishing and rejection by God of the Old Testament sacrifices, and consequently of the Mosaic ceremonial law, according to which they were offered in Jerusalem alone; and, on the other, the establishment of a new, purest Sacrifice, which would be offered in every land of the world—in keeping, of course, with the spirit of the New Law that was to replace the Mosaic one. Many of the renowned pastors of the ancient Church made use of this passage as well, against the Jews, proving to them that their legal shadow must pass away, now that grace had come.213

Christ the Savior was indeed a Prophet in exactly the sense in which the Prophets foretold this of the Messiah, and He gave to the whole world a new law.

§87. c) The Messiah—a High Priest


1) That the Messiah would be a High Priest, or Priest, is plainly foretold in verse 4 of Psalm 109: the Lord has sworn, and will not change His mind: you are a Priest forever, after the order of Melchizedek. Besides the fact that this whole psalm, as we have seen,214 refers to the Messiah, the very content of this passage, and its connection with what precedes it, thoroughly convince us that it can be referred to no one but the Messiah. The Person spoken of here is called —

a) a Priest forever—which cannot be said of any man;

b) a Priest after the order of Melchizedek, whereas all the Jewish priests were after the order of Aaron, and no priests at all after the order of Melchizedek are known from antiquity;

c) He is even called the Lord of David, and, moreover, one to whom Jehovah Himself said: sit at my right hand (v. 1).

And that this extraordinary Priest, after the order of Melchizedek, would offer to God, for the sins of men, an extraordinary sacrifice as well—not after the pattern of the Old Testament priests, who were after the order of Aaron, but specifically the sacrifice of Himself—this is evident:

a) from the words of Daniel’s prophecy: and after the sixty-two weeks the anointed one shall be cut off, and judgment shall not be his — that is, the Messiah will be put to death, and not for Himself (Dan. 9:26); and —

b) still more clearly and fully from the 53rd chapter of the prophet Isaiah, where we read: Lord, who has believed our report? and to whom has the arm of the Lord been revealed? We declared him as a child before him, as a root in thirsty ground: he had no form, nor glory: we saw him, and he had no form nor comeliness; but his appearance was without honor, diminished beyond all the sons of men—a man acquainted with affliction, knowing how to endure sickness, for his face was turned away; he was dishonored, and was not esteemed. He bears our sins, and suffers grief on our account, yet we accounted him stricken, afflicted by God, and brought low. But he was wounded because of our sins, and tormented because of our iniquities; the chastisement that brings us peace was laid upon him, and by his wound we were healed. Like sheep, all of us had wandered off; each of us had turned aside to his own path, and the Lord delivered him up on account of our sins. And he, because he was afflicted, does not open his mouth: he was led like a sheep to the slaughter, and, like a lamb silent before the one who shears it, he does not open his mouth. In his humiliation his judgment was taken away: and who shall declare his generation? for his life is taken up from the earth; for the transgressions of my people he was led to death (Is. 53:1–10). This passage bears so striking a resemblance to the history of our Lord’s sufferings that, in the words of Christian writers, it was written by the Prophet as though he stood at the foot of the cross of the Divine Sufferer. And the ancient Jews themselves referred this passage to the Messiah. “What is the name of the Messiah?” asks the Talmud, and answers: “the Afflicted One, as it is said: he bears our sins, and suffers grief on our account (Is. 53:4)”.215 “The Messiah takes upon Himself,” it is said in another place in the Talmud, “all the sufferings and torments for the sins of the Israelites. Had He not taken these sufferings upon Himself, not one person in the world could have endured the punishments that inevitably follow from breaking the law. When the Israelites dwelt in their own land, they warded off all suffering and calamity by means of sacrifices; but afterward it is the Messiah Himself who wards off these calamities, as it is written: he was wounded because of our sins, and tormented because of our iniquities; the chastisement that brings us peace was upon him (Is. 53:5)”.216

The fulfillment of all these prophecies in Jesus Christ was shown, with the utmost thoroughness, by the holy Apostle Paul in many places in his epistles (Heb. chs. 7, 8, 9, and others).

§88

d) The Messiah—a King

1) That the Messiah, according to the prediction of the Prophets, would be a King—this we have already seen, in going through the prophecies concerning His descent from the line of David and concerning the place of His birth, namely:

a) Nathan’s prophecy: his (the Messiah’s) kingdom shall stand before me forever: and his throne shall be established forever (2 Sam. 7:16);

b) Isaiah’s prophecy: and in that day there shall be the root of Jesse, and he who rises up to rule the nations: on him the nations shall set their hope: and his resting place shall be glorious (Is. 11:10);

c) Jeremiah’s prophecy: behold, the days are coming, says the Lord, and I will raise up for David a righteous Branch, and a king shall reign, and he shall be wise, and shall execute judgment and righteousness on the earth—in his days Judah shall be saved, and Israel shall dwell in hope, and this is his name by which they shall call him: the Lord our Righteousness (Jer. 23:5–6);

d) Micah’s prophecy: and you, Bethlehem, house of Ephrathah, are you too small to be among the thousands of Judah? Out of you shall come forth to me a Ruler, to be a prince in Israel, whose goings forth are from the beginning, from the days of eternity (Mic. 5:2). To this can be added a great many other passages, for example: Ps. 2:3, 8; 44:4, 8; 71:8–11; Is. 60:6; 61:5.

2) Equally beyond dispute is the fact that the Messiah, according to the prediction of the Prophets, would be a king in a spiritual sense—King of a moral kingdom—and not some earthly king and glorious conqueror, as the erring Jews imagine, who would supposedly subject all the other nations to their dominion.

a) This follows necessarily from the spirit of those prophecies we have already examined, which declare that the Messiah would be not a mere man, but at the same time also true God; that He would appear on earth for the purpose of proclaiming to men a new law, a new teaching of faith, and proclaiming it not to the Jews alone, but to the Gentiles as well; that He would also appear in order to offer up Himself as a sacrifice for the sins of men: how well the notion of the Messiah as a spiritual King fits with this whole teaching, and how ill, on the contrary, fit all the Jewish fantasies of a Messiah who is an earthly, warlike king, who must shed a multitude of human blood in order to subject all the other nations to them!

b) This is confirmed, too, by the ancient promises of God—that the Messiah would be the expectation not only of the Jews, but of the Gentiles as well (Gen. 49:10; Hag. 2:8), that in Him all the tribes of the earth would be blessed (Gen. 22:18), that all the nations would call Him blessed (Ps. 71:17). All such promises are intelligible on the thought of the Messiah as a spiritual King, who would form out of all men, Jews and Gentiles alike, one single kingdom of grace, would grant to all of them new and most perfect laws of faith and morality, would send down an abundance of spiritual powers, and would guide His followers by every means toward attaining the kingdom of glory. But how are these promises to be reconciled with the notion of a conqueror-Messiah, who must destroy, perhaps, whole millions of people in subjecting them to his scepter, and in the end bring all the nations under the eternal yoke of the Jews? In what sense would He then be a source of blessing for all the nations? For what, then, would all the tribes of the earth call Him blessed?

c) This, finally, is confirmed also by the many prophecies that foretell in the Messiah a peaceable and gentle King, one who would establish peace everywhere between Jews and Gentiles, and found such a kingdom—a kingdom of universal love and quiet—where the wolf would dwell together with the lamb, where even the weapons of war would be beaten, as wholly unneeded, into farming implements, and no one would learn the art of battle. Rejoice greatly, daughter of Zion, one of the Prophets cries out on this occasion, proclaim it, daughter of Jerusalem: behold, your King comes to you, righteous and bringing salvation; he is gentle, and mounted on a beast of burden, and a young colt—and he will destroy the chariots out of Ephraim, and the horses out of Jerusalem, and the bow of war shall be destroyed, and abundance, and peace from the nations: and he shall rule over the waters from sea to sea, and from the rivers to the ends of the earth (Zech. 9:9–10). Righteousness shall shine forth, says another Prophet of the Messiah, in his days, and abundance of peace, until the moon is taken away, and he shall rule from sea to sea, and from the rivers to the ends of the world (Ps. 71:7–8). And he shall be, continues a third, girded with righteousness about his loins, and wrapped in truth about his sides: and the wolf shall graze together with the lamb, and the leopard shall lie down with the young goat, and the calf and the young bull and the lion shall graze together, and a little child shall lead them: and the ox and the bear shall graze together, and their young shall be together, and the lion, like the ox, shall eat straw: and the young child shall put his hand into the dens of vipers, and into the lair of the brood of vipers: and they shall do no harm (Is. 11:5–8. See also: Is. 9:6 and 7; 52:7 and 10; Ezek. 34:23–26; Mic. 4:3 and 4; Nah. 1:15, and others).

3) How all these prophecies were fulfilled in Jesus Christ, He explained Himself (Matt. 4:17; John 6:15; 18:36 and 37, and others).

§89. Prophecies Concerning Various Circumstances of the Messiah’s Life


Having determined the time of the Messiah’s coming, having foretold from whom, where, and how He would be born, what personal character He would have, what qualities and what ministry, the Prophets, with astonishing particularity, foretold also all the circumstances of His life, so that, on the basis of the prophecies alone, one could write a complete Gospel history. They foretold, for example:

a) that the Messiah would have a forerunner: behold, I send my Angel, and he shall survey the way before my face (Mal. 3:1); a voice crying in the wilderness: make ready the way of the Lord, make straight the paths of our God—every valley shall be filled, and every mountain and hill shall be made low: and all the crooked places shall become straight, and the rough ways smooth, and the glory of the Lord shall appear, and all flesh shall see the salvation of God, for the Lord has spoken (Is. 40:3–5; cf. Matt. 3:1 and following; 11:7 and 10);

b) that magi, kings of the East, would bring Him gifts and worship Him: the kings of Tarshish and the isles shall bring gifts, the kings of Arabia and Sheba shall bring gifts: and all the kings of the earth shall worship him (Ps. 71:10–11; cf. Is. 60:6);

c) that the Holy Spirit would descend upon Him: a rod shall come forth from the root of Jesse, and a flower shall rise up from his root: and the Spirit of God shall rest upon him, the Spirit of wisdom and understanding, the Spirit of counsel and strength, the Spirit of knowledge and godliness: the Spirit of the fear of God shall fill him (Is. 11:1–3; cf. Is. 42:1 and following; 61:1 and following);

d) that He would begin His preaching in Galilee, within the borders of Zebulun and Naphtali: drink this in first, act quickly, land of Zebulun, and land of Naphtali, and the rest who dwell by the sea, and the region beyond the Jordan, Galilee of the nations—the people walking in darkness have beheld a great light: those dwelling in the region and shadow of death, a light shall shine upon you (Is. 9:1–2; cf. Matt. 4:12–17);

e) that He would teach much in parables: I will open my mouth in parables, I will declare riddles from of old (Ps. 77:2; cf. Matt. 13:3–10 and 13–16);

f) that He would work miracles, giving sight to the blind, hearing to the deaf, healing every disease, raising the dead: strengthen the weakened hands, and the feeble knees; comfort the fainthearted in mind, be strong, do not fear: behold, our God renders judgment, and He will render it; He will come and save us—then the eyes of the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf shall hear, then the lame shall leap like a deer, and the tongue of the stammerers shall speak plainly (Is. 35:3–6); the dead shall rise, and those in the tombs shall stand up (Is. 26:19);

g) that He would make a meek entry into Jerusalem on a colt: rejoice greatly, daughter of Zion, proclaim it, daughter of Jerusalem: behold, your King comes to you, righteous and bringing salvation; he is gentle, and mounted on a beast of burden, and a young colt (Zech. 9:9);

h) that He would be betrayed by one of His own disciples: the man of my peace, in whom I trusted, who ate my bread, has raised up his heel against me (Ps. 40:10); and betrayed specifically for thirty pieces of silver: and I said to them: if it seems good to you, give me my wages, or refuse: and they weighed out my wages, thirty pieces of silver—and the Lord said to me: put it into the furnace, and see whether it is genuine, in the same way I was tested concerning them—and I took the thirty pieces of silver (Zech. 11:12–13);

i) that many false witnesses would rise up against Him: unjust witnesses rose up against me, asking me of things I did not know—they repaid me evil for good, and my soul was bereaved (Ps. 34:11–12); all my enemies whispered against me, they devised evil against me: they laid a lawless charge upon me (Ps. 40:8–9); that He would be subjected to mockery and contempt: I am a worm, and not a man, the scorn of men, and despised by the people (Ps. 21:7); to blows and spitting: I gave my back to the scourges, and my cheeks to blows, and I did not turn my face away from the shame of spitting (Is. 50:6);

j) that He would be condemned to death: they lie in wait for the soul of the righteous, and condemn innocent blood (Ps. 93:21); that they would pierce His hands, His feet, and His side: they have dug through my hands and my feet (Ps. 21:17); and they shall look upon him whom they pierced (Zech. 12:10); that those passing by would mock Him: those who saw me mocked me, they spoke with their lips, they shook their heads: he trusted in the Lord, let Him deliver him, let Him save him, since He desires him (Ps. 21:8–9); that they would divide His garments by lot: they divided my garments among themselves, and cast lots for my clothing (Ps. 21:19); that they would give Him, to quench His thirst, vinegar mixed with gall: they gave gall for my food, and in my thirst they gave me vinegar to drink (Ps. 68:22);

k) that during His sufferings He would be humble and meek: and he, because he was afflicted, does not open his mouth (Is. 53:7); that He would pray for His enemies: O God, do not keep silence at my praise: for the mouths of the sinful and the mouths of the deceitful have opened against me, they have spoken against me with a lying tongue, and surrounded me with words of hatred, and fought against me without cause—instead of loving me, they slandered me, but I kept praying (Ps. 108:1–5); that, as He was dying, He would cry out to His Father: with my voice I cried to the Lord, with my voice I made supplication to the Lord—I poured out my prayer before him, I declared my grief before him: when my spirit was failing within me (Ps. 141:2–4), and that then the sun would grow dark and the foundations of the earth would be shaken: and it shall come to pass in that day, says the Lord God, that the sun shall go down at noon, and the light shall grow dark upon the earth in the daytime (Amos 8:9); yet once more I will shake the heavens and the earth, the sea and the dry land, and I will shake all the nations (Hag. 2:7);

l) that, after His death, He would descend into Hades: you will not abandon my soul in Hades, nor let your Holy One see corruption (Ps. 15:10; cf. Acts 2:29–31);

m) that He would rise again: though you have shown me many sore troubles, you will revive me again, and bring me up again from the depths of the earth (Ps. 70:20; cf. 48:16; 3:6)—and specifically on the third day: he will heal us after two days, on the third day we will rise, and live before him, and know him: let us press on to know the Lord (Hos. 6:2);

n) that afterward He would ascend into heaven and sit at the right hand of God the Father: you have ascended on high, you have led captivity captive (Ps. 67:19; cf. Eph. 4:8–10); the Lord said to my Lord: sit at my right hand, until I make your enemies the footstool of your feet (Ps. 109:1; cf. Acts 2:34);

o) that, finally, He would send down, in His own place, the Holy Spirit upon the earth: and it shall come to pass afterward, that I will pour out my Spirit upon all flesh, and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, and your old men shall dream dreams, and your young men shall see visions (Joel 2:28; cf. Acts 2:17).

§90. General Conclusion from the Foregoing and Transition to What Follows


Three main conclusions follow from the survey we have made of the Faith under the Law. The first and most immediate is that this faith bears upon itself the indelible stamp of divine origin, and is, consequently, beyond dispute, a supernatural revelation. The second is that this revelation was only preparatory, and not final, and was, consequently, given only for a time, and was bound to yield its place to another, more perfect revelation. This thought is evident from the very doctrine of the Faith under the Law, in which the chief article was the article concerning the Messiah who was to come; from the whole ceremonial structure, which, in the literal sense, was only a shadow of the good things to come, and not the very image of the things themselves (Heb. 10:1); and especially from the numerous prophecies in which it was foretold that the Messiah would appear as a Prophet, and would proclaim to men a new law, in place, of course, of the Old one given through Moses, and would proclaim it not to the Jews alone, but to the Gentiles as well; that He would appear as High Priest, and would establish a new, purest Sacrifice, to be offered in every place, and would thereby put an end to all the Old Testament sacrifices offered in Jerusalem alone; that He would appear as King, and would form on earth a single spiritual kingdom out of all men, Jews and Gentiles alike, and would thus abolish the particular political order that had separated the one from the other. Finally, the third conclusion is that this Messiah—Prophet, High Priest, and King—foretold by the Old Testament Prophets, is none other than our Lord Jesus Christ: for in Him, as we have seen, all the Old Testament prophecies concerning the Messiah were fulfilled with complete precision—and, consequently, this most perfect revelation, for which the Old Testament one served only as a preparation, is the New Testament revelation, brought to earth by Christ the Savior.

But, in order to prove and explain this last truth still more fully, let us turn to the New Testament revelation itself.

II. ON THE DIVINE ORIGIN OF THE NEW TESTAMENT REVELATION


A. THE INTERNAL MARKS OF THE DIVINITY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT REVELATION


§91. A Look at the Doctrine of Faith


I. The essence of the doctrine of faith in the New Testament is the very same as it was in the Old Testament; only in the New it is disclosed with greater clarity, fullness, and perfection (see §50).

1) God, the New Testament revelation teaches, is the highest and most perfect Spirit (1 Tim. 6:13–16; Matt. 5:48; John 4:24; 2 Cor. 3:17), a self-existent Spirit (John 5:26; Acts 17:25), eternal (1 Tim. 1:17), omnipresent (Acts 17:26–28), unchangeable (James 1:17); an all-knowing Spirit (Heb. 4:13), most wise (1 Cor. 2:7; 1 Tim. 1:17), wholly free (Eph. 1:11), almighty (Matt. 19:26); a most holy Spirit (1 Pet. 1:13–16), most just (1 Pet. 1:17; Rom. 2:11), all-good (James 1:17; Matt. 19:17), wholly true and faithful (John 17:17; Heb. 6:18). This most perfect Spirit is one in essence (Mark 12:29; 1 Cor. 8:4), but threefold in Persons (Matt. 28:19): Father (John 17:3), Son (John ch. 1), and Holy Spirit (Luke 3:22, and others)—the Father, who before all ages begets the Son from His own essence and brings forth the Holy Spirit; the Son, begotten of the Father before all ages and consubstantial with Him; the Holy Spirit, proceeding from eternity from the Father, consubstantial with the Father and the Son (John 3:16; 5:17 and 18; 15:26; 17:5, and others). In relation to other beings: this triune God is the Creator of the world, who made all things out of nothing, what is in heaven and what is on earth, visible and invisible (Col. 1:16; cf. Heb. 16:3); He is the Provider, who upholds all things by the word of His power (Heb. 1:3), makes His angels spirits, and His servants a flame of fire (v. 7), and keeps the angels who did not keep their own dominion in everlasting chains for the judgment of the great day (Jude 6)—the Provider who cares in fatherly fashion for all His creatures, gives to all life, and breath, and all things (Acts 17:25), Himself clothes even the lilies of the field, Himself feeds even the birds of the air (Matt. 6:26–29); and cares for man with a special love, so that not even a hair falls from his head without the will of the heavenly Father (Luke 12:7), and the Angels themselves are ministering spirits, sent forth to serve those who are to inherit salvation (Heb. 1:14).

Concerning man, Christianity presents a twofold teaching. The one affirms that this God-like being (Eph. 4:24; Col. 3:10) is in a state of fallenness—that through one man sin entered the world, and through sin, death, and so death passed to all men, in whom all sinned (Rom. 5:12); that, in consequence of this, we are all by nature children of the wrath of God (Eph. 2:3), all dead in trespasses (Eph. 2:1), and we can no more of ourselves do good works and restore the union with God that we have broken than light can have fellowship with darkness (Eph. 5:8; 2 Cor. 6:14, 15), truth with falsehood (John 8:44, 45), or life with death (Rom. 6:26); and that, therefore, a Restorer is necessary for us (Acts 4:11–12). The other depicts man in a state of restoration, and says that, the very moment he believes in Christ the Savior and receives baptism (Mark 16:16), he is at once cleansed from all his sins (1 Cor. 6:11), becomes a partaker of the divine nature (2 Pet. 1:4), a son of God (John 1:12–13), a temple of the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 6:19), and, making use from that time of all the gracious gifts granted to believers through the Church’s other holy sacraments, growing strong against the wiles of the devil (Eph. 6:11) and leading a life pleasing to God, can undoubtedly hope to receive eternal blessings in the kingdom of the heavenly Father (Matt. 7:21, and others).

Concerning the Redeemer of mankind, the New Testament revelation teaches that He is Himself the only-begotten Son of God (John 1:18), who was pleased to take our nature upon Himself (v. 14), proclaimed to men the Gospel of the kingdom (Matt. 9:35), offered Himself on the cross, without blemish, to God, as a propitiatory sacrifice for our sins (Heb. 9:14; Rom. 5:10), founded His holy Church on earth for the appropriation, to men, of the salvation He accomplished (Eph. 4:11–15), and, having Himself ascended into heaven, sends down from there, to those who believe in Him, all the divine powers pertaining to life and godliness (2 Pet. 1:3), intercedes for them before eternal Justice (Heb. 7:25), until He comes again to earth to judge the living and the dead and to repay each according to his deeds (John 5:25–29)—after which He will deliver up His kingdom to God the Father, and God will be all in all (1 Cor. 15:24–28).

II. It is evident that the truths of the Christian doctrine are of two kinds: some are accessible even to our reason—for example, the teaching on God’s highest perfections, on God’s relation to the world and especially to man; others, on the contrary, are wholly incomprehensible to us, such as: the mystery of the Most Holy Trinity, the mysteries of the Fall, the Incarnation, Redemption, and man’s regeneration and sanctification. Examining the first class of truths attentively, every sound-minded person cannot but acknowledge that they are set forth in Christianity with a clarity, a loftiness, and a fullness that appeared in none of the philosophers. As for the mysteries: though, not comprehending them, we cannot judge their inward worth, we are entitled to affirm that these mysteries are fully worthy of God, the Author of Christianity. Let us take into consideration only the following circumstances (besides what has already been said concerning the possibility of mysteries in revelation, see §25):

1) Mysteries are, for man—a finite being—unavoidable in everything. He himself is, for himself, the first and greatest mystery: for he comprehends neither the essence of his own soul, nor the wondrous structure of his own body, nor the manner of their connection and mutual relation. He meets with mysteries at every step in external nature as well, being unable to determine what matter and its elements are in their essence, what the forces are that move the whole mechanism of the world, in what way the countless, astonishingly varied phenomena of life arise, and how life’s elusive process is carried out even within each individual being. Every new discovery man makes in nature, from time to time, always opens before him new regions of mystery as well; and the more he studies nature, the more and more he notices in it what is enigmatic and inexplicable to him. How, then, is it possible that in Faith alone—where the matter concerns God Himself, the Highest Being, and His most hidden relation to man—everything should be plain to us and wholly comprehensible?

2) Mysteries are unavoidable in natural Faith as well—that is, within the circle of those concepts of God which man forms for himself, and which he cannot but acknowledge as true. Our reason necessarily agrees, for example, that God is a self-existent and absolutely necessary Being; but let reason explain to us how a being can have the cause of its own existence within itself. It agrees that God exists eternally: but what is existence without any succession of time, without a past and a future—or succession of time without any beginning or end? It agrees that God is infinite and omnipresent: but it is unable to conceive either of omnipresence without extension, or of extension without matter—and yet God is Spirit… On what ground, then, shall we demand that revealed Faith alone should be free of mysteries, when we see that this mysteriousness depends, on the one hand, on the limitedness of our reason, and, on the other, on the infinity of God? Is the purpose of revelation to make the finite infinite, or to confine the Infinite within limits? On the contrary, since revelation is meant to disclose the infinite God to man’s finite mind more fully than natural Faith disclosed Him, revelation must inevitably contain more mysteries as well.

3) Examining the mysteries of the Christian faith more closely, we notice that they stand in the closest connection with one another, and explain one another mutually. Thus the mystery of the Incarnation of the Son of God points to the mystery of the Holy Trinity; the mystery of Redemption presupposes the mystery of the Fall; the mystery of man’s regeneration and sanctification flows from the mystery of Redemption… In a word, they all form together a single, coherent, and most wise system, in which every point has its own profound significance and cannot be rejected without rejecting the whole system. The question arises: who, then, composed this most wise system of mysteries? Was it the Apostles (since it was they who set down these truths in the sacred books)? But the Apostles, as everyone knows, were the simplest of men, and, by their degree of education, wholly incapable of such a work… At the very least, it must be granted that so perfect a system is by no means unworthy of God Himself.

4) Looking closely, in particular, at each of the mysteries of Christianity, we notice that they, while remaining themselves incomprehensible to us, explain to us a very great deal, and communicate to us important knowledge necessary for the matter of faith. Thus the mystery of the Fall explains to us the origin of evil in the world and that inward struggle which every man feels within himself, and the misfortunes every man experiences in life; the mystery of the Incarnation presents to us, in the fullest light, the high dignity of our nature and the infinite love our Creator bears us, and points us, in the Incarnate One, to the highest example for our imitation; the mystery of Redemption and the Redeemer’s death on the cross discloses to us still more fully both the whole preciousness of our soul and the whole greatness of our Creator’s perfections: His infinite goodness and righteousness, His infinite holiness and wisdom, His infinite power and faithfulness to His promises.

5) Mysteries in the Christian Faith are also most beneficial both to the faith itself, and to man, who must receive it. If revelation contained only comprehensible truths, it would soon lose its full worth in our eyes, whereas, stamped with the divine character of incomprehensibility, it naturally excites in man, and continually sustains in him, a feeling of reverence, wonder, and awe. The existence of mysteries in the Christian revelation shows man the shortest path to appropriating revelation—the path of faith; it heals the grievous ailment of our nature, the pride of reason, the source of countless evils, and gives worth to our faith, to our humility and submission to the will of God, when we take our own reason captive to the obedience of Christ (5 Cor. 10:5).

6) These mysteries of Christianity, the object of our faith, bear the most beneficial relation to our activity as well. By disclosing before us the infinite perfections of the Lord, they nourish our reverence for Him; and by testifying to His infinite benefactions toward us, they arouse and nourish in us love for Him and gratitude. They show man both the strongest motives to virtue, and the highest pattern of all virtues—in the Divine Redeemer—and the surest means for realizing them, in the gifts of divine grace.

§92. A Look at the Doctrine of Morality


In the moral teaching of the New Testament two parts can be distinguished: first, the law; and second, the motives for keeping the law.

I. The law, having as its aim to teach us, on the one hand, to put off, as regards our former manner of life, the old man, corrupted through deceitful lusts, and, on the other, to put on the new man, created after God in righteousness and true holiness (Eph. 4:22–24), sets before us two chief principles of action: in relation to ourselves, the principle of self-denial; in relation to God and neighbor, the principle of love. The first is expressed in the following words of the Savior: whoever wishes to come after me, let him deny himself, and take up his cross, and follow me (Mark 8:34), and is aimed directly at rooting out in us that principle by which fallen man is governed—that is, at rooting out self-love, which serves in us as the source of every sin (Sir. 10:15). The second is likewise expressed by the Savior Himself in the following words: you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your mind: this is the first and greatest commandment; and a second is like it: you shall love your neighbor as yourself (Matt. 22:37–39), and has as its aim to root in us the seed of a new life, holy and pleasing to God, and to bring into us the bond of perfection (Col. 3:14).

1) In unfolding, in particular, the principle of self-denial, the New Testament commands us

a) that we should, first of all, repent, and in general repent of all our sins: repent (Matt. 3:2)—thus the Divine Teacher began His own preaching, and thus He commanded His Apostles to begin theirs as well (Luke 24:47);

b) that we should then begin an unceasing struggle with ourselves, striving even to the point of blood against the sin dwelling in us (Heb. 12:4), and endeavor to crucify our flesh with its passions and lusts (Gal. 5:24), to put to death our members that are on the earth—fornication, uncleanness, passion, evil desire, and covetousness, which is idolatry (Col. 3:5), to cleanse ourselves from every defilement of flesh and spirit (2 Cor. 7:1), and to sin not only in deed, but not even in thought or word (Matt. 5:28; 12:36; Eph. 5:3);

c) that at the same time we should begin an unceasing spiritual struggle with the world as well, which lies in evil and continually draws us into temptations, and should withdraw from everything by which it can arouse in us the threefold lust—the lust of the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life (1 John 2:15–16); and, on the contrary, in place of the first, should strive to root in ourselves self-restraint and purity (Luke 21:34; Matt. 5:27–30; Rom. 13:14), in place of the second, freedom from possessions and disinterestedness (1 Tim. 5:8 and 10), in place of the third, humility (Luke 22:26); that we should willingly give up any object of this world, however dear it may be to us—as dear as our own eye, or hand, or foot—the moment we notice that it tempts us and draws us toward sin (Matt. 5:29–31); that we should leave even our own house, father, mother, and family, if we see that otherwise it is impossible for us to turn away from impiety and attain eternal salvation (Mark 10:29; Luke 14:26). Finally, the law of the Gospel commands us —

d) to wage continual war also against our chief and ancient enemy, the devil, who is the original author of every sin and every temptation (1 John 3:8)—and, for this, to put on the whole armor of God, so as to be able to stand against the wiles of the enemy (Eph. 6:11), to be sober and watchful without ceasing (1 Pet. 5:8), to pray with every kind of prayer and supplication at all times in the Spirit (Eph. 6:18), and to be strong in the Lord and in the power of His might (v. 10). In a word: the principle of self-denial requires of us that we renounce everything, and resist everything that could, in any way, arouse sinful desires in us and draw us toward vice. But, being directed toward rooting out in us everything old and sinful, this principle, by itself, is still not enough to plant in us a new Christian life: for this, love is necessary: though I give away all my goods, and though I deliver my body to be burned, but have not love, it profits me nothing (1 Cor. 13:3), said the great Apostle.

2) The principle of love toward God and neighbor is likewise unfolded in the New Testament with the utmost fullness.

Love for God, according to the teaching of the Gospel,

a) must be the most sincere, complete, and perfect: you shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, and with all your soul, and with all your strength, and with all your mind (Luke 10:27)—and therefore can in no way coexist with love for the world: no one can serve two masters: he cannot serve God and mammon (Matt. 6:24);

b) must be expressed in obedience to the will of God, in the keeping of His commandments: if you love me, keep my commandments (John 14:15); he who has my commandments, and keeps them, he it is who loves me (v. 21); this is the love of God, that we keep his commandments (1 John 5:3);

c) must strive to imitate the perfections of the Highest Being, and must have His glory as its aim: be imitators of God, as beloved children: and walk in love, as Christ also has loved us (Eph. 5:1–2); let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your Father, who is in heaven (Matt. 5:16);

d) finally, must be so deep and unshakeable that we would be ready for every sacrifice for the sake of God’s name—that neither affliction, nor distress, nor persecution, nor hunger, nor nakedness, nor danger, nor the sword, nor death, nor life, nor angels, nor rulers, nor powers, nor things present, nor things to come, nor height, nor depth, nor any other creature, could separate us from the love of God (Rom. 8:35, 38, 39; cf. Mark 8:35).

Love for one’s neighbor, inseparably bound up with love for God (1 John 4:20), has in Christianity this distinguishing character, that it —

a) embraces all people, friends and enemies alike: love your enemies, bless those who curse you, do good to those who hate you, and pray for those who mistreat you and persecute you: that you may be sons of your Father who is in heaven: for he makes his sun rise on the evil and the good, and sends rain on the just and the unjust (Matt. 5:44–45);

b) is always without hypocrisy, fervent, from a pure heart (1 Pet. 1:22); and

c) is necessarily expressed in deeds: let us not love in word, nor in tongue, but in deed and in truth (1 John 3:18); he who loves his neighbor has fulfilled the law—love does no harm to one’s neighbor: love, therefore, is the fulfillment of the law (Rom. 13:8, 10). In particular, one imbued with Christian love —

d) does not wrong one’s neighbor, not only in deed, but even in word and thought: whatever you wish that men would do to you, do so to them as well (Matt. 7:12); do not judge, that you may not be judged: for with the judgment you judge, you will be judged, and with the measure you use, it will be measured back to you (7:1–2); everyone who is angry with his brother without cause is liable to judgment; whoever says to his brother, raca, is liable to the council; and whoever says, fool, is liable to fiery Gehenna (5:22);

e) on the contrary, magnanimously bears all insults himself, and forgives every injury not only up to seven times, but up to seventy times seven (Matt. 18:22); if anyone strikes you on your right cheek, turn to him the other also (5:39); if you forgive men their trespasses, your heavenly Father will forgive you as well (6:14);

f) is always merciful and generous to his neighbors: give to him who asks of you, and do not turn away from him who wants to borrow from you (Matt. 5:42); do good, and lend, hoping for nothing in return (Luke 6:35); be merciful, just as your Father also is merciful (v. 36);

g) is concerned not only for others’ outward well-being, but for the salvation of their souls: we urge you, brethren, admonish the disorderly, comfort the fainthearted, uphold the weak, be patient with all, see that no one repays anyone evil for evil, but always pursue what is good, both toward one another and toward all (1 Thess. 5:14, 15); let us consider one another, to stir up love and good works (Heb. 10:24);

h) and, in general, is so devoted to his neighbors that he is ready, following the example of his Savior, to lay down his very soul for them: this is my commandment, that you love one another, as I have loved you—no one has greater love than this, that someone lay down his soul for his friends (John 15:12–13).

II. The motives that Christianity offers in order to turn men away from impiety and establish them on the path of virtue are very numerous and varied.

First of all, it addresses sinners, and says:

a) that, however great their sins may be, all these sins will be forgiven them, if only they sincerely repent and resolve to live a holy life: if we confess our sins, he is faithful and just to forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us from all unrighteousness (1 John 1:9); if we walk in the light, as he himself is in the light, we have fellowship with one another, and the blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanses us from every sin (v. 7);

b) that, however weak their own strength may be for so great a task, they can boldly approach the throne of grace, and, in the Savior’s name, ask for themselves all the divine powers pertaining to life and godliness (2 Pet. 1:3): ask, and it will be given to you: seek, and you will find: knock, and it will be opened to you (Matt. 7:7); if you ask anything in my name, I will do it (John 14:14); let us come with boldness to the throne of grace, that we may receive mercy, and find grace to help in time of need (Heb. 4:16);

c) and that, laying aside the heavy chains of sin and taking up the good yoke of Christ, they will find rest, at last, for their souls: come to me, all who labor and are burdened, and I will give you rest. Take my yoke upon you, and learn from me, for I am gentle and lowly in heart: and you will find rest for your souls; for my yoke is good, and my burden is light (Matt. 11:28–30).

In other places the Gospel speaks to all Christians together, sinners and righteous alike, and stirs them to piety —

a) now by the superiority of the faith they confess over the Jewish and the pagan: if you love those who love you, what reward do you have? do not even the tax collectors do the same? and if you greet only your brethren, what more do you do than others? do not even the pagans do the same? be, then, perfect, as your heavenly Father is perfect (Matt. 5:46–48);

b) now by the loftiness of the vows they made at baptism: or do you not know that as many of us as were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death? We were buried with him, therefore, through baptism into death: so that, as Christ was raised from the dead by the glory of the Father, we too might begin to walk in newness of life (Rom. 6:3, 4);

c) now by the dignity of their own calling: I, therefore, a prisoner for the Lord, urge you to walk worthily of the calling with which you were called (Eph. 4:1), for you are all sons of light and sons of the day: we are not of the night, nor of darkness—let us not, then, sleep, as others do, but let us watch and be sober (1 Thess. 5:6); you are the temple of the living God (2 Cor. 6:16).

In yet other places the Gospel points Christians to the consequences of vice and virtue, and says that —

a) even in the present life the wrath of God is not infrequently revealed from heaven against every impiety and unrighteousness of men (Rom. 1:18), while in the life beyond the grave eternal fire awaits unrepentant sinners (Matt. 25:41), where there will be weeping and gnashing of teeth (Luke 13:28); whereas —

b) piety is profitable for all things, holding promise for the present life and the life to come (1 Tim. 4:8), and to the righteous who seek the kingdom of God, for all their labors and self-sacrifices, a hundredfold is not infrequently repaid even now, and all the good things of the world are added to them (Matt. 6:33; Mark 10:30), while after death such good things are prepared for them as eye has not seen, nor ear heard, nor has entered into the heart of man (1 Cor. 2:9).

But the most exalted, without any doubt, and the most moving motives, Christianity offers us when —

a) it speaks of the astonishing greatness of God’s mercies toward us in the mystery of redemption: I urge you, brethren, by the mercies of God, to present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy, well-pleasing to God, your reasonable service (Rom. 12:1);

b) when it reminds us of the infinite love of the heavenly Father toward us, manifested in this great mystery: in this the love of God was manifested to us, that God sent his only-begotten Son into the world, that we might live through him—in this is love, not that we loved God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son as a propitiation for our sins—beloved, if God so loved us, we also ought to love one another (1 John 4:9–11); we love him, because he first loved us (v. 19); and —

c) especially when it calls us to virtue by the cross-sufferings of our Redeemer: we implore on Christ’s behalf, as though God were entreating through us: we implore on Christ’s behalf, be reconciled to God: for he made him who knew no sin to be sin on our behalf, that we might become the righteousness of God in him (2 Cor. 5:20–21).

III. This whole New Testament moral teaching can be examined from three points of view:

a) in relation to the dogmatic teaching of the New Testament,

b) in itself, and

c) in comparison with all other moral teachings that have ever existed.

In the first respect, one cannot fail to notice the closest connection between the New Testament moral teaching and the dogmatic teaching. The dogmatic teaching tells us, first, that man has fallen and is in a state of corruption, and, second, that he has been restored by the cross-death of the divine Redeemer; the moral teaching shows us the very path by which to pass from the first state to the second, and delivers to us the rules for what we must do, so as to destroy in ourselves, with the help of God’s grace, everything sinful and old, and become renewed and holy people. The dogmatic teaching speaks of the highest perfections of the three-hypostatic God: of His omnipresence, omniscience, goodness, justice, and the rest; it speaks of the Incarnation, sufferings, death, and infinite merits, on our behalf, of the God-man, of the manifold means He employs for the salvation of each of us, of the universal judgment, and of the eternal recompense of the righteous and of sinners. And the moral teaching draws from all this its numerous motives, by which it strives to turn sinners away from impiety and establish them in the labors of virtue, so that these two teachings of Christianity, the dogmatic and the moral, are, properly speaking, two parts of one and the same living and inseparable teaching.

In the second respect, the New Testament moral teaching strikes us by the loftiness and perfection of its rules, by the power and purity of its motives. The aim of these rules is to teach man how to renounce impiety and to live temperately, righteously, and piously (Tit. 2:12), and all of them are adapted to this aim with astonishing wisdom. For the eradication of sins within us, with the help of God’s grace, man is commanded to self-denial—and such a self-denial that, should the need arise, he must be ready to sacrifice his very life for it. For the acquiring of virtues, love for God and neighbor is prescribed—and again to such a degree that, out of love for God and neighbor, the Christian must be ready to sacrifice his own life. And by its motives Christianity, so to speak, embraces man from every side, whatever moral state he may be in, and acts upon every power of his soul—upon his mind, his will, and his heart—persuading the one, bending the other, and moving and drawing the third.

In this last respect, the New Testament moral teaching strikes every thinking person by its decisive superiority over all moral teachings217 — not only human ones, but even the divine, Old Testament one (see Matt. chs. 5, 6–7). This truth is so well known and so undoubted that it would be superfluous to prove it: even the enemies of Christianity have confessed it openly.218 The most important advantage of the Christian moral teaching over all human ones lies in the fact that the holy Christian faith not only delivers to us the rules of life and points out motives for pious action, but at the same time grants us all the divine powers pertaining to life and godliness (2 Pet. 1:3), which no man can grant us.

§93. A Look at External Worship


The external worship existing in the Church of Christ is not set forth in detail in the New Testament revelation, as the ceremonial law was set forth in the Old Testament. But since this worship, in the whole of its composition and spirit, is founded upon the New Testament revelation itself; since the most important of the Christian sacred rites—the holy sacraments—are all commanded within this very revelation: it is impossible not to say a few words here about New Testament external worship as well.

The purpose of this worship is twofold: on the one hand, it presents to us a means for expressing our inward worship of God, our faith, hope, love, and, in general, all those feelings we ought to have toward God and His Saints; and, on the other, it arouses, nourishes, and elevates within us this very inward worship, kindles our faith, inflames our love, gives wings to our hope, and, under visible signs, brings down into our hearts the invisible grace of God, for our establishment in true piety. In keeping with this purpose, everything in Christian worship bears within it a deep, mysterious meaning; everything expresses one or another truth of the Gospel, and serves for our edification.

Christian temples are adorned with sacred images of God and His Saints: these images, raising our mind from the image to its prototype, remind us of God’s infinite perfections and benefactions toward us, especially those manifested in the mystery of our redemption, and thus stir us to glorify the Lord, to thank Him, and to pour out our whole soul before Him; they also recall the lofty labors of God’s Saints, who have already attained the heavenly kingdom, and thereby stir us to bless their memory, to seek their intercession before the throne of the Most High, and to imitate their lives.

The sacred times, or Christian feasts, are of three kinds: some are instituted to the glory of God and of our Lord Jesus Christ, others in honor of the Mother of God, and others in honor of the Bodiless Powers and the Saints. The first recall various manifestations of the Godhead, and especially various circumstances of our Savior’s earthly life, which naturally awaken in our hearts feelings of gratitude and love toward the Lover of mankind, and impart to us numerous moral lessons. The second bring to mind various circumstances from the life of the Mother of God and various benefactions of hers to the human race, which likewise move us both to give thanks to the Heavenly Queen and to imitate her most holy life. The third, finally, refresh in our memory the labors and benefactions toward us of God’s Saints and holy Angels, who cooperate in our salvation, and thus lead us to bless them, and set before our eyes various patterns of Christian virtues.

The sacred actions, or church services, in their sequential order, symbolically depict before us the whole wondrous order of the Divine economy of our salvation, and especially the history of our Redeemer’s earthly life, and thereby raise the Christian’s soul to the loftiest thoughts, to the holiest feelings and desires. In particular, the chief of the sacred rites—the Divine sacraments—as instruments and visible signs of the invisible grace of God, poured out into believers’ hearts and accomplishing their salvation, point to the infinite merits of our Redeemer and His infinite goodness toward us, and in the highest degree arouse our faith in Him, our love for Him, and our hope in His intercession and help.

Even the very objects used in the church services, even the vestments of the clergy, each severally have their own inward meaning, and raise the Christian’s thoughts from the visible to the spiritual, awakening pious reflections in his soul. We say nothing yet of the sacred hymns, prayers, and readings, which, in the distinct sounds of human speech, convey to believers, with the utmost clarity, both the dogmas of the faith and the rules of conduct. In a word: whoever knows the mysterious meaning of every part of the New Testament worship, as it exists in the Orthodox Church, cannot but agree that this is the truest and worthiest expression of the spirit of the Christian faith, and the best school of piety for Christians.219

§94. A Look at the New Testament Revelation’s Relation to Man’s Temporal Fate


No civil law of any kind for Christians is set forth in the New Testament revelation either, as it was set forth for the Jews in the Old Testament revelation. The holy Christian faith, it would seem, pays no attention at all to man’s temporal fate, being concerned only to regenerate sinful man, to cleanse his soul of every defilement, to make him holy, and to bring him to eternal blessedness. But, in transforming man’s whole inward being, the holy faith thereby exerts the most beneficial influence upon his outward condition as well: in making man holy, it makes him happy at the same time—even while being a kingdom not of this world (John 18:36). Christianity, nevertheless, contains within it, in the Apostle’s words, the promise of life not only to come, but also present (1 Tim. 4:8).

1) First of all, the holy faith makes, and it alone can make, every individual person truly happy. Man’s first enemies, the first source of all his misfortunes, are his own passions: envy, vengefulness, ambition, avarice, hatred, and the like. Once strengthened within him, they become his true tyrants: they tear at his soul, wear down his body, and undermine his health; they not infrequently earn a man a multitude of enemies, and, however rich he may be in worldly goods, they do not let him be satisfied with those goods or find in them any repose for himself. The sinner carries a storm within himself that nothing external can calm. And it is this storm the holy faith calms, destroying in man the chief source of his misfortunes: for it not only forbids believers all the passions and commands them to crucify them, but at the same time grants all the powers necessary for this—without which its commandments alone, and man’s own efforts alone, could accomplish nothing, and which nothing but Christianity can grant us. Having taught man to conquer his passions, the holy faith then settles peace in his soul (Phil. 4:7)—that gracious peace which can never be accessible to people governed by their passions (Is. 57:20–21); and, in place of self-love with all its branches, it establishes in the heart two new feelings—love for God and love for neighbor—and thus makes that heart a sanctuary of true happiness. Then nothing is any longer able to disturb the inward peace and contentment in a Christian’s soul. Do temporal goods flow to him? He does not reject them; he sees in them a gift of God and a means for helping his neighbors and for the salvation of his own soul; but he does not set his heart upon these goods (Ps. 61:11), and therefore, on losing them, feels no loss and does not grieve. Does the Lord visit him with calamities and temptations? Filled with filial trust in Providence, the Christian rejoices even in his sufferings (Col. 1:24), being convinced that these trials are fresh proofs of the heavenly Father’s love for him (Heb. 12:6), since they are sent for his own moral good (1 Pet. 1:6–7), and that the Most High will never allow him to be tempted beyond what he is able to bear (1 Cor. 10:13). Do his neighbors rise up against him with their envy and malice, and, despite his innocence, oppress and persecute him by every means? His love bears all things, is not provoked, thinks no evil (1 Cor. 13:4, 8); it forgives its enemies and even prays for them; it loves them, it repays them good for evil (Matt. 5:44). The true Christian is always content with his lot, whatever it may be—and in this, precisely, true happiness on earth may consist.

2) The holy faith brings true happiness into the bosom of families as well. In this regard, what it has done for the good of mankind is beyond price. First, it forbade its followers polygamy, and pointed to the true form of marriage—monogamy—the only form under which sincere love and concord within families, and the attainment of all the moral ends of married life, are possible. Second, it sanctified the contracting of marriage with a mysterious sacred rite, through which grace-filled powers are granted to the couple for a blessed cohabitation, in a spirit of pure love, and for the corresponding bearing and raising of children, and it explained the spiritual significance of marriage, calling it an image of the mysterious union of Christ with the Church (Eph. 5:29–33). Third, it freed the wife from the contempt that weighed upon the female sex in the pagan world, and restored to her, in her husband’s eyes, her human dignity (Gal. 3:28; 1 Cor. 11:12), without which no moral union or pure love could be possible between them. Finally, it defined their mutual relations to one another—relations of love and peace—with such precision that husband and wife form, as it were, one body and one spirit in Christ Jesus (Eph. 5:22–33). With no less precision Christianity defined, elevated, and ennobled the mutual relations of parents and children as well. The natural love for children took on, in Christianity, a higher character, because children began to be regarded as children of God and members of the heavenly kingdom, extended on earth through marriage blessed by God. Parents received the duty of raising their children not for this life alone, and not for their earthly homeland alone, but chiefly for eternal life, for their heavenly homeland (Eph. 6:4). Correspondingly, the natural love of children for their parents also received new motives and a higher character: the former began to obey the latter and to love them in the Lord (Eph. 6:1), being joined to them by a bond not only of the flesh, but also of the spirit, in Christ Jesus. Thus, in the Christian world, family life became a sanctuary of the purest love, binding together all the members of the household, a seedbed of piety, an abode of peace and happiness. And truly Christian families are, without any doubt, the happiest families.

3) Finally, nothing can be more beneficial than the relation the holy Christian faith bears toward whole political societies and states. It defined, elevated, and sanctified the mutual relation of Kings—or governments in general—and their subjects. It commanded the latter: honor the King (1 Pet. 2:17), render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s (Matt. 22:21), submit yourselves to every human authority for the Lord’s sake: whether to the king, as supreme, or to governors, as sent by him (1 Pet. 2:13–14). Why? Because there is no authority except from God, and the authorities that exist are established by God (Rom. 13:1); because every ruler is a servant of God to you for good, a representative on earth not only of Providence’s mercy, but also of its chastisement, a formidable avenger against the one who does evil (v. 4); because, consequently, whoever resists authority resists the ordinance of God, and those who resist will bring judgment on themselves (v. 2). The holy faith then commanded subjects that submission is necessary not only because of wrath, but also for conscience’ sake (v. 5), serving with good will, as to the Lord, and not as to men (Eph. 6:7); that it is necessary to submit to masters, not only the good and gentle, but also the harsh, for this is well-pleasing before God (1 Pet. 2:18–19); and that the subjects’ first prayer must be for the King, and for all who are in authority (1 Tim. 2:1–3). In return, Christianity instilled in earthly rulers, too, feelings they had not known before toward their subjects—feelings of justice, gentleness, mercy, and love. For it declared to earthly rulers that their subjects, too, are people just like themselves, descended from the one forefather common to all—Adam (Acts 17:26); that they are children of the same heavenly Father as themselves (Matt. 5:48; 6:8), their brothers in Christ Jesus (Col. 3:11), for each of whom Christ died (1 Cor. 8:11); that they are partakers of the divine nature (2 Pet. 1:4), destined one day to sit with their Savior on heavenly thrones (Rev. 3:21), and that over the earth’s own rulers, just as over their subjects, there is in heaven a Lord with whom there is no favoritism (Eph. 6:9). At the same time, the holy faith defined, elevated, and strengthened, in the best possible way, the mutual relations of subjects among themselves, as members of one great political body. This it accomplished chiefly through its two commandments—the commandment of self-denial and the commandment of love for one’s neighbor. By the first, which commands Christians to root out self-love within themselves and to crucify all their passions, the holy faith cuts off the chief source of the various evils of public life; by the second, it opens the most important source of blessings for that same life, because those who truly love their neighbors live not for themselves but for others, are ready to sacrifice everything for them, and, in case of need, are each ready to lay down their very soul for their friends. These two commandments, once appropriated by the members of society, naturally move them to bear all civic duties, as necessary for the common good, to fulfill all political laws directed toward that same end, to make every kind of donation for the poor, the suffering, the aged, widows, and orphans, to build shelters for them, and so on. The true Christian, animated by self-denial and love for his neighbor, is the best citizen, whatever rank he may hold—whether he be a nobleman or a commoner, a scholar or an artisan, a soldier or a craftsman: for he carries out all the duties of his station with the utmost diligence, directing everything, moreover, toward the common good. In general, if all the members of any state were to become true Christians—that is, were governed by Christian self-denial and love—this earthly kingdom would appear as a kind of likeness of the heavenly kingdom, a kingdom of continual inward peace and universal brotherly love, a kingdom in which all citizens would truly form one body and one spirit… And let us not forget that these two virtues (self-denial and love), so necessary for the true good of nations, can be cultivated in people by Christianity alone.

B. THE EXTERNAL MARKS OF THE DIVINITY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT REVELATION


§95. Parts of the Inquiry and Limitation of the Subject


Turning to the external marks, or proofs, of the divinity of the New Testament revelation, we cannot but note, first of all, that they are extraordinarily numerous. They fill:

1) the history of Christ the Savior, and

2) the history of His whole Church.

Here we shall confine ourselves to pointing out only the chief of these marks.

Marks from the History of Christ the Savior


§96. Their Enumeration


The history of the Savior’s earthly life presents proofs, directly, of the truth that He is the true Messiah and the true Son of God, as He Himself repeatedly testified concerning Himself (John 6:38–40; 7:28; 10:30; 17:5, and others), and, indirectly, of the truth that the faith He brought to earth is a divine faith (John 7:16–17; 8:26–28). Such proofs are furnished by:

a) the very time and circumstances of Christ the Savior’s coming to earth,

b) His character,

c) His miracles,

d) His prophecies, and

e) in particular, His resurrection, as the greatest of His miracles and prophecies.

§97. The Time and Circumstances of Jesus Christ’s Coming to Earth


I. The time of Jesus Christ’s coming to earth occurred precisely when the Messiah was to come, according to the ancient prophecies, and when both Jews and pagans were expecting Him.

The truth of the first point we have already seen, in examining the prophecies themselves: Jacob’s, concerning the ruler not failing from Judah, and Daniel’s, concerning the seventy weeks—prophecies that were fulfilled in our Savior with the most striking precision. In confirmation of the second point, which we have likewise touched upon more than once, let us present here fuller proofs.

First, concerning the Jews. That they did indeed expect the Messiah’s appearing at that time is known from the Gospel history, from the testimony of Josephus, and from the admission of the later Jewish rabbis. The Gospel, in confirmation of this, presents several instances, for example:

a) as soon as John the Baptist appeared at the Jordan with his preaching, his countrymen sent to ask him: was he not the Christ? (John 1:19–27).

b) when John answered them that he was not, and, calling himself only the Messiah’s forerunner, began to preach: repent, for the kingdom of heaven is at hand…, one mightier than I is coming after me… (Matt. 3:2; Mark 1:7), everyone believed this preaching, and all the region of Judea went out to John, and the people of Jerusalem: and all were baptized by him in the river Jordan, confessing their sins (Mark 1:5);

c) when the magi, guided by the wondrous star, came to Jerusalem and asked: where is he who is born King of the Jews—their single question threw all Jerusalem into commotion (Matt. 2:3);

d) when the Savior, still an infant, was brought, according to the law of Moses, into the temple to be presented to the Lord, He was met there by the elder Simeon, who awaited the consolation of Israel (Luke 2:25), and Anna the prophetess spoke of Him to all who awaited redemption in Jerusalem (v. 38). Josephus relates that in those days many impostors appeared who passed themselves off as the Messiah and always drew crowds of people after them;220 and this attests that both the impostors and those they deceived were equally convinced that the time for the true Messiah’s coming had at last arrived. Among the later rabbis, Manasseh, for example, states plainly that all the Jews who took up arms against the Romans in the days of Vespasian and Titus (that is, in the period nearest to the Savior’s own time) were firmly convinced that Daniel’s weeks, which pointed to the Messiah’s coming, had already been fulfilled, and that, consequently, the Messiah must already have appeared.221

Not less certain is it that a similar expectation existed among the pagans at that time. The contemporary historian Tacitus, in setting forth the history of the Jewish War, writes: “many believed the ancient testimonies of the priests, that at this very time the East would gain new strength, and that those coming out of Judea would become masters of the world”.222 Suetonius expresses this even more forcefully, though in almost the same words: “throughout the whole East there was spread an ancient and constant opinion that it was fated that, at this time, those coming out of Judea would become masters of the world”.223 Two other contemporary writers, Philo224 and Josephus,225 and the second-century writer Hegesippus,226 repeat the very same thing. In particular, it is certain:

a) that this universal expectation of some great King existed then among the Romans, that it powerfully occupied every mind, and that many ambitious men tried to turn it to their own purposes: “relying on this expectation,” Sallust testifies, “Lentulus involved himself in Catiline’s conspiracy, and vaingloriously maintained that the foretold King was to arise from the Cornelian family”;227

b) it was far more precise and definite among the Persians, as is shown by the journey of the magi from the East—from Persia specifically228 — to worship the newborn Jesus (Matt. 2:1);

c) it existed even in far-off China, so that, according to the testimony of historians there, sixty-five years after the Nativity of Christ the Chinese emperor sent a special embassy to Palestine to find out whether the great Messenger of heaven had indeed appeared.229 This expectation, so firm and so widespread at that time even among the pagans themselves, furnishes fresh proof that it existed all the more strongly at that time among the Jews: for it could have passed to the pagans in no other way than from the Jews. And as for how it could have passed—to explain this it is enough to recall, first, the dispersion of the Jews, which had already occurred much earlier, into various countries of the world: Babylon, Persia, Media, Syria, Phoenicia, Egypt,230 India,231 China,232 even, as is conjectured, America;233 and, second, the translation of Holy Scripture into Greek, made more than two centuries before the Savior’s Nativity, and which passed from that time into the hands of learned pagans. Both these most important events were, without doubt, arranged by Providence itself, so that, through them, all might be prepared, before the Messiah’s coming, to receive Him: and so, indeed, at the very time when Christ was to appear, He was awaited by all—both Jews and pagans.

II. But while the time of our Savior’s coming, occurring in an age of universal expectation of the true Messiah, spoke of Jesus Christ’s divine commission very forcefully, yet still indefinitely, the extraordinary circumstances surrounding His birth already testified plainly that, of all who were born at that time, He specifically was the Deliverer promised of old. Of these circumstances, some preceded the birth of Christ the Savior, and others followed it.

The preceding circumstances. Some time before the Nativity of Christ, the Archangel Gabriel appeared in the Jerusalem temple to a devout Jewish priest named Zechariah, with the news that a son, John, would be born to him, Zechariah, despite both his own old age and the old age and barrenness of his wife Elizabeth—a son who would be the Messiah’s forerunner. Zechariah expressed his disbelief at the Archangel’s miraculous prediction, and for this became mute until the day this prediction was fulfilled, while St. Elizabeth did indeed conceive in her womb (Luke 1:5–25).

Six months later the same Archangel was sent by God to the Galilean town of Nazareth, to the most immaculate Virgin Mary, and announced to Her that from Her the Messiah Himself, the Son of God, would be conceived and born in a supernatural manner. The holy Virgin believed this, and, remaining a Virgin, conceived in Her womb of the Holy Spirit (vv. 26–38).

Soon, at the meeting of Mary with Elizabeth, the latter felt the babe leap within her womb, and, filled with the Holy Spirit, confessed Her to be the Mother of the Lord and blessed Her faith; and the most holy Virgin Mary, hearing such a greeting, poured out Her soul in a solemn song to God, in which She glorified the greatness of His benefactions to Herself and to all Israel, and foretold Her own future glory (vv. 39–56).

Still some time later, when the righteous Elizabeth was delivered of her child, her husband Zechariah, on the day of the newborn infant’s circumcision, to everyone’s astonishment, was freed from his muteness, and, filled with the Holy Spirit, glorified the God of Israel for the fulfillment of the ancient promises concerning the Messiah, and foretold the future ministry and labors of his son (vv. 59–79).

At last the time came for the birth of Jesus Christ, who, according to prophecy, was to be born in Bethlehem (Mic. 5:2); yet the holy Virgin was still residing in Nazareth, Her permanent dwelling place. What, then, does Providence arrange? At this very time the Roman Caesar issues a decree for a general census of the people, and Mary, together with her betrothed Joseph, must go, on this occasion, to their ancestral town of Bethlehem; she arrives, and there gives birth to a Son (Luke 2:1–8).

The circumstances that followed. As soon as Christ was born, the Angel of the Lord appeared to the Bethlehem shepherds, who were keeping watch over their flock by night, and an extraordinary light shone upon them. They heard from the Angel of the Savior’s birth in the city of David, received instruction on how to find the divine Infant, and at the same moment beheld a whole heavenly host glorifying God and singing: glory to God in the highest, and on earth peace, good will among men (Luke 2:8–14).

Meanwhile the magi, from the distant East, guided by the wondrous star, come to Bethlehem to worship the King of the Jews, born in a cave, and bring Him gifts: gold, frankincense, and myrrh (Matt. 2:1–12).

When the days of purification were fulfilled, and the infant Jesus was brought, according to the law of Moses, into the temple to be presented to the Lord, at that very same time, moved by the Spirit, the elder Simeon also came into the church, was accounted worthy to take the promised Deliverer into his arms, confessed Him as the Savior of the whole world, the Enlightener of the nations, and the Glory of Israel, and at the same time uttered a prophecy concerning both Him and His Mother. The righteous Anna, daughter of Phanuel, who happened to be present, likewise glorified the divine Infant Jesus, and spoke of Him to all who awaited redemption in Jerusalem (Luke 2:22–38).

Soon a twofold appearance of the Angel to Joseph followed. The first time, on account of Herod’s intention to put the infant Jesus to death, the Angel commanded Joseph to take the Child and His Mother and flee into Egypt. The second time, after Herod’s death, when the danger had passed, the heavenly messenger directed the holy family to return to their native land (Matt. 2:13–23).

Thus, from the very moment of Jesus Christ’s entrance into the world, everything already foretold in Him an extraordinary Messenger of God, the true Messiah. He appeared surrounded by signs and wonders, in which one cannot fail to recognize the special finger of God. If we now look at the very life of our Savior, we shall be convinced that these forewarnings were fulfilled with complete precision.

§98. The Character of Jesus Christ234


And, first of all, it presents to us, in our Savior, a truly divine character, to which history knows no equal.

1) The goal toward which the Lord Jesus strove throughout the whole of His life, and which He called His own work (John 17:4), was the loftiest goal, never before heard of in the world. There have been men who made it the task of their lives to reform this or that branch of learning, this or that art; there have arisen lawgivers and sages who strove to reform the political order of some one state, to change and improve the beliefs of some one particular people… Christ the Savior appeared with the thought of recreating the whole human race, corrupted by sin, of enlightening all people with the light of the true knowledge of God (John 12:46; 17:3), of teaching all sinners the purest morality and making them holy (Matt. chs. 5, 6, and 7), of forming out of all the earth-born a single flock, a single kingdom of God (John 10:16; Matt. 4:17), and then of leading all into the eternal dwellings of the heavenly Father (Matt. 25:34). And at what point did He appear with such a thought in the midst of the Jewish people? At a time when the sons of Israel, having lost the true sense of their own divine writings, expected in the Messiah an earthly conqueror-king, appropriated to themselves alone all the blessings of God, and looked with contempt on all the other nations. How unlike our Savior were all the other figures who dared, around that time, to pass themselves off as the Messiah! Not one of them rose above the errors of their fellow Jews—on the contrary, they tried to exploit these very errors, proclaimed themselves earthly rulers and warriors of Israel, failing to understand how unworthy such rule would be of the true Messiah, drew crowds after themselves, and soon exposed themselves as impostors. Not so did our Lord act: He went directly against the superstitions of His own people, chose for Himself a goal wholly worthy of the Messiah, and remained faithful to it to the end, despite every obstacle, all the malice and opposition of His enemies; He endured slander, reproach, and persecution for it; He tasted death itself. Who, by this feature alone, would fail to recognize the God-man? The means He employed to draw people to Himself were no less astonishing than the goal itself. What were these means? Riches, or the promise of a happy life on earth? But He Himself was born in poverty and, throughout His ministry, had nowhere even to lay His head (Matt. 8:20), while to His own followers He foretold nothing but reproach, persecution, and death itself (Luke 6:22; John 16:2). Earthly wisdom and lofty eloquence? But He chose, for the spreading of His teaching, unlettered and simple men (Acts 4:13); He chose the foolish things of the world, to shame the wise: and the weak things of the world, to shame the strong: and the base things of the world, and the despised, and the things that are not, to bring to nothing the things that are (1 Cor. 1:27–28): He was pleased to save believers through the foolishness of preaching (v. 21). Indulgence of human sensuality and passions? But the very first requirement He made of His followers was self-denial, renunciation of the passions, and a strict, godly life. How far all this rises above ordinary human calculation! How pure and blameless are Jesus’s intentions, and how worthy of the God-man! What ordinary man would ever have dared choose, for his own goal, means that, to all appearances, could only drive him further from it?

2) The intellectual qualities of the Lord Jesus likewise plainly indicate in Him the One He claimed to be (John 3:17). His wisdom was extraordinary, not human at all. Extraordinary, first, in that He employed no means whatsoever to acquire it (John 7:15), having been born in the utmost poverty (Luke 2:7) and having spent, up to the age of thirty, His life in carpenter’s labor, in a town devoid of any learning (John 1:46). Where did this man get this wisdom (Matt. 13:54), His fellow townsmen asked in bewilderment—men who knew well both His lineage and His upbringing — how does this man know letters, never having studied (John 7:15)? Extraordinary, too, in that it plainly outstripped His age (Luke 2:52): while still twelve years old, He once, by His answers and understanding, brought the very legal experts of the Jews in the temple to astonishment and awe (vv. 46–49). Extraordinary, too, because it rose above the knowledge of all men: in the days of His public ministry the Lord more than once displayed it to such a degree that He roused universal astonishment in His hearers (John 7:46), and put to shame the most skillful debaters and teachers of the law among His own people (Matt. 22:46). But the Savior’s wisdom was especially extraordinary in that it extended, first, to the knowledge of hearts, to a perfect knowledge of men’s most secret thoughts and intentions (John 1:47; 2:25; Matt. 12:25; Mark 12:8; Luke 6:8), and, second, to a clear foreknowledge of the future (Luke 19:43; 22:34; Mark 13:9, and others): both these features of knowledge are such as can belong to God alone, by His own words (Jer. 17:9; Is. 44:7).

3) The moral qualities of Jesus Christ present to us, in Him, the most perfect model of every virtue. He was the first to embody in His own life what He taught others, and the loftiest Gospel morality appears still loftier in His own example. What could be deeper than His self-denial? That freedom from possessions, by which, throughout the whole of His ministry, He had nowhere even to lay His head (Matt. 8:20), and had to rely on the assistance of others to meet His necessary bodily needs (Luke 8:1–3); that humility, extending so far that He washed the feet of His own disciples (John 13:4–15), and withdrew from the very royal crown that the Jews once wished to force upon Him (John 6:15); that astonishing gentleness, patience, and magnanimity with which He bore the slanders and persecutions of His enemies, endured mockery, spitting, blows, and beatings before His death; and finally, that very death itself—the most agonizing and most shameful—which, nevertheless, He tasted willingly and wholly innocently, for the sake of others: where in the whole history of mankind shall we find features like these? And what of His love for God? I came down from heaven, He said of Himself, not to do my own will, but the will of the Father who sent me (John 6:38), that the world may know that I love the Father, and, as the Father commanded me, so I speak (14:31)—and His whole life was devoted to the fulfillment of this most holy will: all His works were directed toward teaching men the knowledge of the one true God (John 17:3), toward teaching them to glorify the heavenly Father through good deeds (Matt. 5:16), toward founding and establishing the kingdom of God on earth (Mark 1:14–15). In this alone—the fulfilling of the Father’s will—He found His true food (John 4:34); for this He humbled Himself, becoming obedient even to death, even death on a cross (Phil. 2:8). What was His love for men like? He undertook boundless labors to enlighten them with the light of the Gospel, went from place to place, preached, exhorted, reproved, endured griefs and persecutions. To prove His divine commission He had to work miracles—and He performed all these miracles chiefly to help the unfortunate: He healed the sick, gave sight to the blind, hearing to the deaf, cleansed lepers, doing good to all (Acts 10:38). In particular, He showed filial love and obedience toward His Mother and His supposed father Joseph (Luke 2:5; John 19:27), love for kinsmen and acquaintances (John 11:5, 11 and 36; 13:23), love for His homeland (Matt. 15:24; 23:37; Luke 19:41), love for children (Matt. 19:13–15), love for His own disciples (Matt. 18:1–5, and others), and goodness and unparalleled condescension toward sinners (Matt. 9:10–13; Luke 19:10). But the very utmost degree of His love for men He revealed on the cross, which He mounted solely for their salvation, and where, amid the greatest sufferings, He prayed to the Father for His own crucifiers and enemies (John 3:16; Luke 23:34). With such supreme perfections, the Lord Jesus was wholly free even from the slightest defects. Not only, by the testimony of His own disciples, did He commit no sin, neither was deceit found in his mouth (1 Pet. 2:22, cf. 1 John 3:5), but His very bitterest enemies could accuse Him of nothing. The chief priests, the elders, and the whole council sought false testimony against Jesus, that they might put Him to death, and found none (Matt. 26:59); Judas, who knew his Teacher’s life intimately, betrayed Him, and repented, saying that he had betrayed innocent blood (Matt. 27:4). Pilate, having carefully examined all the slanders and accusations of the Jews against Jesus, said, in the hearing of the very slanderers: I find no fault in this man (Luke 23:4); I am innocent of the blood of this righteous man: you shall see to it (Matt. 27:24). Such perfect holiness and sinlessness in the Lord Jesus—wholly foreign to men in their present, fallen state (Rom. 5:12)—points us, in our Savior, to more than a man; it points, in truth, to the incarnate Son of God, as He Himself was pleased to call Himself.

§99. The Miracles of Jesus Christ235


I. But the miracles of Jesus Christ furnish a still stronger, and indeed wholly incontestable, proof of this truth (John 5:33–36; 10:37–38). These miracles were extraordinarily great and numerous, and, in general, such as no one else has done (John 15:24). In them He showed Himself —

a) master of external nature, when He turned water into wine (John 2:1–11); commanded the winds and the sea, and they obeyed Him (Luke 8:24; Matt. 8:23–27); walked upon the waters (Matt. 14:26); fed, with a few loaves and fish, once five thousand men, and another time four thousand, besides women and children (Matt. chs. 14 and 15);

b) master of human nature, when, by a single word, by a single touch of His hand or garment, He healed every disease (Matt. 9:20–23; 14:35 and 36; Luke 4:40); gave sight to the blind (Matt. 20:29–34; Mark 10:46–52), hearing to the deaf, speech to the mute (Matt. 9:32–35; 12:22; Luke 11:14), and healing to lepers (Matt. 8:1–5);

c) master of the underworld itself, when, merely by His approach to people possessed by unclean spirits, He made those spirits tremble, and cast them out of the people with a single word (Matt. 8:28–34; Luke 8:26–40);

d) master of life and death, when He raised the son of the poor widow of Nain (Luke 7:11), the daughter of Jairus, a ruler of the synagogue (Matt. 9:18–19; Luke 8:49), and raised Lazarus, who had already been four days in the tomb (John ch. 11). To all this must be added the extraordinary signs performed not by the Savior Himself, but for the Savior’s sake, amid various circumstances of His earthly life, such as:

a) suddenly after His baptism, when, as He came up out of the water, the heavens were opened above Him, the Holy Spirit appeared descending upon Him in the form of a dove, and a voice was heard from on high: this is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased (Matt. 3:16–17; Mark 1:10–11; Luke 3:21–22);

b) during His transfiguration on Tabor before three Apostles, when His face shone as the sun, and His garments became white as light, when Moses and Elijah appeared to Him to converse with Him, and again a voice followed out of the cloud: this is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear Him (Matt. 17:1–5);

c) once in Jerusalem, in the presence of a great multitude, when, at the Lord’s prayer to the heavenly Father to glorify His name, a voice came from heaven: I have both glorified it, and will glorify it again (John 12:28–31);

d) finally, during the Redeemer’s passion on the cross, when from the sixth hour there was darkness over all the land until the ninth hour, and, as soon as He gave up His spirit into the hands of the heavenly Father, the veil of the temple was torn in two from the top to the bottom, and the earth quaked, and the rocks were split, and the tombs were opened, and many bodies of the sleeping saints arose (Matt. 27:45, 51–52). In a word: the life of our Savior, which is itself a miracle in its moral character, is filled and surrounded with miracles on every side.

II. That these miracles were genuine, that is, were supernatural events. The proof of this is furnished by:

1) Their very nature: all of them evidently exceed the powers and laws of nature, and no sound-minded person will maintain that it is possible, for example, for a man by a single word to raise the dead and heal every disease, or with a few loaves to feed whole thousands, or to give sight to one born blind and to command the elements of nature, and so forth.

2) The manner of their performance. The Savior performed His miracles in such a way that it is decisively impossible to suspect in them any fraud or contrivance. He performed them

a) without any preparation, suddenly, as soon as occasion presented itself;

b) performed them with a single word, often with a single touch, or even with a thought and a wish (Luke 6:19; John 4:50–54; Matt. 8:8 and 13): He said to the paralytic: get up, take up your bed, and go to your house—and the paralytic was healed (Matt. 9:6); He said to the leper: I am willing; be clean—and instantly the leprosy left him (Matt. 8:3); He called to the dead man: Lazarus, come forth—and the four-days-dead man, who had already begun to stink, came out of the tomb (John 11:43);

c) performed them not in any one particular place nor at any one particular time, in the presence of a few witnesses; on the contrary, always and everywhere, openly and before the whole people. He went through the cities and villages of Judea, often accompanied by whole thousands of people, appeared in Jerusalem, in public places, in the temple, during the great feasts to which Jews gathered from every side, and everywhere showed forth His omnipotence and wonder-working power. Those He healed lived, after their healing, in the same cities and villages where they had formerly been seen sick. Both their diseases and their miraculous healing were known to their relatives, neighbors, and all their fellow citizens; whole crowds flocked, for example, to see the risen Lazarus, so that the rulers of the synagogue sought to destroy him, because on his account many of the Jews went away and believed in Jesus (John 12:11).

3) The purpose of these miracles. The purpose of the Gospel miracles was of the highest kind, fully worthy of God. It consisted in showing to men, in Jesus Christ, the true Messiah, the Son of God, in disposing them to believe in Him, to receive His teaching and grace, and thus to attain eternal salvation (John 10:38; 15:24; Matt. 11:20–24).

4) Their number and variety. The Savior wrought not one miracle only, not two, not ten, but a countless multitude. His wonder-working power was not confined to any few known acts, but was expressed in manifold forms, extended to the whole world, and showed in Him the Lord of all that exists.

5) The investigation of these miracles by the Savior’s own enemies (John 9:12–34). The Pharisees, Sadducees, scribes, and priests who were hostile to Jesus were themselves frequently witnesses of His miracles, and saw all their extraordinary effect upon the people (John 12:19). It cannot be that these enemies would not have taken every measure to expose the deception, had one been concealed here. In their hands lay all public authority: it would have been easy for them to prove the falsehood by judicial inquiry; it would have sufficed to expose the fraud of a single miracle in order to gain the right to suspect the truth of all the rest. And what then? The enemies of the Lord Jesus themselves confess the genuineness of His miracles: what shall we do, for this man performs many signs, they said among themselves; if we let him alone thus, all will believe in him (John 11:47–48). And, in condemning the Savior to death on the cross, they did not dare to charge Him before the people with performing false miracles, though this would have been greatly to their advantage; but were compelled to devise false witness against Him.

6) The fearless, open appeal to these miracles by the Lord Jesus Himself, as the weightiest proof of His divinity. If I am not doing the works of my Father, He said before all, do not believe me; but if I am, even though you do not believe me, believe the works (John 10:37–38); for the works which the Father gave me to accomplish, the very works that I do, testify about me, that the Father has sent me (John 5:36, cf. 14:11; 15:24). Could Jesus Christ so resolutely and publicly have appealed to His miracles and given them so high a significance, if their performance had concealed any fraud or involved any contrivance?

7) Precisely the same appeal to the miracles of Christ by the holy Apostles. Jesus did many other signs before His disciples, which are not written in this book, says the holy John the Theologian in his Gospel, but these are written, that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you may have life in his name (John 20:30–31). Men of Israel, cried the Apostle Peter in his speech to the Jews, after the descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Apostles, hear these words: Jesus of Nazareth, a man attested by God among you by miracles and wonders and signs, which God did through Him in your midst, as you yourselves also know, this man, delivered up by the determined counsel and foreknowledge of God, you took, and by the hands of lawless men crucified and killed: whom God raised up (Acts 2:22–24; see also Acts 10:38; Heb. 2:3–4).

8) Finally, the effect of these miracles upon their witnesses. After the Savior worked His first sign in Cana of Galilee, his disciples believed in him (John 2:11); after His healing of a certain nobleman’s son in Capernaum, the nobleman himself believed, and his whole household (John 4:53); after the Savior stilled the storm on the sea, those who were in the boat came and worshiped him, saying: truly you are the Son of God (Matt. 14:33); after He had fed several thousand people with five loaves and two fish, those who saw the sign that Jesus did said, this is truly the prophet who is to come into the world (John 6:14). In general, moved by the Lord’s miracles, many of the people believed in him, and said, when the Christ comes, will he do more signs than this man has done (John 7:31)—and the number of these believers was so great that the Pharisees themselves confessed: behold, the world has gone after him (John 12:19).

III. If we now turn to the historical reliability of the miracles and of the Gospel events in general, we shall see that in this respect too nothing more remains to be desired.

1) These events have been transmitted to us by eight contemporary writers: for the historians of Jesus Christ must be reckoned to include not only the four Evangelists, but also all the Apostles who left writings, in which, as is known, the Gospel events are either clearly presupposed or even directly recounted. Five of these writers—Matthew, John, Peter, James, and Jude—belonged to the number of eyewitnesses; they accompanied the Savior throughout the whole time of His ministry, and each of them, like St. John, could say: that which we have heard, which we have seen with our eyes, which we have looked at, and our hands have touched, concerning the Word of life—and the life was manifested, and we have seen it, and bear witness, and declare it (1 John 1:1–2). Two others, Mark and Luke, though they did not belong to the twelve Apostles, belonged to the number of the seventy, were contemporaries of Jesus Christ, associated most closely with His eyewitness disciples, and heard His history from them. Finally, St. Paul also associated directly with the closest disciples of the Lord, and may therefore justly be called a contemporary witness to the deeds of Christ. If this is so, it must be granted that of all the most remarkable events of antiquity, none is so well attested as the Gospel events, for none is recorded by so great a number of contemporaries. And whoever should resolve, after this, to reject these events would plainly convict himself of extreme obstinacy against sound sense, and would have to begin by rejecting all of ancient history.

2) To suppose that the Apostles, who were with the Savior throughout the whole time of His ministry and saw all His miracles with their own eyes, could have been deceived in them, is utterly unreasonable. This is contradicted by the very character of Christ’s miracles, which, as we have already noted, were exceedingly various and numerous, were performed without any preparation, openly and before the whole people, were not tied to any one place or time, but occurred at every time and in every place. Still more is it contradicted by the length of the Apostles’ time with the Savior: one may be deceived once, twice, three times, or more; but to be deceived for three and a half years, to be deceived daily, and sometimes several times a day, and moreover not in some one miraculous act repeated many times, but in all the countless miracles—this is a supposition to which no sound-minded person would agree. Granted that the Apostles were simple and unlettered men; but was it not enough for them to have sound senses and sound common sense alone, to be convinced how, at a single word of the Savior, the sick were healed, the blind received their sight, the dead were raised? The highest and most all-round education would have added nothing here: the educated man, like the unlearned, would have seen only the miracle, equally without understanding how it was performed.

3) Everything likewise convinces us that the Apostles, who had every opportunity to know the truth about their Teacher, also conveyed only the truth to others. Let us take into consideration the circumstances and manner of their preaching. They preached at the very time when the Gospel events had only just taken place, and in the very places where these events occurred. They name cities, villages, families, even the very persons who were witnesses of Christ’s miracles, or upon whom these miracles were performed; they make no effort at all to prove to the Jews the truth of the events described, but most often appeal to their being common knowledge, and call the Jews themselves as witnesses of these events: can deceivers act in this way? Let us add to this the striking marks of sincerity and candor with which the writings of the Apostles are so plainly stamped. They do not even conceal their own shortcomings: their slowness of understanding, their disagreements among themselves, their mistaken notions concerning the kingdom of the Messiah, their misplaced zeal; they speak of Peter’s denial, of Thomas’s unbelief, and so forth. In the Apostles’ narrative one cannot detect even a shadow of partiality toward their Teacher, or of hatred against His enemies. The Evangelists relate His sufferings just as simply as they relate His miracles. In depicting the Savior in the full majesty of His divine power, they do not conceal how few at first believed in Him, and they express the terrible scene of His crucifixion only in the words: there they crucified him (Luke 23:33). But the most important proof of the Apostles’ sincerity is this: that they not only preach the Gospel events before the whole people, but also, in witness of their words, willingly expose themselves to dangers, endure countless insults, persecutions, torments, and go even to death. That several men should agree to invent occurrences, and then pass them off as real, without any benefit to themselves—on the contrary, at the risk of their own lives; that they should even wish to seal their testimony with their own blood, as though they had seen what they had not seen at all, and heard what they had not heard: this is the extreme degree of improbability! True, people hardened in prejudices which they drank in with their mother’s milk, and raised in error, can take their false notions for true, and are sometimes ready to sacrifice everything in their defense; but the Apostles were not at all like such people—on the contrary, for the sake of the new teaching they rejected all the prejudices of their upbringing, left the faith and customs of their fathers, and became Christians solely because they had seen with their own eyes the wondrous deeds of the Savior. They testify directly and openly: we declare to you that which we heard, which we saw, which we looked upon with our eyes and touched with our hands (1 John 1:1); for we cannot but speak the things which we have seen and heard (Acts 4:20).

4) New unimpeachable witnesses to the reliability of the Gospel miracles are furnished by all those persons who turned to Christianity in the days of the Apostles. It is known that the Apostolic preaching spread with extraordinary speed, that not only pagans, but even before them the Jews themselves, accepted it by whole thousands at once. And how did they accept it? In such a way that they sacrificed everything for it, gladly exposed themselves for it to the hatred of their neighbors, to persecutions, torments, and death itself. Meanwhile, all these people were contemporaries of the Apostles, and many were contemporaries of Jesus Christ Himself; all of them, therefore, especially the Jews, had the opportunity to verify the Apostles’ accounts of Christ’s miracles, to examine them strictly, and to learn the actual truth. Let us now suppose that the Gospel miracles never happened at all, that they were invented—the question arises: how then could these thousands of contemporaries have accepted the Apostolic preaching; how could they have agreed to believe deceivers; how could they have resolved, for the sake of this deception, to sacrifice all the most sacred beliefs of their ancestors and to spare not even their own lives?

5) But we can call to witness the miracles of our Savior His own enemies—the Jews who did not believe in Him. They did not deny the genuineness of these miracles; on the contrary, for all their envy of Jesus Christ, they involuntarily confessed that this man performs many signs, so that he draws the world after him (John 11:47 and 48; 12:19). Only to quiet themselves and justify their unbelief did they try to maintain that Christ performed signs by the power of Beelzebub (Matt. 12:24). In the Jewish Talmud it is likewise said that Christ truly performed wondrous deeds, that His very name, pronounced by others, healed every disease; several instances of His wonder-working power are even related, though in a most distorted form…; but it is only added that He accomplished all this not by His own power, but by the mysterious, unutterable name of Jehovah, which He cunningly stole from the Holy of Holies, where it was engraved on a stone—an absurdity which the Jews, from ancient times down to the latest, have never ceased to repeat in explanation of Christ’s miracles, not daring, after the example of their forefathers, to deny the very reality of these miracles.236 In particular, we may point to the testimony of the Jewish historian Josephus concerning Jesus Christ. In his work on Jewish Antiquities, describing the rule of Pilate in Judea, and having spoken of the Jews’ uprising against him, Josephus adds: “at this same time there lived Jesus, a wise man, if indeed one may call Him a man: for He performed wondrous deeds, taught those who gladly receive the truth, and won for Himself a great many followers both from among the Jews and from among the Gentiles: this was the Christ. And although Pilate, upon the denunciation of our elders, condemned Him to the cross, His followers did not abandon their former love for Him. On the third day He appeared to them again alive, according to the predictions of the divine Prophets, who had foretold this, as well as many other wonders concerning Him. And the community of Christians, named after Him, exists to this day”237. The genuineness of this testimony of Josephus is vouched for by —

a) the fact that it is found, without any alteration, in all the ancient manuscripts and in all the printed editions of the Jewish Antiquities;

b) Eusebius cites it not only in his church history,238 but also in a work239 directed expressly against the Jews: and this was at a time when, by the words of Eusebius himself,240 the writings of Josephus were in the greatest renown and use among both Jews and Romans;

c) it is cited afterward by Jerome241 and Isidore of Pelusium at the end of the fourth century,242 by Sozomen in the first half of the fifth,243 by Cedrenus and others in later times;244

d) the fact that the Jews, throughout all the ages, never charged the Christians with having themselves inserted this passage into the work of Josephus, or with having tampered with it in any way;

e) the complete conformity of the style of this passage with the style of the whole work;

f) the improbability that Josephus, who relates with strict accuracy all the leaders of the various political and religious factions that arose among the Jews from the time of Augustus down to the fall of Jerusalem—such as Judas the Galilean, Theudas, and others245 — and who also mentions John the Baptist246 and James, whom he even calls the brother of Jesus, called Christ (τοῦ λεγομένου Χριστοῦ),247 should have passed over in silence Jesus Christ alone, whose name was by then common knowledge, and whose followers already formed, within the bounds of the Roman Empire itself, numerous communities that drew the attention of the Caesars.248 And if the cited testimony of Josephus concerning Jesus Christ is genuine, then no better proof is needed that the Jews contemporary with the Savior did not at all deny the reliability of His miracles, though they explained them in their own way: Josephus lived in the first century, and in Jerusalem itself, was one of the most learned men among his contemporaries, and speaks so plainly of these miracles in a work intended for general use!

6) In like manner, the pagans too did not in the least deny the genuineness of Christ’s miracles. Here, first of all, worthy of note are:

a) The so-called Acts, or reports, of Pontius Pilate to the Roman emperor Tiberius concerning Jesus Christ, His life, condemnation to death, and resurrection, as well as concerning many other miracles—as, for example, that He healed the sick, raised the dead, and that at the moment of His death the sun grew dark. That these Acts undoubtedly existed, the first witness to this is the martyr Justin Martyr (in the first half of the second century). He refers to them twice249 in the apology which he wrote in Rome itself, where they were kept in the public archive, and where it was easy for him to inquire into the truth in detail. In an apology addressed to the emperor himself, the senate, and the whole Roman people—that is, to persons who could not but know of such acts. In an apology by which Justin wished to defend the Christians from the injustices of the pagans, and where, therefore, he had every reason to take the greatest care for the accuracy of his statements, so as not to be exposed to refutation, and thereby not to harm his own cause. After Justin, these Acts are cited by Tertullian (at the end of the second century), likewise in an apology written in defense of the Christians against the pagans,250 by Eusebius at the beginning of the fourth century,251 by St. Chrysostom in the second half of the same century,252 and by Orosius at the beginning of the fifth.253 Eusebius explains the very reason that led Pilate to act in this way. “Among the Romans”, says this expert in history, “it was the custom for the governors of provinces to report to the emperor everything new that occurred among them, so that nothing should be hidden from the emperor. For this reason Pilate reported to Tiberius concerning the resurrection of our Savior Jesus Christ, who had filled all Palestine with His glory—adding that he (Pilate) had also heard of many other miracles of Jesus, and of how, after His resurrection, He was honored by many as God”254. Let us also recall that Pilate himself, in judging our Savior, pronounced Him innocent and did everything he could to release Him, that Pilate’s own wife interceded with him on the Savior’s behalf (Matt. 27:18–25), and that afterward, having had the weakness to yield to the Jews’ insistent demand, Pilate, when he heard of Christ’s resurrection, could very naturally, partly from conscience and partly from fear, have hastened to report the whole matter to the Roman emperor, in order to deflect from himself the blame for condemning so extraordinary a man to death. Finally, one more very important report—Eusebius relates that the emperor Maximinus, one of the most savage persecutors of Christianity (in the third century), ordered false acts, under the name of Pilate’s, to be composed and circulated throughout the whole empire, filled with slanders and abuse against Jesus Christ255: does this not directly testify that genuine Acts of Pilate once existed, to which Justin and Tertullian had already pointed, in refutation of the pagans, as early as the second century, and whose content, as is evident from the words of these writers, was quite different? Tertullian and Eusebius note that Pilate’s report on Christ’s miracles was set forth in such a way that Tiberius, upon reading it, wished to include Jesus Christ among the gods, and proposed this to the senate, though the senate did not agree with the emperor, on the ground that it had not itself examined the matter.256 Besides Pontius Pilate, the genuineness of Christ’s miracles was attested by many other pagans as well, for example:

b) Thallus, or Thalus (Thallus seu Thalus), a Greek writer of the first century, says that, in the eighteenth year of the reign of Tiberius, a sudden darkness once spread over the land at the very hour of midday; and this was precisely the year and hour of Christ’s death.257

c) Phlegon, a freedman of the emperor Trajan (second century), mentions a violent earthquake that destroyed many buildings in Bithynia, and together with it an extraordinary darkening of the sun at the sixth hour of the day (extraordinary, because it occurred at the time of the full moon), and refers this event to the fourth year of the 202nd Olympiad, that is, to the same eighteenth year of the reign of Tiberius, and consequently to the time of Christ’s death.258

d) Celsus, an Epicurean philosopher of the second century, one of the most learned and most fervent opponents of Christianity, does not in the least deny the genuineness of all the Gospel miracles in general, but only ascribes them to magic, and does not agree that Jesus Christ should be honored as God merely because He healed the blind and the lame.259

e) Chalcidius, a Platonist philosopher of the third century, in his commentary on Plato’s Timaeus, speaks of the appearance of a special star, announcing the descent of God to earth and leading the Chaldean sages to the cradle of the divine Infant to worship Him and bring Him gifts.260

f) Porphyry, a Platonist philosopher of the third century,261 and many other philosophers of his time, according to Arnobius, likewise did not deny the reality of Christ’s miracles, but only ascribed them to magic.262

g) Hierocles, who was governor of Alexandria in the year 303, under the emperor Diocletian, acknowledges the genuineness of Christ’s miracles, but only endeavors to set against them the miracles of Apollonius of Tyana.263

h) Even Julian the Apostate himself, the most bitter enemy of Christianity (in the fourth century), did not dare deny the reality of these miracles, but only tried to represent them as a matter of little importance. “Christ, he says, throughout His whole life, did nothing remarkable, unless indeed one should reckon it a great thing that He healed the lame and the blind, and exorcised those possessed by demons in Bethsaida and Bithynia”264.

In general it must be said that in the first centuries of Christianity none of the pagans denied the reality of the Gospel miracles. This is best seen from the Christian apologies written at that time. Here the defenders of the faith speak with confidence of the Gospel miracles as facts already proven, which no one disputes with them, and try only to refute the pagan notion that these miracles were wrought by the power of magic, and that similar, even greater, miracles had more than once been performed by the gods and by certain heroes of the pagan world.265

After such a multitude of witnesses to the reliability of the Gospel miracles—witnesses both of our own and of others, both friendly and hostile to Christianity—to doubt the genuineness of these miracles would, without question, be a matter of the most extreme historical injustice and skepticism.

§ 100. The Prophecies of Christ266


The prophecies of Jesus Christ concern, some His own person, others His disciples, others His teaching and Church, others the fate of Jerusalem and of all the Jews, and others, finally, the last events of the world.

I. Concerning His own person the Savior foretold the following: behold, we are going up to Jerusalem, and the Son of Man will be handed over to the chief priests and scribes; they will condemn him to death and hand him over to the Gentiles to be mocked, scourged, and crucified; and on the third day he will rise again (Matt. 20:18–19; cf. Luke 18:31–32). That this prediction is a true prophecy is proven by:

a) its perfect clarity, precision, and definiteness: the Savior spoke it several times (Matt. 12:40; 16:21; 17:22–23; John 10:17, and elsewhere), and always expressed the same thing;

b) it concerns such details of the event as could in no way have been guessed at by natural reasoning: the Savior speaks not only of His death, but also of the fact that it would take place precisely in Jerusalem, that He would be betrayed not only to the chief priests and scribes but also to the Gentiles, that He would then be mocked, reviled, and spat upon, and that, of all the forms of death, precisely a death on the cross awaited Him;

c) together with such wholly contingent circumstances, Jesus Christ foretells yet one more thing, miraculous in the strict sense: His own resurrection, which still less could have been foreseen by any natural reasoning;

d) finally, the fact that all these details of the prediction were fulfilled with the greatest precision (Matt. chs. 26 and 27; Luke chs. 23 and 24).

II. The prophecies concerning the Apostles, some referred to one or another of them, others to all of them. Christ —

a) foretold that one of His disciples would betray his Teacher—when none of them knew this—and even indicated the traitor himself (Matt. 16:21; Mark 14:18; Luke 22:21; John 13:21 and following);

b) foretold to the Apostle Peter, at the very time when this Apostle was assuring Him of his special devotion to Him, of his readiness to die with Him and not to abandon Him even if all the other disciples should abandon Him—foretold that he, Peter, despite all his assurances, would deny his Teacher, would deny Him as many as three times, would deny Him that very same night, and before the cock crowed (Matt. 26:33–35; Mark 14:29–30; Luke 22:33–34);

c) foretold also to the Apostle Peter his martyr’s death (John 21:18). And to all the Apostles He foretold —

a) that they would abandon their Teacher when He was betrayed, and would be scattered as sheep having no shepherd, though the Apostles tried to assure Him of the contrary (Matt. 26:31 and 35);

b) that, after His ascension, the Holy Spirit would descend upon them (John 14:26; 15:26; 16:7 and following), and that this would happen in Jerusalem (Acts 1:4 and 8);

c) that they, like all who believed in Him, would perform great miracles (Mark 16:17 and 18; John 14:12);

d) that they would be subjected, for His sake, to persecutions, torments, and death itself (Matt. 10:17; 24:9; Luke 21:12; John 15:20; 16:2).

III. Concerning His teaching and Church the Savior foretold —

a) that the Gospel would spread over all the earth, not only among the Jews, but among the Gentiles as well (Matt. 8:11–12; 24:14; Mark 13:10; Luke 24:47; John 10:16; 12:32; Acts 1:8);

b) that the gates of hell would not prevail against His Church, and that it would not only become established on earth, but would exist until the end of the world (Matt. 16:18; 28:20), and

c) that the most holy sacrament of the Eucharist would be celebrated on earth, in just the same way, until His second and glorious coming (Luke 22:16; cf. 1 Cor. 11:24 and following). And when did He foretell this? At a time when, by every human calculation, one ought to have expected quite the opposite. The Savior was surrounded on every side by enemies, and moreover by such as held almost all public authority in their hands; death on the cross awaited Him: this He foresaw; His teaching was directly contrary to the wisdom and customs of His contemporaries: this He even experienced (John 6:66; Matt. 19:22); for the spreading of this teaching He had only twelve disciples, all of them unlettered men; these very disciples, by His own prediction, had universal hatred, persecutions, and a martyr’s death awaiting them… How, then, was it possible, in spite of all this, to declare with such certainty that the Gospel would spread throughout the whole world, and that the followers of the Gospel would form a society that would remain unshaken until the end of the age? Only God alone, all-knowing and all-powerful, could have declared this.

IV. In the prophecy concerning the fate of Jerusalem and the Jews, Jesus Christ foretold various circumstances that preceded the destruction of the Holy City, and with it of the whole Jewish kingdom, circumstances that accompanied this dreadful event, and circumstances that followed after it.

1) The preceding circumstances may be reduced to the following five:

a) Many false prophets shall arise, and shall deceive many (Matt. 24:11; Mark 13:6). If this had been said at a time when the prophetic period still continued for the people of God, and when, alongside true prophets, false ones not infrequently appeared, such a prediction would have contained nothing surprising. But now, after the line of prophets had already ceased for the Jews since the Babylonian captivity, could it have been expected and predicted, on natural grounds alone, that many false prophets would soon appear? And yet this was fulfilled with complete precision. Before the destruction of Jerusalem, many false prophets indeed appeared and deceived many, such as: Theudas (Acts 5:36; cf. Ioseph Flavii Antiqu. lib. XX, cap. 5), Simon the sorcerer (Acts 8:9, 10), Elymas (13:6 and following), a certain Egyptian, who is mentioned both in the Acts of the Apostles (21:38) and in Josephus,267 Dositheus,268 and other deceivers, who, in the reign of Nero (55–68), having spread throughout all Judea, stirred up the people to revolt against the Romans and called them out into the wilderness, promising to show them there some great sign.269

b) You will hear of wars and rumors of wars: see that you are not alarmed, for all these things must happen, but the end is not yet—for nation will rise against nation, and kingdom against kingdom, and there will be famines and plagues and earthquakes in various places (Matt. 24:6–7). And history bears witness that the whole span of time from the death of Nero to the destruction of Jerusalem (68–70) was, within the bounds of the Roman Empire, nothing other than an unbroken series of wars among Otho, Vitellius, and Vespasian. And that at the same time uprisings and revolts occurred in various other lands of the world: in Caesarea, Ptolemais, Scythopolis, Tyre, Damascus, Alexandria. Around the same time, famine three times devastated Italy, under the reign of Claudius and then of Nero,270 and once also Judea;271 a pestilence raged in Rome, Campania, and Jerusalem;272 and terrible earthquakes destroyed whole cities in Asia, Sicily, Calabria, Pontus, Campania, Macedonia, and Achaia.273

c) And there will be terrifying sights and great signs from heaven (Luke 21:11). These wondrous signs, which could in advance be known, without question, only to the all-knowing and almighty Ruler of the world, did indeed precede the destruction of Jerusalem. Josephus and Tacitus bear unanimous witness that, before that time, the inhabitants of the Holy City heard in the air the movement of an invisible army and chariots. Once in the temple, at the very hour of midnight, a light was seen around the altar, like the light of day. On another occasion the eastern bronze doors of the temple, which twenty men could scarcely close, opened of themselves about the sixth hour of the night. On the night of the feast of Pentecost, a mighty voice, as of a great multitude, was heard from the sanctuary: let us depart hence.274

d) And because lawlessness will increase, the love of many will grow cold (Matt. 24:12). Josephus writes: “had the Romans not struck down this people (the Jews), they would either have been swallowed up by the earth, or drowned by a flood, or devoured by fire, as Sodom was: for their iniquities had grown beyond all measure.”275

e) But before all these things, they will lay their hands on you and persecute you, handing you over to the synagogues and prisons, and bringing you before kings and governors for my name’s sake (Luke 21:12). This too was fulfilled: from the very beginning of their preaching the Apostles were subjected to persecution, both from the Jews and from the pagans, were dragged before tribunals, were shut up in prisons, and before the destruction of Jerusalem had already tasted a martyr’s death: James the son of Zebedee, James the brother of the Lord, Peter, and Paul.

2) Concerning the destruction of Jerusalem itself, and the circumstances that accompanied the destruction, the Savior foretold:

a) The time of the event: truly I tell you, this generation will not pass away until all these things take place (Matt. 24:34; Luke 21:32). And indeed, the destruction of Jerusalem followed thirty-six or thirty-seven years after the utterance of this prophecy, as is known from Josephus.276

b) The departure of some from Jerusalem before the siege: then let them which be in Judea flee into the mountains (Matt. 24:16). And, according to Eusebius, these were the Christians, who at that time withdrew from Jerusalem into the mountain country, to the city of Pella.277

c) The manner of the siege: and your enemies will cast up a bank around you (Jerusalem), and surround you and hem you in on every side (Luke 19:43; 21:20). And so Titus did: wishing to cut off every outside help and every possibility of flight for the besieged, so as the sooner to compel them to surrender, he ordered a wall to be built around Jerusalem (a thing never before used in sieges up to that time, and this gigantic work was accomplished in three days by the Roman legions.278

d) The sufferings of the besieged: for then there will be great tribulation, such as has not been from the beginning of the world until now, nor ever will be (Matt. 24:21), and woe to those who are pregnant and to those who are nursing infants in those days (Matt. 24:19). Josephus, in describing these calamities, expresses himself almost in the words of the Gospel, considering it incredible that, from the creation of the world, any other city should have suffered as much as Jerusalem did at that time.279 The Idumeans, called in to defend Jerusalem, on the very day of their entry into the holy city, stained its streets with the murder of 18,000 citizens; at the same time three bands of villains were formed, who, hiding behind the name of defenders of the fatherland, carried on bloody feuds in the city, in the temple, and in the sanctuary itself, sparing neither sex, nor age, nor condition, putting to death old men, women, and infants in their cradles. Many of the citizens hastened to hide from these monsters in the underground passages around Jerusalem, but, being seized by the Romans at the command of Titus, were crucified at the rate of five hundred a day, in full view of the city and the temple. Soon a terrible famine broke out, and after it came a pestilence with all its devastating effects, so that at almost the very beginning of the siege as many as 115,000 corpses were thrown out of Jerusalem through a single gate; the living fed on the bodies of the dead, and one of the mothers, in despair, slaughtered her own child for food.280

e) The extent of the destruction of Jerusalem itself and of the ruin of the Jews: truly I tell you, there will not be left here one stone upon another that will not be thrown down (Matt. 24:2) — and they will level you to the ground, you and your children within you, and will not leave in you one stone upon another (Luke 19:44). Enraged by the Jews’ stubborn resistance, the Roman legions, having taken Jerusalem, showed no mercy to anyone or anything: the city, the villages surrounding it for several miles, and the waters of the Jordan were stained with blood; in Jerusalem itself, according to Josephus, there remained not even a trace that it had once had inhabitants.281 The temple, despite the fervent wish and order of Titus to preserve this magnificent building, was consumed by fire through the carelessness of a single soldier. In the course of the whole siege as many as one million one hundred thousand Jews perished.282

3) Finally, the circumstances that followed after this the Savior expressed in the following words: and they will fall by the edge of the sword, and will be led captive into all nations; and Jerusalem will be trampled down by the Gentiles, until the times of the Gentiles are fulfilled (Luke 21:24). Josephus writes that, after the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus, as many as 97,000 Jews were taken captive; in captivity many of them perished in games held for entertainment, some fighting one another, others fighting wild beasts; many were sent to Egypt, Alexandria, and other lands to be sold into slavery.283 About seventy years later, on account of new uprisings of the Jewish people, Jerusalem was again taken by the Roman legions, whereupon as many as 580,000 Jews perished. At this time, by order of the emperor Hadrian, the holy city was utterly destroyed, and a plow was driven over the ruins of the temple: a new city, with new inhabitants, a new name (Aelia), and new gods, arose on the site of Jerusalem, and the Jews were forever expelled from it and scattered to every part of the world. Since then the holy city, though it recovered its former name in time, has visibly remained given over to the mockery of the Gentiles even to this day. All the attempts of Julian the Apostate and of the Jews themselves to rebuild Jerusalem and the temple proved in vain.

Thus, not one jot of Christ’s dread prophecy concerning the fate of Jerusalem and the Jews remained unfulfilled! And it is easily understood why the ancient defenders of Christianity pointed to this prophecy as one of the most striking proofs of the divinity of the holy faith.284

V. To examine here the prophecies of Christ concerning the last events of the world—its end (Luke 21:34–36), the resurrection of the dead (Matt. 22:30–32), the universal judgment and its consequences (Matt. 25:31–46)—would be superfluous, since these prophecies have not yet been fulfilled. Let us therefore pass over them and turn to the examination of the greatest of the Gospel miracles and prophecies.

§ 101. The Resurrection of Jesus Christ from the Dead285


The resurrection of our Lord serves, as it were, as the crown of all those extraordinary events by which His divine origin and mission are proven, and together with them the divine origin of His faith. The Savior Himself expressed this when, to the Jews who demanded new miracles from Him, He twice answered: an evil and adulterous generation seeks after a sign; and there shall no sign be given to it, but the sign of the prophet Jonah: for as Jonah was three days and three nights in the whale’s belly, so shall the Son of Man be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth (Matt. 12:39–40; 16:4), and when, going to His death on the cross, which His resurrection was to follow, He cried out: now is the Son of Man glorified, and God is glorified in him (John 13:31). So too did the holy Apostles regard this event, when they affirmed that through His resurrection Christ was declared with power to be the Son of God (Rom. 1:4), and preached that if Christ be not risen, our faith is in vain (1 Cor. 15:17, cf. Acts 4:33). Here we see, first, the greatest prophecy: for Christ, in speaking of His own future resurrection, foretold a supernatural event, which, consequently, could not have been foreseen by any reasoning of the mind. Moreover, the Savior uttered this prophecy not once only and as it were in passing, but repeated it several times, on various occasions—not only to His closest disciples (Matt. 16:21; 17:9, 22 and 23; 20:17–19; 26:31–32), but to the whole Jewish people and to their teachers (Matt. 12:40; 16:4; John 2:19; 10:17 and elsewhere), not in ambiguous terms, but so clearly that no one could fail to understand this prediction, or misunderstand it (Matt. 27:62–64), and finally uttered it with the most exact statement of the time He was to remain in the tomb (Mark 8:31; Matt. 12:40; 16:21; 20:19). Here too we see, second, the greatest miracle. Greatest, if only because it was clearly foretold, and foretold by the Risen One Himself: Christ is risen, as he said (Matt. 28:6). Greatest also because of the extraordinary manifestation in it of the power of God: the raising of the dead is, without any doubt, a work of greater power than the healing of the sick, the cleansing of lepers, and the like. Greatest, finally, because the Savior’s resurrection was accomplished not by some outside wonder-worker, as all the other raisings of the dead mentioned in the Old and New Testaments were accomplished, but the Risen One Himself, as He had power to lay down His soul, so He also had power to take it again (John 10:18): He rose by the power of His own Divinity, by His consubstantiality with God the Father, who raised Him from the dead (Rom. 8:11; 10:9)—who, as He Himself has life in Himself, so gave to the Son also to have life in Himself from eternity (John 5:26).

The only witnesses of Christ’s resurrection could be the Jews, among whom it took place—that is, on the one hand, the Savior’s disciples, and on the other, His enemies. Both, indeed, bore witness to this event, but in entirely different ways. The Apostles testified before the whole world, both by word and by writing, and by their life, and by their very death, that Christ, having died on the cross and been laid in the tomb, to which a guard had been expressly set, rose on the third day, as He Himself had repeatedly foretold even during His life. The hostile Jews, on the contrary, spread the report that He had not risen, but that His disciples had secretly stolen the dead body of their Teacher from the tomb by night, while the guards slept. And it is remarkable that this was the only explanation which the enemies of Christ tried, then and in the time that followed, to set against the testimony of the Apostles—as is evident:

a) already from the words of the holy Evangelist Matthew (Matt. 28:15);

b) from the words of St. Justin Martyr, who, in his dialogue with Trypho the Jew, tells him that his countrymen, when Christ had risen, sent their own partisans in every direction to spread everywhere the report that His body had been stolen by His disciples,286 and even more plainly —

c) from the disputes of the earliest opponents and defenders of Christianity, of whom the former (Celsus, Porphyry, Julian), finding no other objection, kept repeating only this against Christ’s resurrection—that the Apostles had carried off their Teacher’s body—while the latter tried to refute only this objection, hearing no other of the kind… What, then, are we to say of these two so mutually discordant witness accounts?

Let us say,

I) that there are certain circumstances of the event which both accounts equally admit;

II) that the account of the Jews is utterly absurd and improbable, whereas —

III) the testimony of the Apostles is stamped with every mark of unimpeachable credibility.

I. Both sides evidently agree with each other:

1) that Jesus Christ truly died. The Apostles not only assume this in their testimony, but state it plainly (John 19:30), and the hostile Jews necessarily assume it as well. Everything the latter could contrive against the Apostles’ testimony, as we have already noted, amounted to one thing only—that the Savior’s body had been stolen. And under no circumstances did the Jews dare to spread the rumor that Christ had not died on the cross; consequently, the Savior’s death was so certain and so widely known that even His own enemies found it decisively impossible to deny it. And indeed, many bore witness to it. The soldiers bore witness, who, coming to Jesus to break His legs, did not break them, seeing Him already dead (John 19:33). And in particular—that one of the soldiers who, for greater certainty of our Savior’s death, pierced His side with a spear, from which blood and water at once flowed out (v. 34). From this one blow alone, so violent, the feeble thread of the Divine Sufferer’s life would without doubt have been cut off, had He still been alive at that time. The centurion who stood at Christ’s cross bore witness, and Pilate himself, who did not permit Joseph of Arimathea to take the Savior’s body down from the cross until he had made certain that He was indeed dead (Mark 15:44). Finally, the very enemies bore witness, when they came to Pilate and asked him to set a guard at Jesus’s tomb: we remember, they said, that that deceiver said, while he was yet alive, after three days I will rise again… (Matt. 27:63); which means that, by their own words, He was by then already dead… And had the least doubt remained among the Jews on this point, would they not have taken care to make certain and to expose their victim? In general, throughout all the first centuries of Christianity, the notion that Christ had not died on the cross was never once heard from His enemies; on the contrary, both Jews and pagans constantly reproached the Christians for deifying a man who had died the most disgraceful of deaths.

2) that a guard was set at the Savior’s tomb by His own enemies. The Apostles’ testimony to this is known from the Gospel (Matt. 27:66); the Jews’ testimony is evident from their own account. Christ’s body, according to their words, was secretly carried off from the tomb by the disciples while the guards slept… It follows, then, that this guard was indeed present at the tomb. Who, then, set it there? Certainly not the disciples, but the enemies. For what motive? None other can be named than the one the Evangelist Matthew relates: the chief priests and Pharisees gathered to Pilate, saying: sir, we remember that this deceiver said, while he was still alive, after three days I will rise again. Command therefore that the tomb be made secure until the third day, lest his disciples come by night and steal him away and tell the people, he has risen from the dead—and the last deception will be worse than the first (Matt. 27:62–64). Here before us is the unquestionable testimony of the very enemies that the Savior had indeed prophesied His own resurrection!

3) that, finally, Christ’s body was still in the tomb on Saturday morning: otherwise, had the Jews not been convinced of this, for what purpose would they have set a guard at the tomb?—and that on Sunday morning the body was no longer found in the tomb: otherwise why would the Jews have spread the rumor that Jesus’s disciples had carried off His body?

After this, the entire disagreement between the Jews and the Apostles comes down to settling only one question: where, then, did the Savior’s body go? Did He truly rise, as the latter say, or was it secretly stolen by the disciples, as the former maintain?

II. The testimony of the Jews is utterly absurd and improbable. The theft of Christ’s body by the disciples, while the guards slept, appears either impossible or senseless:

1) On the side of the Apostles. It is known that up to that time they were timid and fearful men: whence, then, did such boldness suddenly come to them? Were they the sort to steal a dead man, when they had abandoned Him living? They scattered at the sight of a few servants with clubs who came to seize Jesus: how then did they now dare to attack armed soldiers? And what could have driven the Apostles to so desperate a deed? If Jesus Christ had not risen as He had foretold, what could the disciples have expected from Him? What use to them was His dead body? But let us grant, despite the whole moral impossibility of the act, that the Apostles stole the Savior’s body—the question arises: why then did they not do this on the very first night (from Friday to Saturday), when everything favored them, since there was as yet no guard at the tomb—and instead conceived of carrying out their plan only once the tomb was already guarded? Besides, even had they in fact managed to take advantage of the guards’ sleep, how ought they to have acted in that case, by simple prudence? They ought, without doubt, to have hurried from the tomb with the body as swiftly as possible. But the thieves, as if on purpose, linger in the cave, remove the burial wrappings and the napkin from the Savior, and lay them in order—the very order in which Peter and John afterward found these things (John 20:6–9)—and thus waste, uselessly, time so precious to them.287

2) On the side of the deed itself, that is, of the secret theft. Is it possible that the Apostles approached the tomb, broke the seal on it, rolled away the enormous stone from its entrance, lingered for a considerable time in the cave, and then managed to carry off from it their Teacher’s dead body, without any of this waking even a single one of the soldiers, however deeply all of them were sleeping?

3) On the side of the guards. Let us not forget that it was the Jews themselves who set them at the tomb. Had Pilate taken this matter upon himself, they could have accused him of negligence, could have said that he had presumably assigned careless soldiers to the task, who allowed Christ’s body to be carried off. But the chief priests and scribes themselves came to Pilate to ask him for a guard, themselves sealed the tomb, themselves set the soldiers over it—without doubt from among men most devoted to them and known for their fidelity and vigilance. How, then, could these soldiers have permitted such carelessness? They say: his disciples came by night, and stole him away while we slept (Matt. 28:13). But how could a soldier plead sleep while on watch? And how did they learn of this theft, when they themselves were sleeping so soundly that they saw and heard nothing? What sort of testimony is that of sleeping men?

4) Finally, on the side of the circumstances that followed this supposed theft. The soldiers confess that they slept when they were obligated to keep watch, that they allowed Jesus’s body to be stolen when they were bound to guard it—consequently, by their own confession, they were guilty in the highest degree. And yet these guards are not only not punished in any way, but are, on the contrary, given a large sum of money!.. Whence such leniency? It is well known how strictly such offenses were punished in those days. Herod put to death the soldiers who guarded the Apostle Peter in prison—put them to death because they had failed to keep watch over Peter, who had been miraculously freed from confinement (Acts 12:19). Yet the soldiers who allowed Christ’s body to be stolen from the tomb are left without any punishment at all?.. The Apostles would have been no less guilty had they stolen the Savior’s body, in defiance of every precaution taken by the authorities. But the Apostles too are left unmolested—the Apostles are not sought out, not tried, not punished. What, then, does this mean? Why did the chief priests and Pharisees, having every opportunity to learn the truth, not investigate the matter judicially; why did they not openly expose the fraud, so as once and for all to silence the Apostles? An investigation might have divided Christ’s disciples, produced disagreement among them. The reason is plain: the Jews were afraid to investigate the truth, because they were secretly convinced of it, and knew that an investigation would expose not the Apostles at all, but themselves.

A further incongruity: a few weeks later, when the Apostles, by their preaching of the Savior’s resurrection, began to convert whole thousands of Jews to Him, the Sanhedrin was greatly troubled by this astonishing success and summoned the preachers before it for trial. For what purpose? To expose and accuse them of stealing Jesus’s body? No—only to forbid them to preach in the Savior’s name… Why, then, did the Sanhedrin not, even now, expose Christ’s disciples in this theft, when the very occasion called for it? Had it exposed the Apostles, it would have cleared itself of the charge of having killed the true Messiah, and would have turned all their followers away from them. The reason here too is plain: the Sanhedrin did not do this because it feared to expose, in place of the Apostles, itself.

After some time the Apostles are again summoned to trial, and this time the members of the Sanhedrin, exasperated by their unceasing preaching of Christ’s resurrection, were ready to put them to death (Acts 5:33). Then Gamaliel, a renowned Pharisaic teacher of the law, offers this counsel: keep away from these men and leave them alone; for if this plan or this undertaking is of men, it will come to nothing; but if it is of God, you will not be able to overthrow it—or you may even be found fighting against God (Acts 5:38–39). And what happens? This counsel is accepted by all and carried out. We ask: how could Gamaliel have dared to offer the Sanhedrin such an opinion, favorable to the Apostles, if the members of the Sanhedrin were truly convinced that the Apostles had stolen their Teacher’s body? And still more, how, holding this conviction, could the Sanhedrin have heeded such counsel? If they had no doubt that the Apostles were deceivers, would even the slightest fear that their preaching might be of God have made any sense at all?..

Thus, if anywhere, then especially here, in this false testimony against the Apostles, falsehood has lied against itself (Ps. 26:12).

III. Wholly different is the testimony of the Apostles concerning the Savior’s resurrection. Here we see every mark of the purest and most unimpeachable truth.

1) The Apostles could not have been mistaken in this case. They knew Jesus Christ perfectly, for they had lived with Him for about three and a half years, and had been almost constantly at His side; consequently, they could not have confused Him with anyone else, or mistaken another for Him.

Had they said that only one of them saw the Lord after His death, one might still suppose that this sole witness had seen an apparition, or had mistaken one person for another. But the Apostles proclaim that they all saw the risen Savior, and that on one occasion He appeared to more than five hundred of His disciples at once. How, then, can we suppose that so great a multitude of people, all together, could have been deceived, and all in the same way? Had the Apostles said that they saw the Lord only once, and that from a distance, briefly, and as it were in passing, again one might be permitted to suspect an error. But the Risen One, they testify, appeared to them many times, over the course of forty days, sometimes separately to some, sometimes to all together, and ascended into heaven before their very eyes. Moreover, during His appearances He held lengthy conversations with the Apostles, in which He explained the Scriptures to them, revealed to them the mysteries of His kingdom which they were to preach, foretold to His disciples what would happen to them, and traced out for them the plan of their future actions. He even, precisely to reassure His disciples, ate food and drink before them, showed them His wounded hands and feet, His side pierced by the spear, and made them touch Him. Could the Apostles, even after all this, have failed to recognize their Teacher and somehow been deceived?

It is remarkable that the Apostles, in this instance, showed themselves especially incredulous. They felt the full weight of the truth of Christ’s resurrection, and therefore tried by every means to be convinced of it beyond doubt. They were not carried away by the first report of the Lord’s resurrection, did not believe one another, did not trust even their own eyes at first sight, until they were completely assured. When the holy women brought word to the disciples that Jesus Christ had risen, and that they had seen Him, the Apostles took everything the women told them for an idle tale: their words appeared to them as an idle tale, and they believed them not (Luke 24:11). When the disciples who were going to Emmaus likewise brought word of the Savior’s appearance to them to the other Apostles: neither believed they them (Mark 16:13). Soon the Risen One appeared also to His other disciples, and at first they thought they were seeing a spirit (Luke 24:37). And Thomas, who was not present at this, did not believe even the unanimous assurance of his fellow disciples, and said: except I shall see in his hands the print of the nails, and put my finger into the print of the nails, and thrust my hand into his side, I will not believe (John 20:25). This slowness to believe in Christ’s resurrection, this caution with which they sought to be convinced of it, these proofs which they demanded for their own conviction—all this bears unimpeachable witness that if the Apostles, in the end, believed with such certainty, then they had learned the truth in the fullest and most evident way.

2) Just as little can Christ’s disciples be suspected of intending to deceive others in speaking of their Teacher’s resurrection.

This is contradicted, first, by the moral character of the Apostles. Can one suppose an intention to deceive other people in men who, preaching the purest and holiest morality the world has ever heard, were themselves the very first to vindicate it by their own lives? They preach contempt for wealth—and, following the Savior’s example, abandon everything; their poverty was such that, amid the heavy labors of the apostolate, they still had to work with their own hands to earn their bread. They preach the mortification of the flesh—and who can number all the exploits, privations, and sufferings to which they subjected their own flesh throughout the whole time of their apostolic ministry? They preach humility—and, amid the greatest successes of their preaching, show not a shadow of vanity in their whole conduct. They preach the forgiveness of injuries, and, constantly persecuted and afflicted, allow themselves not the slightest complaint, not one word of vexation or murmuring. They enjoin sincerity and candor upon others—and themselves, with unparalleled openness, relate their own faults and weaknesses: their dullness of understanding, on account of which they had previously failed to grasp much of their Teacher’s words; their faintheartedness and timidity at the hour of His sufferings; their little faith, and so forth. Are such men to be suspected of a design to deceive their neighbors?

This is contradicted, second, by the very circumstances of their preaching. They preach of their Teacher’s resurrection in the very city where He was crucified; before the faces of all those people who had seen Him and had even been the authors of His death on the cross. They preach no more than fifty days after the event, when everyone’s memory of the life and death of Jesus Christ was still fresh, and when, therefore, it would have been easy for anyone to convict the preachers of falsehood. They begin their preaching at the time of the greatest feast, to which countless multitudes had flocked to Jerusalem from all Judea and even from foreign lands; they seem to have waited for just such a day, so as to call whole thousands of enemies to contend against them. How, then, can it be granted that a design to deceive others lay concealed in the Apostles’ preaching?

This is contradicted, third, by the fact that the Apostles had no motive at all to resolve upon such a design—on the contrary, they had every motive to renounce it. Indeed, what could have induced the Apostles to preach the Savior’s resurrection, had He not risen? Their former love for Him? But this love would necessarily have turned into hatred: they would now have seen, in their former Teacher, a man who, having beguiled them with an unrealizable dream, having made them abandon their homes, their property, and all worldly things, having armed the whole Jewish nation against them, had in the end abandoned His disciples to the mercy of fate. Or the hope of worldly goods? But to preach that Jesus Christ had risen meant declaring to the Jews that they were the murderers of the true Messiah—that is, openly accusing them of the greatest crime one could imagine, and consequently exposing themselves to the full malice and hatred of a people who, as the Apostles already knew from experience with their own Teacher, were implacable in taking revenge. Moreover, the Apostles had been forewarned by Jesus Christ Himself, even during His lifetime, that when they went out to preach to the whole world, the harshest of fates awaited them, that they would inevitably be subjected, for His name’s sake, to universal hatred, privations, persecutions, torments… Or could some hope of reward from God in the life to come have moved the Apostles to deceive? But is such a hope natural in deceivers? Could the Apostles really have failed to understand that for such deeds one must expect, beyond the grave, not rewards from God, but a fearful punishment?.. Meanwhile, had the Apostles agreed to go over to the side of their Teacher’s enemies, and declared that He, having died, had not risen, though He had repeatedly foretold His own resurrection, and that He was, consequently, a deceiver—in that case they would not only have been freed from all the dangers threatening them, but would, without doubt, have gained no small advantage besides. The chief priests and Pharisees did not spare money even for the guards, merely so that they would spread the rumor that the disciples had stolen Jesus’s body…

3) Finally, a whole series of direct proofs can be adduced that the Apostles, in bearing witness to the Savior’s resurrection, were indeed speaking the truth, were completely convinced of it, and that Christ had truly risen.

The first of these proofs is the sudden and decisive change that took place in the Apostles themselves after Jesus Christ’s resurrection. Before, they were timid and fearful men; now they suddenly become bold and resolute, go out to preach to the whole world, appear before assemblies of Jews, before kings and tribunals, before scribes and philosophers. Before, when the Savior was led away to suffering and death, all the Apostles forsook Him and fled. But now, a few days after this event, now, when their Teacher had already died, the disciples suddenly resolve to make every sacrifice for Him, despise every labor, danger, persecution, bond, and prison, do not fear death itself, joyfully accept it, and seal their testimony to the Lord’s resurrection with their own blood. Who, then, breathed this courage into men who had before so faintheartedly abandoned their Teacher at the first danger, and, seeing Him in His torments, on the cross, and in the tomb, had trembled for their own fate? Only the Savior’s resurrection can explain to us so extraordinary a change in the Apostles: without this great miracle, their faith, zeal, self-denial, and courage would be inexplicable by the laws that govern the human heart.

The second proof is the belief given to the Apostolic preaching by the Jews, and after them by the pagans. The Apostles, soon after the bloody sufferings and death of their Teacher, which all Jerusalem had witnessed, began, in that same city, solemnly to proclaim to the Jews that Christ, whom they had crucified, had risen… And what happened? The Jews receive their preaching by whole thousands. From Jerusalem the preachers of Christ’s resurrection go out to the neighboring towns and villages—and many believe their good tidings there as well; they go to the pagans—and the pagans too, by the thousands, abandon the gods of their fathers, and, following the example of the Jews, resolve to believe in the Crucified One. Thereupon the new converts become objects of hatred and contempt among their own countrymen, are subjected to every kind of privation and calamity, and nothing—neither tribulation, nor distress, nor persecution, nor famine, nor nakedness, nor the sword—can separate them from the love of God which is in Christ Jesus (Rom. 8:35 and 39). They are accounted as sheep for the slaughter, put to death every day (v. 36)—and three centuries of the most savage persecutions of the Christians pass, while the Christians remain unshaken in their faith. What does all this mean, if Christ did not rise? How could whole hundreds of thousands of contemporaries have believed the Apostles? And what could have changed these hundreds of thousands to such a degree, and inspired them to every sacrifice?..

Further proofs of Christ’s resurrection, no less striking, may be found in all those extraordinary events presented by the subsequent history of the New Testament Church, as new and unmistakable signs of the divine origin of the Christian faith.

Signs from the History of Christ’s Church.


§ 102. An Enumeration of Them


To this belong, chiefly:

a) the descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Apostles,

b) their character and miracles,

c) in particular, the conversion and miracles of the holy Apostle Paul,

d) the miraculous spread of Christianity on earth, and

e) its miraculous effects in men.

§ 103. The Descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Apostles


The descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Apostles was the first extraordinary event in the Church of Christ, with which her very history began. How it came to pass is described in considerable detail by the holy Evangelist Luke in the book of the Acts of the Apostles. When the days of Pentecost were fulfilled, he says, all the Apostles were together with one mind. And suddenly there came from heaven a sound like that of a violent rushing wind, and it filled the whole house where they were sitting. And divided tongues as of fire appeared to them and rested on each of them, and they were all filled with the Holy Spirit and began to speak in other tongues, as the Spirit gave them to speak. Now there were dwelling in Jerusalem Jews, devout men from every nation under heaven. When this sound came, the multitude gathered and was confounded, because each one heard them speaking in his own language. And they were all amazed and marveled, saying to one another: Are not all these who are speaking Galileans? How is it that each of us hears his own language, in which he was born—Parthians and Medes and Elamites, and those who dwell in Mesopotamia, in Judea and Cappadocia, in Pontus and Asia, in Phrygia and Pamphylia, in Egypt and the parts of Libya around Cyrene, and visitors from Rome, Jews and proselytes, Cretans and Arabs—we hear them speaking in our own tongues the mighty works of God? And they were all amazed and perplexed, saying to one another: What does this mean? (Acts 2:1–12).

The importance of this event, as a proof of the divinity of the Christian faith, is revealed:

a) from its very character: it is evidently a supernatural event;

b) from the fact that it was clearly and repeatedly foretold by the Savior (John 14:16, 17, 26; 16:7, 8, 13, 14; Luke 24:49);

c) from the fact that it serves as unimpeachable testimony to the Savior’s resurrection and ascension into heaven, without which it could in no way have come to pass (John 7:39; 16:7, 8); finally —

d) from the fact that the descent of the Holy Spirit to earth was the beginning and cause of all the subsequent signs in the Church of Christ, testifying to her divinity.

And the reliability of this miracle —

a) was revealed at once, in the Apostles themselves, by a new miracle: the Apostles, as soon as the Holy Spirit descended upon them, suddenly began to speak in various tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance (Acts 2:4); and —

b) it was attested by a countless multitude of people, both Jews and Gentile proselytes, who had gathered at that time in Jerusalem from every side for the feast of Pentecost. The amazement of these witnesses was so great that, as soon as the Apostle Peter had explained to them the extraordinary event that had taken place before them, and said: repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins, and you shall receive the gift of the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:38), as many as three thousand were converted to Christ that very day. The proof that the Apostles truly received then the gift of tongues, which remained with them forever, is furnished by their preaching: how could they have carried it over all the earth, proclaimed it to every nation, and founded communities of believers in every part of the world (an undeniable fact!) without this wondrous gift?

§ 104. The Character and Miracles of the Holy Apostles288


But the action of the Holy Spirit who descended upon the Apostles was not confined to this alone: it transformed their very intellectual and moral qualities; it clothed them with power to work signs and miracles.

I. The Savior promised His disciples: when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all truth (John 16:13); he shall teach you all things, and bring all things to your remembrance, whatever I have said to you (14:26). And so indeed it came to pass. The Apostles were simple, unlettered men (Acts 4:13), and however much the Savior instructed them, they all failed to understand much of His teaching (Luke 24:25, 26; John 16:12), sometimes contradicted Him (Matt. 16:22), and, even after His resurrection, after new and more detailed instructions, could still not entirely free themselves from their countrymen’s mistaken notions concerning the Messiah, or properly understand the mysteries of the kingdom of God (Acts 1:6, 7). Now we see in the Apostles something entirely different. As soon as the Holy Spirit descended upon them, they suddenly begin to proclaim the most exalted and perfect teaching about God, to unfold conceptions of the Messiah than which none could be purer or worthier, to deliver rules of morality infinitely surpassing all human moral teaching that ever existed. These fishermen soon astonish Judea, lesser Greece, Asia, and other lands with their preaching; they boldly enter into disputes with scribes and philosophers, proclaiming the salvation of the world, put the wisdom of the wise to shame, and by the power of their word draw countless multitudes everywhere to Christ. Their holy writings have come down to us, preserved in the Church—and, reading these writings without prejudice, with an open soul and heart, who has not marveled at the extraordinary loftiness and clarity of the truths they contain, at the clarity and purity of their precepts, at the wondrous power of the very word? What, then, does all this show, if not that God Himself gave the Apostles a mouth and wisdom (Luke 21:15), that they preached and wrote by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, and that their word was and is not a human word, but truly the word of God (1 Thess. 2:13)?

We have already noted the Apostles’ moral qualities (§101). Let us now repeat briefly that, through the Holy Spirit’s descent upon them following Christ’s resurrection, they became incomparably higher in moral stature than they had been before. Great was their self-denial when, having forsaken everything, they followed the Savior; but the example of the sons of Zebedee (Mark 10:35–37) shows that in the hearts of Christ’s disciples there still lurked remnants of self-interest and attachment to worldly goods. Great was the Apostles’ love for their Lord and Teacher; but it had not yet overcome, had not yet subdued in them their love of self: for when danger came, the disciples all forsook their divine Master and fled (Matt. 26:56). Their love for their neighbors, too, was beyond doubt; but certain incidents revealed its weakness as well (Luke 9:54). With the descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Apostles, everything in them changed. Their self-denial, their love for God and neighbor, suddenly reach the very highest degree. For the glory of God’s name and the salvation of their neighbors, they resolve upon every sacrifice and affliction — they hunger and thirst, they are poorly clothed and beaten, and wander homeless; they labor, working with their own hands; being reviled, they bless; being persecuted, they endure; being slandered, they entreat; they have become like the refuse of the world, trampled by all (1 Cor. 4:11–14); and finally, to crown all their labors and sufferings, out of love for God and their neighbors, they lay down their very lives.

II. The gift of miracle-working which the Apostles received, together with the descent of the Holy Spirit upon them, was manifested in their numerous signs. Thus St. Luke relates:

a) that the Apostle Peter healed a man lame from birth—and as a result of this miracle about five thousand souls were converted to Christ (Acts ch. 3), and even the enemies themselves acknowledged the reality of the miracle (4:16);

b) that, afterward, Peter healed a certain Aeneas, who had already lain paralyzed for eight years—and all who lived in Lydda and Sharon turned to the Lord (9:33–35);

c) that, shortly afterward, he raised in Joppa a certain disciple named Tabitha—and again many believed in the Lord (9:37–42);

d) that even Peter’s shadow alone, falling upon the sick as this Apostle passed by, healed every affliction (5:15, 16). Besides this, St. Luke —

e) notes, of the Apostles in general, that by the hands of the Apostles were many signs and wonders wrought among the people, as a result of which believers were the more added to the Lord, multitudes both of men and women (5:12, 14);

f) speaks of St. Philip: the people with one accord gave heed to those things which Philip spoke, hearing and seeing the miracles which he did: for unclean spirits, crying with loud voice, came out of many that were possessed with them: and many taken with palsies, and that were lame, were healed (8:6, 7); and

g) mentions certain other signs performed by the Apostles (e.g., Acts 5:1–5; 10:44, 45).

In confirmation of the historical reliability of the Apostolic miracles, one may point to:

1) The qualifications of the writer who bears witness to them. St. Luke, in addition to his inspiration by the Holy Spirit, had every means, even natural ones, of knowing the truth: some of these miracles he saw himself; of others he could have heard from eyewitnesses. He was personally acquainted with the workers of these miracles—the Apostles, with whom he even had personal dealings—and with those upon whom the miracles were performed, and with those who came to believe on account of the miracles. From all these persons he could have obtained the most authentic information. Nor can it be suspected that St. Luke intended to deceive others in composing his account of the Apostolic miracles. This is contradicted by —

a) the manner of narration he chose: the holy narrator indicates with precision the places where any given signs took place, names the persons upon whom they were performed, often mentions the witnesses present, and many other detailed circumstances of this or that miraculous event;

b) the time of the writing: St. Luke wrote his book among contemporaries who themselves knew the deeds of the Apostles very well and, using, moreover, the very indications Luke provided, could very easily have verified his narrative, and exposed him, had any inaccuracy been found in it;

c) the purpose of the writing: St. Luke, without doubt, had in view the benefit of the Christian faith, wishing to display its divine dignity, and thereby to dispose others to accept it. But had he inserted into his book many invented events, whose falsity could very easily have been exposed by his own indications, he would evidently have chosen a means wholly opposed to his own purpose. In a word: if St. Luke had not spoken the truth in relating the miracles of the Apostles, his contemporaries would not have believed him, and would have rejected his book. But it is known, on the contrary, that they received this book from his hand with the utmost reverence, as a divine book, and passed on their reverence for it to all posterity: no better testimony to the reliability of any historical work can exist.

2) The churches founded by the Apostles in every corner of the world. This fact can in no way be denied, since it is confirmed not only by Christian writers, but by pagan contemporaries as well, such as Tacitus,289 Pliny,290 and others. We now ask: how, then, could the Apostles have founded all these churches? By what means could they have induced Jews and pagans to abandon the faith and all the sacred customs of their fathers, and to accept a teaching full of mysteries, a morality of the utmost strictness, demanding renunciation of every worldly good, and to believe in One crucified on a cross? No explanation of this can be given other than the one St. Luke offers in relating the Acts of the Apostles. Only the Apostles’ miracles could convince anyone of their divine commission; only these miracles, aided by the grace of God, could compel whole thousands of people suddenly to abandon everything for the Christian faith, and to resolve, for the sake of Christ’s name, upon every trial, suffering, and death.291

3) Finally, even the enemies of Christianity who lived at the beginning of our era, who never denied the Apostolic miracles when they heard believers point to them. Proof of this is furnished by the fact alone that the ancient defenders of the Christian faith, in refuting in their writings the various objections of its opponents, never tried to answer any objection against the genuineness of the Apostolic miracles: it cannot be that these defenders would have left so important an objection unanswered, had it truly existed. And, second, this is unquestionably known from the conduct of Celsus,292 Porphyry,293 and Julian,294 who, without denying the Apostolic miracles, any more than the miracles of Christ, wished only to ascribe their performance to the power of magic.

A new proof of the genuineness of the miracles that took place in the days of the Apostles, and at the same time a new miracle that served as the beginning of many other miracles of that time, was the conversion of the holy Apostle Paul to Christianity.

§ 105. The Conversion and Miracles of the Holy Apostle Paul295


I. This conversion is related twice by St. Paul himself—the first time before the assembly of his countrymen, the Jews (Acts 22:1–20), the second before King Agrippa (26:1–20)—and is, besides, described by St. Luke (ch. 9). Let us here make use of Paul’s own words from his speech to his countrymen: “I”, he told them, “am a Jew, born in Tarsus of Cilicia, brought up in this city at the feet of Gamaliel, carefully instructed in the law of our fathers, and zealous for God, as all of you are today. I persecuted the followers of this teaching even to death, binding both men and women and handing them over to prison, as the high priest and the whole council of elders can bear me witness. From them I even took letters to the brethren and set out for Damascus, to bring those who were there in chains to Jerusalem, to be punished. While I was on my way and drawing near to Damascus, about noon a great light from heaven suddenly shone around me. I fell to the ground and heard a voice saying to me: Saul, Saul, why are you persecuting me? I answered: Who are you, Lord? He said: I am Jesus the Nazarene, whom you are persecuting. Those who were with me saw the light and were afraid, but they did not hear the words of the one who spoke to me. Then I said: Lord, what am I to do? The Lord said to me: Get up, go into Damascus, and there you will be told everything you are appointed to do. And since I could not see for the glory of that light, those who were with me led me by the hand, and so I came to Damascus. There a certain Ananias, a devout man according to the law, well spoken of by all the Jews living there, came to me, and, standing beside me, said: Brother Saul, receive your sight. And at that very moment I saw him again. He said: the God of our fathers chose you beforehand to know his will, to see the Righteous One, and to hear the voice from his mouth; for you will be his witness before all men of what you have seen and heard. So why do you delay? Get up, be baptized, and wash away your sins, calling on the name of the Lord Jesus.”

To suspect that any design to deceive others lay concealed here would be the height of unreason:

1) No motive can be conceived for such a design. Deceivers always act from self-interested aims—either from a desire for fame, or a desire for wealth, or, in general, from some other worldly advantage. But could Paul have expected anything of the kind by going over to the side of the Christians? The outward condition of the Christians at that time was the most unenviable imaginable. Everyone persecuted and despised them; to His Apostles, in particular, the Savior had foretold nothing but privations, afflictions, and sufferings of every kind. And Paul’s subsequent history shows that such, indeed, was his own fate after his conversion to Christianity, as he himself repeatedly testified concerning himself (1 Cor. 4:9–13; 2 Cor. 4:8; 11:23–28). On the contrary, had he not gone over to the side of the Christians, and remained in the sect in which he had been raised, he could far more surely have attained both honors and worldly advantages. He was distinguished by extraordinary abilities, had been raised by one of the most renowned rabbis of that time, and had already succeeded in drawing his superiors’ attention by his ardent zeal for the law and his hatred of the Christians. Besides, Paul could not have failed to foresee that, in abandoning the faith of his fathers and the sect of the Pharisees, to which he had formerly belonged and which had even chosen him as its own instrument for persecuting the Christians, he was exposing himself, as an apostate, to the greatest hatred of his countrymen, and could not have failed to understand what fate awaited him from the Jews (Acts 9:23). The death of Stephen was still before his eyes… And yet, in spite of all this, Paul became a Christian, and from a fierce persecutor of the Christian Church became her most zealous defender.

2) The Jews would in no way have believed this supposed deception on Paul’s part. Inflamed with hatred for him on account of his defection, they would have taken every care to expose him as a liar, all the more since Paul himself, as if heedlessly, had pointed out to them every means of doing so: for he declared that the witnesses to his miraculous call to the Christian faith were all his own companions on the road to Damascus, who, like him, were of course breathing out murder against the Church of Christ; that all of them had seen the extraordinary light at that moment, had seen him—Paul—struck blind, and had been compelled to lead the blind man by the hand to the very destination of their journey, where he too was miraculously healed. Meanwhile, what does subsequent history show? In their fanatical hatred of Paul the Jews very often rose up against him, tried to accuse him of sedition, of apostasy from the faith, and of disturbing the public peace; but never, never did they dare to charge him with collusion and falsehood. More than this: they listened attentively and entirely without contradiction to Paul’s speech when he related to them the circumstances of his miraculous conversion, and fell into a frenzied uproar only after they heard that he had been sent by the Lord to preach to the Gentiles (Acts 22:1–22).

3) Nor would the Christians themselves have believed this deception, even though it might seem, on the face of it, to have favored them. The Christians knew that Paul had until then been one of their fiercest persecutors. And therefore they naturally had to regard his conversion to their Faith with suspicion, wondering whether some particular, premeditated cunning aimed at harming them lay concealed here. And consequently they could not have believed in this conversion except after having first examined it with the utmost caution. And so, indeed, it happened: when Paul, shortly after his conversion, came to Jerusalem, and tried to join the disciples of Christ, they were all afraid of him, not believing that he was a disciple (Acts 9:26), and believed only once they were convinced that he had indeed been miraculously called by the Lord Himself.

4) Finally, any thought of a supposed deception on the part of St. Paul is utterly undermined by his own miracles, which he worked, and could work, only, of course, by power given him from God.

II. Many of these miracles are recorded by St. Luke in the book of the Acts of the Apostles. Thus he relates that St. Paul —

a) struck the sorcerer Elymas with blindness, saying to him only: behold, the hand of the Lord is upon you, and you will be blind, unable to see the sun for a time — and the proconsul Sergius Paulus, who witnessed this miracle, believed in the Lord Jesus (Acts 13:8–12);

b) at another time, being in Lystra together with his companion Barnabas, likewise healed with a single word a man lame from birth, and brought all the inhabitants into such astonishment that they took the wonder-worker and his companion for gods who had come down to earth, and were about to offer them sacrifice (Acts 14:8–18);

c) a third time, being in Troas, raised a certain young man, Eutychus, who, having fallen down from the third story, was found dead (20:9, 10):

d) a fourth time, on the island of Melita, healed Publius, the father of the local chief man, by prayer alone and the laying on of hands upon the sick man; and healed also all the other sick who were on the island who came to the wonder-worker for that purpose (28:8, 9); and —

e) in general possessed such an abundance of wonder-working power that the very handkerchiefs and aprons that had touched his body were carried to the sick, and the sick were healed, and evil spirits went out of people (19:11, 12).

In proof of the genuineness of Paul’s miracles, besides what has already been said concerning the genuineness of the Apostolic miracles in general (§103), it is enough here to appeal to St. Paul’s own epistles. In them he not infrequently mentions his own miracles, precisely before those very people before whom he performed them. Our gospel, he wrote to the Thessalonians, did not come to you in word only, but also in power, and in the Holy Spirit, and with full conviction; as you know what kind of men we were among you for your sake (1 Thess. 1:5), and then repeats the same thing before the Corinthians, saying: my speech and my preaching were not in persuasive words of human wisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit and of power (1 Cor. 2:4), and testifying that he displayed the signs of his apostleship before them with utmost patience, by signs and wonders and mighty deeds (2 Cor. 12:12), and that, consequently, he was in no way inferior to the foremost Apostles (v. 11). In like manner he testified concerning himself before the Romans as well: I have reason, then, to boast in Christ Jesus in what pertains to God. For I will not venture to speak of anything Christ has not accomplished through me, to bring the Gentiles to obedience, by word and deed, through the power of signs and wonders, by the power of the Spirit of God—so that from Jerusalem, and all the way around to Illyricum, I have fully preached the gospel of Christ (Rom. 15:17–19).

We ask every reasonable person: how could Paul have written to the Thessalonians, the Romans, the Corinthians, that he had worked miracles before them, and even called upon them themselves as witnesses of these miracles, if he had performed not a single miracle before them? What effect could such a declaration have had upon these newly-converted Christians? For whom, then, would they have had to take Paul himself, and how would they have received his epistles? Meanwhile, history tells us that Paul’s epistles were received with the utmost reverence, not only by those individual churches to which they were written, but by the whole Christian Church. And that these epistles, from the very beginning of Christianity, were solemnly read in the assemblies of believers, as divinely inspired writings.296 Is this not a plain sign that the Romans, the Corinthians, and the other Christians of that time truly saw the miracles of St. Paul with their own eyes, and were completely convinced of their genuineness?

§ 106. The Miraculous Spread of Christianity297


Here is yet another event, miraculous in itself, and one that vouches for the reality of all the other Apostolic miracles! Christianity, whose first preachers were the Apostles, spread over the earth with extraordinary speed, and spread not by human means, but truly by the power of God: two propositions whose truth is equally beyond dispute.

I. Christianity spread with extraordinary speed. This is universally known:

1) From Holy Scripture. As soon as the Holy Spirit descended upon the Apostles, it tells us, on that very day one sermon of Peter converted as many as three thousand to Christ (Acts 2:41). A few days passed—and another speech of the same Apostle, accompanied by a miracle, drew as many as five thousand more to the holy Faith (Acts 4:4). Soon after this the Apostles dispersed with the good news to every land of the world—and, a few years after the Lord’s ascension, the Apostle Peter is already writing an epistle to the believers scattered throughout Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia (1 Peter 1:1). And St. Paul sends his epistles to the Romans, the Corinthians, the Galatians, the Ephesians, the Philippians, the Thessalonians, and to the Bishop of the Cretan church. More than this: the writer of the book of the Acts of the Apostles mentions many other places where believers in the Lord Jesus already existed as well, such as Antioch, Athens, Damascus, Caesarea, Iconium, Miletus, and so forth; and St. Paul testifies in general:

a) concerning himself, that he had filled with his gospel all the places from Jerusalem, and all the way around to Illyricum (Rom. 15:19);

b) concerning the other Apostles, that their voice has gone out into all the earth, and their words to the ends of the world (Rom. 10:18).

2) From the testimony of contemporary pagan writers, who speak of the wondrous successes of the Gospel preaching both in the Apostles’ own time and after them, during the first three centuries. Tacitus (at the end of the first century), for example, relates that when Nero, who had burned Rome, laid the blame for this deed upon the Christians living in Rome, and ordered them to be hunted down, a great multitude (ingens multitudo) of the guilty was found. Not, however, the historian observes, guilty of the crime of which they were suspected, but of hatred of the human race (as the Christians were then commonly slandered).298 This great multitude of Christians in Rome alone gives some idea of what their number must already have been throughout the whole world at that time. Pliny, proconsul of Bithynia, reporting (around the year 104) to the emperor Trajan on the progress of the persecution of the Christians then underway, writes: “it seems to me that this matter is worthy of the most careful consideration, especially on account of the number of those who are in danger: for many of every age, every rank, and both sexes are already, and will continue to be, exposed to it. The contagion of this superstition has spread not only through the cities, but even into the villages and the countryside. It has reached the point that the temples of the gods are almost deserted and their festivals have long been abandoned.”299 Another proconsul, Tiberianus, who governed First Palestine, informs the same emperor that he has already grown weary of punishing and putting to death the Galileans known by the name of Christians, since they never cease going to every torment, and asked the emperor’s permission as to how he should proceed.300

The open enemy of Christianity, Celsus (2nd century), called it “an extraordinary strangeness that Christ, while He was alive, could arouse faith in no one. But once He had died, His disciples draw to the faith whomever they please.”301 Lucian, the Greek writer (2nd century), likewise hostile to Christianity, remarks in one place that the province of Pontus is full of atheists and Christians.302 From the most savage persecutor of the Christians, the emperor Maximin II (303), Eusebius has preserved two documents of great importance for the present case. The first is an edict for the persecution of Christians, which states, among other things, that the cause of all the calamities that had befallen the Roman Empire was the Christians’ ruinous error, which had spread its darkness over almost the entire world.303 The second is a letter of the emperor to the provincial governors, which states that his predecessors, Diocletian and Maximian, had resolved to persecute the Christians precisely because almost all men, having abandoned the service of the gods, had united and merged with the Christian people.304

3) Finally, from the testimony of contemporary Christian writers as well. Thus, in the first half of the second century, St. Justin the Philosopher, in his dialogue with Trypho the Jew, observes: “truly, there is not a single nation, whether among the Greeks or among the barbarians, by whatever name they may be called, whether they dwell in tents or in wagons, or have no dwellings at all, moving from place to place with their herds—there is not, I say, a single nation among whom prayers and thanksgivings are not offered up to the Father and Maker of all things, in the name of Jesus crucified.”305

A little later, St. Irenaeus, Bishop of Lyon, testifying that one and the same faith is kept throughout the whole Church of Christ, mentions, in particular, the churches in Germany, Gaul, Spain, the East, Egypt, Africa, and the regions in the middle of the earth.306 Toward the end of the second century Tertullian, in his apology, addressing the Roman government and people, expresses himself still more forcefully: “We came into being only yesterday, and already we fill everything that is yours: your cities, islands, fortresses, meeting-places, even your camps, your tribes, your decuriae, the palace, the senate, the forum—leaving you only your temples. We could defeat you, even without any weapon or uprising, merely by our own withdrawal from you. Were we, in our great numbers, to depart from you to some remote lands of the world, your empire would be sorely shaken by the loss of so many citizens: their departure alone would be a punishment for you. Without doubt you would be terrified at the wilderness in which you would find yourselves, at the universal silence and stupor in which your world, as though dead, would appear before you. You would be seeking someone to rule…”307

And, we repeat, thus spoke Tertullian in an apology written in defense of the Christians, addressed to the Roman government and people—spoke boldly before those who could know the true state of affairs very well, and could very easily have exposed any falsehood…

It would be superfluous to cite here similar testimonies from many other Christian writers of the second and third centuries, who spoke with the same boldness before the pagans of the extraordinary spread of Christ’s Church throughout every region of the world.308

II. But what matters, properly speaking, is not that Christianity spread with extraordinary speed, but that this spread of Christianity is truly the work of God, a supernatural, miraculous event. To be convinced of this, one need only attend to:

1) Christianity’s relation to the then-existing state of religion, learning, morality, and politics among mankind.

There were two faiths in the then-known world: the Jewish and the pagan. The former was true, divinely revealed; but by that time it had already been badly disfigured by false notions about the Messiah, rooted so deeply that the Jews failed to recognize the true Messiah and crucified Him on a cross. The latter, false in its very origin and essence, had by then reached the utmost extreme of its development and corruption: men had succeeded in deifying everyone and everything, and the number of gods had grown beyond belief. Let us add to this that both faiths, having existed already for whole centuries, seemed sacred by their very antiquity alone; that just as the Jews considered their faith a revelation from God—and considered it quite rightly—so too the pagans traced their beliefs back to the gods themselves, though falsely; and that both faiths were deeply rooted in the heart of each of their followers, through their parents’ first instruction and their upbringing… And now a new faith appears, and tells Jews and pagans to root out of themselves their religious convictions, grown together, so to speak, with their very being. It tells the Jews to abandon the ceremonial law of Moses, to which they were so attached, and to part forever with their seductive dreams of a Messiah who would be an earthly king and conqueror; it tells the pagans that their gods, whom they had worshiped until then, are soulless idols, and their stories about the gods mere fables. But this is not all: in demanding of Jews and pagans such heavy renunciations, what does the new faith offer them in exchange for their former beliefs? It offers faith in One crucified on a cross…, it offers what, as one of the holy Apostles himself observed, was to the Jews a stumbling block, and to the Greeks foolishness (1 Cor. 1:23). What fruit, by every human calculation, was such preaching to be expected to bear?

In the state of learning at that time, the chief and dominant direction was philosophical. All the ancient systems—the Platonic, the Stoic, the Epicurean, and the rest—had their ardent devotees and followers; everyone sought the honor of being, or seeming to be, a philosopher; even the emperors themselves (Antoninus the Philosopher, for example) loved to occupy themselves with philosophy. It was, consequently, a time when everyone tried to bring everything under the principles of reason, to subject every thing to its criticism and judgment, and to heed its voice alone. And Christianity suddenly began to proclaim openly that the wisdom of this world is foolishness with God (1 Cor. 3:19); that those who wish to be saved must renounce all philosophy according to the elements of the world and the traditions of men, and know only one philosophy—that which is according to Christ (Col. 2:8); that it is necessary to subject the mind to faith and bring it into captivity to the obedience of Christ (2 Cor. 10:5), that it is necessary to accept, by faith alone, many mysteries of the Gospel wholly incomprehensible to the mind… One can judge how all the wise men of that time must have received the Christian Faith.

The moral state of the world at that time was most wretched: corruption had reached extremes it had never before attained. All human passions had been deified in personified form, and the gods, by their own example, seemed to license men for every kind of wickedness. Rome especially, the capital and mistress of the world, which served as a model in everything for all the peoples subject to her, was likewise a model for them in impiety. The ages of the Tiberii, the Caligulas, the Neros, and the Caracallas are known to everyone. The two sects that chiefly dominated at that time, the Stoic and the Epicurean, cultivated in men, the one pride, the other a bent toward sensuality. The rich of Rome indulged in a luxury whose description seems almost unbelievable, and all the lower classes, carried away by imitation of their betters, knew no bounds in sensual pleasures and vices. In the midst of such a general corruption of morals the voice of the strictest, Christian morality suddenly rang out. It was to such people that the Gospel began to preach that everyone who wishes the salvation of his soul must deny himself, take up his cross, and follow Christ; must renounce all the pleasures of the world and crucify his flesh with its passions and lusts; must be wholly reborn and begin a life utterly opposed to the one he had led until then… How, then, must such a teaching have appeared at that time?

In political terms, all peoples had by then grown accustomed to regard their own gods as their exclusive protectors, and their own faith as the foundation of civic happiness and good order. This conviction was especially deeply rooted among the Roman people. There the emperor united in his own person the office of supreme high priest as well; every public undertaking began with solemn rites and sacrifices; every success was concluded in the same way, and was ascribed to the favor of the gods. Throughout the whole people there was a widespread conviction that Rome owed her greatness to the protection of her gods, and that, were they rejected, she must necessarily fall; and for this reason the laws forbade the introduction or acceptance of any new faith.309 What reception, then, could the Christian faith expect from this Roman people, as from all other peoples, when it began its preaching by declaring that they must abandon their former gods and believe in the Crucified One?

2) The obstacles which the Christian faith actually did encounter, and against which it had to struggle. Against it, as was to be expected, everyone and everything in the world of that time took up arms: the fanaticism of Jews and pagans took up arms, priests and the coarse mob took up arms, wise men and philosophers took up arms, people accustomed to live according to the lusts of their hearts took up arms. And who does not know how all this expressed itself? In the most fearful, the most varied persecutions.

The mob and the priests persecuted the Christians everywhere, chiefly by slander. They called them atheists, on the ground that they did not believe in the pagan gods; agitators, since they held themselves apart in so many ways from their fellow countrymen; magicians and sorcerers, because they worked miracles; a rabble of the coarsest and most ignorant people, a rabble of despised slaves, criminals, and villains of every kind. They ascribed to them various shameful and dreadful vices, claiming, for example, that the Christians, in their assemblies, killed infants and ate them, and indulged in vile debauchery. The Christians were held responsible for all the calamities the Roman Empire suffered, and, in general, everything that could make them an object of universal loathing and hatred was invented against them.

The wise men and philosophers (such as Celsus and Porphyry) persecuted the Christians with their writings. These sages read the sacred Christian books expressly to try to find supposed contradictions in them. They mocked bitingly many sayings and deeds both of the Savior Himself and of the Apostles, ascribed all their miracles to magic, set against these miracles the false miracles of Apollonius of Tyana and other pagan wonders, and at the same time reviled the Christians themselves, their deeds, and their manner of life.

But the harshest of the persecutions against the Christians were, without doubt, the persecutions on the part of the government. Here the sword, violence, and every kind of coercion were already at work. There was no mercy for anyone or anything—not for sex, not for age, not for rank, not for merit; all who were even suspected of following Christianity were dragged before tribunals and forced to renounce Christ publicly. Here they were first cajoled and every effort was made to win them over, now with lavish promises, now with threats; then they were subjected to torture, and finally to death itself. The tortures and executions were extraordinarily varied and inhuman: some had their limbs cut off, others were crucified, others burned at the stake, others had their eyes torn out. Confiscation of property and rank, prisons, starvation, iron claws and gratings, hooks, braziers, pincers, iron plates, various kinds of wheels, the pouring of molten lead, and, in general, everything that infernal malice could devise, were employed to wrest from the Christians a renunciation of their faith. And this continued not for one year, not for two, not even for ten or twenty years, but for about three centuries. Within the bounds of the Roman Empire it is customary to count as many as ten persecutions in this period; but, in truth, it was one unbroken and most protracted persecution. Not all the emperors issued edicts to persecute the Christians; but almost all permitted and connived at it, leaving their predecessors’ edicts unrepealed. From Nero to Constantine the Great one can scarcely name two or three rulers who forbade the persecution… And what happened? In spite of all these kinds of executions, in spite of the fact that the faithful went to their deaths in such multitudes that the persecutors themselves could not help but marvel,310 and though Christian blood, for nearly three centuries, flowed like a river—the Church of Christ not only did not shrink within her bounds, but, on the contrary, spread still more widely, with extraordinary speed. “Torture us, tear us apart, crush us”, exclaimed one of the followers of Christ in that time, “we become the more numerous, the more we are mown down; the blood of Christians is the seed of new Christians, and all your studied cruelty does not help you in the least.”311…

3) Finally, the means by which Christianity spread. If one cannot but be astonished at the rapid spread of the holy Faith when one looks at the obstacles it had to struggle against, one must marvel still more at this wondrous event when one looks at the means by which it was accomplished.

Indeed, what were these means? The fame and renown of the preachers? But the Apostles were men of the lowest condition, and entirely unknown; they had no authority in the eyes of their own countrymen, and still less could they have had it in the eyes of the pagans, going forth to preach from the midst of a people then the most despised of all peoples. Extraordinary wisdom and learning, which so often unwittingly subdues men’s minds? But the Apostles were unlettered men, wholly unacquainted with human wisdom, and themselves called themselves the fools of the world (1 Cor. 1:27). Powerful and fervent eloquence, which sweeps away the crowds? But the Apostles, by their own confession, were unskilled in speech (2 Cor. 11:6). Or did the preachers of the Gospel perhaps employ some unworthy means? Did they, for example, resort to cunning and intrigue? But history says the opposite. The Apostles acted openly everywhere: in Jerusalem they preached before the Sanhedrin, in Athens in the presence of the Areopagus, in Rome at the very court of Caesar. Did they perhaps win others to their side with money and bribery? But where could poor Galileans, who had abandoned for Christ even the little they had once possessed—homes, property—have found so much treasure? Did the Apostles perhaps resort to any kind of violence? On the contrary, they themselves were the object of every kind of violence and persecution; they wandered everywhere as sheep in the midst of wolves (Matt. 10:16), and opposed every persecution with patience alone. In a word: the means employed for the spread of the Gospel were of such a kind that, by every human calculation, they could not only not have helped, but must rather have hindered its spread…

How, then, after all this, are we to explain to ourselves the wondrous success of the Gospel preaching? By what did it overcome every obstacle? By what did it bring the world into subjection to Christ? The weapons of our warfare, the great teacher of the Gentiles answers us, are not fleshly, but mighty in God for the tearing down of strongholds; we tear down arguments and every proud obstacle raised up against the knowledge of God, and take every thought captive to the obedience of Christ (2 Cor. 10:4–5); for the word of God is living and active, and sharper than any two-edged sword, piercing to the division of soul and spirit, and of joints and marrow (Heb. 4:12); my speech and my preaching were not in persuasive words of human wisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit and of power, so that your faith might not rest on the wisdom of men, but on the power of God (1 Cor. 2:3–5): here is where the mystery of the whole success of the Apostles lies hidden. They went out and preached everywhere, the Lord working with them and confirming the word by the accompanying signs. Amen (Mark 16:20).

§ 107. The Miraculous Effects of Christianity in Men312


Having marked its very appearance in the world with a countless series of miracles, Christianity has, from that time on, never ceased to bear witness to itself by miracles of the same kind. That which the history of Christ the Savior presents to us in proof of the divinity of His faith, and that which the history of the holy Apostles then presents, we find likewise throughout the whole history of His Church.

1) The Lord Jesus, as the God-man, and the holy Apostles, as clothed by Him with power from on high, were distinguished by a wisdom of the highest order, which they had acquired by no human means. And there were, afterward too, in the Church of Christ, men who, without any worldly education, put to shame and astonished the greatest pagan sages by their wisdom, possessed the gift of discerning hearts, could perceive events separated from them by great distances, and so forth.313

2) The Lord Jesus, and, following His example, the holy Apostles, were distinguished by the highest holiness, by extraordinary self-denial out of love for God and their neighbors. Many Christian virgins of all the ages that followed, countless Christian martyrs and martyresses, Christian ascetics, hermits, stylites, fools for Christ, hesychasts, and others likewise presented examples of astonishing, almost incredible self-denial and most perfect love for God and neighbor.

3) The Lord Jesus and the holy Apostles worked numerous miracles. In the Church of Christ the gift of miracle-working has never ceased: her whole history, and especially the history of her countless ascetics, is filled with miracles.314 The wonder-working relics and remains of the Saints, wonder-working icons, and the miraculous effects of the very water sanctified by the Church, which we witness even in our own times, serve as the most evident proof of this same unshakeable truth.

4) The Lord Jesus and the holy Apostles prophesied: the gift of foresight is found in the Church in all succeeding times as well. Among the Saints there is even known a special class of people called by the Church clairvoyant, on account of their manifold predictions and their insight into the depths of the human soul…

In a word: even at the present time, examining more closely the course of Christianity, we can find in it the same incontestable proofs of its divine origin that Christ the Savior Himself presented for it. And every Christian—especially if he resolves to be, and truly becomes, a genuine believer—can, like other true Christians, come to know for himself the full force of these proofs. That is, he can obtain from the Lord both the highest wisdom, and the gift of miracle-working and foresight, and can perform great feats of self-denial out of love for God and his neighbor (Matt. 17:20; John 7:17; 1 John 2:27).

Works in which the doctrine of faith and revelation in general, and in particular of the Christian Faith as the one truly divine revelation, is unfolded and defended, are extremely numerous. In the first centuries of Christianity these works were directed against pagans, Jews, and heretics; in the middle period, against pagans, Jews, and Mohammedans; in the most recent period, against the so-called indifferentists, atheists, naturalists, and rationalists in all their forms. A most detailed enumeration of these works can be found in vol. 1 of Biblioth. Theolog. Walchii, Jen. 1757; in Bibliograph. Dogmat. Goldwitzeri, Solisb. 1831, and in many other reference works of this kind. Here we shall mention only two recently published collections, of which one presents the best excerpts from the works of the most celebrated modern writers in favor of the Christian faith, under the title: La Raison du clirisliu-nisme, Paris, 1834; and the other, no longer excerpts but whole works, under the title: Demonstrations Evangcliques de Tertulien, Origene, Eusebe etc., re produces intigralement, par M. L’abbd M en XVI tom. Paris, 1843. In our own fatherland, original works written in defense of the Christian faith have, for lack of occasion, scarcely appeared at all. Only the following are known: a) the Enlightener of St. Joseph of Volokolamsk, written in the fifteenth century against the Judaizers; b) two works of Ioannikii Galiatovsky (in the seventeenth century), one against the Jews, the other against the Mohammedans; c) the Discourse on Godlessness of Theophan Prokopovich, printed in 1774; and d) one short Discourse on the Divinity of the Christian Teaching, published by Theoktist, Archbishop of Kursk and Belgorod, in 1801. But this scarcity of original works has, since the latter half of the last century, been sufficiently made up for among us by translations of foreign apologetic books, such as: a) Grodievo’s Discourse against Atheists and Naturalists, published in 1765, 1781, and 1801; b) The Atheist and Naturalist Put to Shame, St. Petersburg, 1787; c) The Cry of Truth against the Temptations of the Age, Moscow, 1804; d) Jewish Letters to Voltaire, Moscow, 1808 and 1816; e) The Triumph of the Gospel, in 3 parts, St. Petersburg, 1821; f) The Evidence of the Divine Origin of the Christian Faith by Jenyns, St. Petersburg, 1827;

Plat, de legib. lib. X; Aristot. ad Nicom. lib. X, cap. 11; Epicur. – apud Ciceron. de natur. Deor. lib. 1, cap. 16; Senec. epist. 117; Cicer. Tuscul. Quaest. lib. 1, n. 13; Sext. Empir. lib. 1 contra physic cap. 61; Plutarch, contra Coloten. Epicur. pag. 1125.

Cicero portrays them as godless (Orat. pro Fonteio, η. 20 et sequ.), whereas Julius Caesar portrays them as most devoted to their faith (De bello Gallico lib. VI, η. 16).

Bergier, Traité historiq. et dogmat. de la vraic relig. tom. 11, c. 4, art. 12, § 1 and following. It must, however, be observed that certain savages, with respect to the development of their spiritual powers, are the same as children: from the fact that infants can neither think nor speak, it does not follow that thought and speech are not natural to man; just so, were there found savages having no thought of the Deity at all, it would not follow that this thought is not natural to us.

See Résumé de l’histoire des traditions morales et religieuses chez divers peuples, by M. de S., Paris, 1825, pag. 3 and following.

There is a well-known saying of one thinker (Francis Bacon, Baron Verulam): loves gustos in philosophia movere fortasse posse ad atheismum, sed pleniores haustus ad religionem reducere… (De augm. scient. lib. 1).

Origine des lois. des arts et des sciences, part. 1, lib. 1, ch. 1.

Detailed refutations of these opinions can be found in Bergier’s Theological Dictionary, under the word: religion.

This subject has been examined in detail by many apologists of Christianity; see, for example, Geschichte der Relig. Christi von Stolberg. Th. 1, Beylag. IV und V, seit. 340–405, Wien, 1817.

We shall see this later in §§ 61, 71, 74, 98, 100, 104.

Justin. Dialogue with Trypho, ch. 5; Cyril of Alexandria, On the Trinity 1, 3; Damascene. Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, bk. 1, ch. 3.

Theophilus. ad Antol. 1, 7; Dionysius. de natura n. 1 (in Routh. Reliqu. sacr. t. IV); Gregory the Theologian, Oration on Theology 11, in the Works of the Holy Fathers III, 21, 32; Athanasius, Against the Pagans: ch. 35 and following; Nemesius de natur. homin. c. 42; Damascene, Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith 1, 3.

Such as: Theologia aquae – Fabricii; Theologia Anatomica – Njenentyt; Theologia insectorum – Lesseri; Théologie Astronomique on demjnstration de l’existence etc…. par Derham (in tom. VIII des Démonstr. Evangel.); La Geologie et la Minéralogie dans leurs rapports avec la Théologie naturelle par Buckland (ibid. in tom. XI), and others.

The innateness in us of the idea of God was acknowledged by the holy Fathers and teachers of the Church: St. Justin (Apolog. 11 no. 6), Clement of Alexandria (Strom. V, 13), Tertullian (adv. Marcion. 1, 10; Apolog. c. XVII), St. Basil the Great (on Ps. 33, no. 1), St. Cyril of Alexandria (de trinit. 1, 2), St. John of Damascus (Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, vol. 1, 1), and others.

Seneca. Epist. 41.

This proof, as is known, Kaite held in preference above all other proofs of the existence of God.

St. Chrysostom (on 1 Tim. 5:17) observes: “πiςiν τὴν συνθήχην λεγει” (Homily XV on 1 Timothy). And Oecumenius adds: “τὴν πρὸς Χριςὸν συνι1ηχην”.

“God is the maker and creator of the Angels, who brought them from non-being into being, and made them in His own image”, says St. John of Damascus (Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, bk. 11, ch. 3, p. 52, M. 1844.

Discourse on the Conversion of the Soul to God and Union with Him. In Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1837, 11, 119.

The Orthodox Confession of the Catholic and Apostolic Eastern Church, part 1, answer to question 20; St. Gregory the Theologian, in the Works of the Holy Fathers in Russian translation, 1844, I, 50; Augustine, de civ. Dei lib. 11, c. 9; John of Damascus. Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, bk. II, ch. 3, 6; Dionysius the Areopagite. On the Heavenly Hierarchy, ch. 3, 4, 6.

The Orthodox Confession, part 1, answer to question 20; Ambrose, lib. 1. de Spir. S. c. 7; John of Damascus, bk. 2, ch. 3; Dionysius the Areopagite, On the Heavenly Hierarchy, ch. III, § 3, Moscow, 1839, p. 17. See our Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, vol. II, § 104.

“God, having created the body, says St. Macarius of Egypt, did not appoint it to receive life, food, clothing, and footwear from its own nature, but ordained that everything necessary for the maintenance of life should be borrowed from outside it, so that the body, of itself, without external aid—that is, without food, drink, and clothing—cannot live: just so the soul, not having the Divine light within itself, but having been created in the image of God, does not draw for itself spiritual food and drink and a heavenly garment—that is, its own true life—from its own being, but from God, from His Spirit and from His light” (Homily 1, § 10, 11). “The Creator made man, says St. John of Damascus, granting him His own Divine grace, and through it setting him in communion with Himself” (Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, Moscow, 1844, p. 132). “And man, with the cooperation of God’s grace, could abide and progress in good; and, likewise, by his own freedom, with God’s permission, could also turn away from good and be in evil” (ibid., p. 91). For more on this see our Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, vol. II, § 85.

Here faith is ascribed to the mind, hope to feeling, love to the will, only in accordance with their distinctive properties. But, strictly speaking, since the mind, the will, and feeling are, in their essence, wholly inseparable in man, and are powers of one and the same soul, we must both believe in God, and hope in Him, and love Him with all these powers of our soul. For this reason faith itself, love, and hope are in experience inseparable from one another: where one is present, the other two are necessarily present as well.

Enchir. de fide, spe et char. c. IV, p. 144, in T. VI, Antw. 1700.

“The sacred orders of the heavenly beings, says St. Dionysius the Areopagite, without doubt have communion with God…, and, drawn by a divine, mighty, and unswerving love, ever stretch forward and are partakers of the Godhead in manifold ways” (On the Heavenly Hierarchy, ch. IV, § 2). “The purpose of the heavenly hierarchy is the greatest possible likeness to God and union with Him” (ibid., ch. III, § 2. Cf. St. Damascene’s Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, bk. 11, ch. 3).

Religio est cognitio seu agnitio Dei cultusque, cognitioni illi consentaneus.

Hence come all the errors in matters of faith: superstition, fanaticism, indifferentism, fatalism; likewise ditheism, polytheism, and so forth.

The naturalists maintain that natural knowledge alone is entirely sufficient in matters of faith, and reject the need for any cooperation of God in this matter, and consequently for any divine revelation. There are, however, two kinds of naturalism: crude naturalism, which entirely rejects supernatural revelation as impossible, useless, and even harmful; and a less crude naturalism, which admits this revelation as a temporary aid for weak mortals, one destined to pass away once the human race comes of age. The rationalists teach that there is only one revelation, through human reason, and that to this end God rouses the minds of certain men to a thorough knowledge of the principles of the true faith and to their communication to their neighbors. Such is the small difference between naturalism and rationalism, so closely akin to one another. In contrast to them, belief in Christian revelation, as supernatural, is called supranaturalism.

The Greek name for church — ὲκκλησια — and from it the Latin ecclesia, according to the explanation of St. Cyril of Jerusalem (Catechetical Lecture XVIII, no. 24), St. Athanasius the Great (De parabo). Scripturae quaest. XXXVII) and Blessed Augustine (tom. III, pars 2, p. G73, Antwerp, 1700), means those called together, or the assembly of the called, and consequently corresponds very felicitously to the very concept itself: “Ἐκκλησία καλειται φερωνύμως”, says St. Cyril of Jerusalem in the passage cited, “διὰ τὸ πάντας ἐκκαλεισδαι και ίμου συνάγειν”. See also Confess. Cath. et Apost. in Oriente Eccl, per Metroph. Critopul. c. VII, pag. 79, edit. Helmstad. In Holy Scripture the word “church” is used in two senses: most often it denotes an assembly of people (Acts 19:30; 39, 40, see the Greek text), and specifically one united by the bond of faith (Gal. 1:13, 1 Cor. 15:9); and sometimes it denotes the very temple of God, where believers gather for public worship (1 Cor. 14:34, Rev. 11:1–2; 14:17). In these same two senses the word in question was used by the Fathers both of the Eastern Church (see, for example, Chrysostom, tom. V, p. 498, 127, 133, and others, Venet. 1741) and of the Western Church (e.g., Augustine. tom. VII, p. 385, 390 et tom. III, par. I, p. 386, 390). It is likewise used among us; though, in the understanding of the common people among us, the word church is applied chiefly, if not exclusively, to the temple of God—since the very word “church” was formed from the Greek “Κιρίακον”, meaning the house of the Lord.

See — ιεπαπχία in Thesaur. Eccles. of Suicer.

It is known that in the angelic world too there is its own hierarchy: there are some who guide others toward union with God, and others who are guided… For details see the book On the Heavenly Hierarchy by St. Dionysius the Areopagite.

Just as, in the strict sense, only the true, Christian faith can be called Faith—since it alone possesses all the properties of faith, and truly binds (religit) man to God—so too only the true, Christian church is worthy to be called a church. In a broader sense, however, both these names are applied also to false faiths and to societies of believers. Hence even in the church hymns one finds the expression “the pagan church”, though it is called barren.

See on this St. Basil the Great, Preface to the Commentary on the Prophet Isaiah, in the Works of the Holy Fathers VI, (6–8; commentary on Isaiah ch. 1, ibid. 15; on ch. VI, ibid. 250, 260

in the article on the marks of revelation: §§ 36–44.

St. Gregory the Theologian discourses beautifully on this incomprehensibility, both of the divine essence and of human nature and of God’s other creatures, in his second oration on Theology (Works of the Holy Fathers in Russian translation, part III, pp. 33–40, Moscow, 1844).

Reliable proofs and detailed descriptions of this pagan polytheism can be found: 1) in pagan writers: in Homer, in his Iliad (1, 423, 609, 611); Herodotus (lib. 1, 131, 144), especially in Cicero (de natura deorum, I, 42; III, 15, 16, 23, 24; de legibus II, 8; Quaest. Tuscul. 1, 12, 13) and Pliny (Histor. Natur. III, 5); 2) in the Fathers of the Church, for example St. Athanasius (Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1837, IV, 3), St. Gregory the Theologian in the Works of the Holy Fathers in Russian translation, 1844, I, pp. 15 and 30–32, and many others; 3) in modern writers who have made a particular study of this subject, for example: in The Temple of Antiquity, containing the names, genealogy, festivals, and associated rites of the Egyptian, Greek, and Roman gods, and so forth, Moscow, 1784; in Reinhard’s Abriss der Geschichte der Entstehung und Ausbildung der religiösen Ideen; and in various accounts of modern travels among pagan peoples, such as Jacques Arago’s Voyage Round the World, translated by Korsakov, St. Petersburg, 1844—see vol. 1, p. 158; vol. 2, p. 218, and elsewhere.

The longest lists of pagan deities can be seen in Blessed Augustine: de Civit. Dei V, cap. 8—a list drawn from the writings of Varro, and in the same book, cap. 11, 16, 21—lists compiled by Augustine himself; also in Arnobius—advers. Gent. IV, pag. 128 et sequ.

In confirmation of all this, Porphyry adduces testimonies in his work: Περὶ Αποχῆς, lib. II, §§ 27, 34, 35 et 36, edit. Cantabrig. 1605. In particular, concerning the Gauls, the Germans, and the Britons, Tacitus speaks—Annal. XIV, cap. 3; and Julius Caesar—de bello Gallico VI, cap. 21.

Ascota, Histor. Indie. V, cap. 19, and others.

Lucan. Pharsal. 1, vers. 56, 57; Augustine. de Civ. Dei VI, cap. 10.

East India: Customs, Manners, and Monuments, published by Semyon and Stoykovich, p. 59, Moscow, 1846.

Plutarch—in the Life of Lycurgus.

Potter’s Antiquities of Greece, vol. 1, 193, and others, St. Petersburg, 1844.

Jacques Arago’s Voyage Round the World, translated by Korsakov, vol. 2, p. 74

East India: Customs, Manners, and Monuments, published by Semyon and Stoykovich, pp. 190–194.

Strabo, VIII, pag. 537 et 581, edit. Amstelod. 1707; Diogen. Laërt. III, § 39. See also Tertullian, Apolog. c. 14; Clement of Alexandria, Cohort. ad gentes; Origen, contra Celsum V; Lactantius, Divin. Inst. 1, de falsa relig.; Hugo Grotius, de verit. relig. Christ. IV, c. 1 et seq.; Montfaucon, L’antiquité expliquée et représentée en figures, Paris, 1719; De S-te Croix, Recherches historiques et critiques sur les mystères du paganisme, Paris, 1784; On the Origin, Multiplication, and Fall of Idolatry, on Divinations and Sacrifices, translated from the French, Moscow, 1792; On the Temples, Priests, Worship, and so forth… of the Ancient Greeks, St. Petersburg, 1815.

De civitate Dei. VII, cap. 2 et 4.

See in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1840, II, pp. 312–318, and, concerning the ancients, apud Cicer. de natura Deorum. 1, cap. 28; de legihus. III, cap 8, et Euseb. Praepar Evangel. 1, cap. 4.

Euseb. Praepar. Evang II, cap. 6; Augustine, de civit. Dei VII, cap 21; Arnobius, advers. Gent. V, p. l68, 169, Batav. 1615.

Tertullian, Apolog. cap. 15; Augustine, de civit. Dei IV, cap. 26; VI, cap. 8; Arnobius, advers. Gentes. VII, n. 238. Non alii ditridentur in theatris, says Blessed Augustine, quam qui adorantur in templis, nec aliis ludos exhibetis, quam quibus immolatis.

Pers. Satyr. II, vers. 69 et seq. Nihil ibi (in deorum cultu), says Lactantius, disseritur, quod proficiat ad mores excolendos vitamque formandam, nec habet inquisitionem aliquam veritatis, sed tantummodo ritum colendi, qui non officio mentis, sed ministerio corporis constat. Inst. divin. IV, c. 3, n. 1, 2; edit. Cellar

Euseb. Praepar. Evang. 11, cap. 6, pag. 74, 75, Paris. 1628.

Horace, in book 1, satire 8, writes: Olim truncus eram ficulnus, inutile lignum; Cum faber, incertus scamnum faceret-ne Priapum, Maluit esse Deum: Deus inde ego.

Seneca says of the pagans: simulacra deorum venerantur, illis supplicant genu posito, illa adorant, illis per totum assident diem aut adstant, illis stipem iaciunt, victimas cedunt et caet. See in Lactantius, Div. inst. 11, cap. 2.

A series of pagan testimonies on this can be found in Bergier—Dictionnaire de Théologie, under the words: idole, idolâtre, idolâtrie.

Among the ancient Christian pastors, especially notable in this respect are: a) Justin the Philosopher—Apolog. 1, cap. 9; b) Tatian—Oratio ad Graec. cap. 9, 33 and 34; c) Tertullian—Apolog. n. 13 et sequ.; d) Clement of Alexandria—Cohort. ad gentes; e) Arnobius—adversus gentes; f) Eusebius—Praepar. Evangel. II, cap. 3 et caet.; g) Augustine—de civit. Dei in many places;

All the assumptions in general of the defenders of paganism who have appeared in modern times are refuted, with complete thoroughness and irresistible force, in the specially extensive work of Doctor Leland, under the title, in the French translation: Nouvelle démonstration Évangélique, which is included in volume VII of Démonstr. Evangél., published by the Abbé La-m., in Paris, 1843. See also the word: Faganisme in Bergier’s dictionary, especially §§ III, IV, and VII.

With the exception of the small sect of the Karaites and the Biblists, who to this day strictly adhere to the Old Testament Scripture alone, and only wrongly interpret the passages relating to the Messiah. See The Jewish Sects in Russia, by Grigoryev, St. Petersburg, 1847, pp. 11–48.

The Kabbalah, according to Jewish understanding, is a code of philosophico-mystical traditions, serving as a supplement to and explanation of the Law, while the Talmud is a code of traditions chiefly historical, ceremonial, and civil, serving the same purpose of supplement and explanation. Information on the Kabbalah can be found in the work of Rabbi Franck. La Kabbale, Paris. 1843; and on the Talmud and its contents in Drach: De l’harmonie entre l’Eglise et la Synagogue, Paris. 1844, tom. I, pag. 121–181: notice sur le Thalmud.

“Denm dicunt quotidie tres horas legi thalmudicae disceuidae impendere, et totidem cum pisce Leviathan ludere; guotidie ob excidium Solymae et templi lacrimari, et Messiae venturo monstrosum convivium parare… et caet.” For more detail see apud Raum. Martinum-Pugio fidei adversus Mavros et Judaeos, p. III, dist. 3, cap. 22, Lips. 1687, and in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1834, III, 283–309.

“God created light solely in order to put into effect the law of circumcision.” The Jewish Sects in Russia, by Grigoryev, p. 95.

Tenent aliqui, Messiam iam advenisse et vel in horto Edem capillis foeminae ligatum, vel Romae inter leprosos, donec ab Elia inauguretur, vel in alio incerto loco morari… et caet. Buxtorf. de Synagog. Jud. 1, 50.

“The resurrection of the dead can take place only in Palestine: therefore the Lord opens, beside the graves of the Jews who died in exile, long caverns, through which their bodies roll, like barrels, into the Holy Land, in order to receive their soul there.” Talmud, Jerusalem, tractate Kilim.

Talmud, tractate Bava Metzia.

Moses Mendelson, Jerusalem oder über religiöse Macht und Judenthum. Оfen. 1819. s. 128.

See the preceding note.

Chayei Adam – by Abraham Danzig, Vilna, 1825, on the sabbath ordinances § 15, art. I, fol. 30 verso.

See The Jewish Sects in Russia, by Grigoryev, pp. 87–89, 116, and elsewhere; also in the aforementioned book of Abraham Danzig.

For example, the renowned Maimonides.

The Koran—the book of recitation, given, according to the belief of the Mohammedans, by God Himself—was actually compiled by Muhammad’s successor Abu Bakr from fragments left by the false prophet, and consists of 114 surahs, or chapters, each of which has its own title.

Moeurs et institutions des peuples de l’Inde, par Dubois, tom. II, c. 12; tom. III, c. 6; Vues des Cordillières et c. par M. de Humboldt, tom. 1, p. 235; Mémoires concernant les Chinois, tom. I, p. 106 and 107; Zendavesta, edita a Kleukero, tom. I, pag. 25 et III, pag. 84. By Voltaire’s own admission, the fall of man is the foundation of the theology of almost all the ancient peoples (Vid. Philos. de l’histoire, c. 17).

Nihil tam absurde dici potest, Cicero observed, qnod non dicatur ab aliquo philosophorum (de Divin. II, 58). In particular, for example, Socrates and Plato, while believing in one supreme God, also admitted lesser gods, taught that the ancestral gods should be piously honored and that the popular faith should not be changed; the former doubted the immortality of the soul; the latter distorted this important truth with the doctrine of the transmigration of souls, derived evil from matter, and so forth; Aristotle speaks so obscurely of God that he has been reckoned by many an atheist, admitted the eternity of matter, confined divine providence to the heavens alone, doubted the immortality of the soul, and so forth; Zeno subjected both God and man to fate; Cicero admitted many gods, wavered concerning the immortality of the soul, and, together with Epictetus, held it necessary to honor the ancestral gods. Among modern philosophers we find materialists, atheists, pantheists, and skeptics, all of whom, though not in the same way, undermine the very foundations of faith. We do not consider it necessary to mention the very names of these philosophers or to show their errors in detail: for those familiar with the history of philosophy this is perfectly well known, while those unfamiliar with it may be advised to read some history of this kind—and they will learn by experience to what degree, professing themselves to be wise, they became fools (Rom. 1:22). It must, finally, be noted that just as the pagan philosophers who lived in the early ages of Christianity borrowed the best of their systems chiefly from the Christians (v. dissert. de studio Ethnicornm Christianos imitandi, a Moscheim, Helmstad. 1729), so too the modern Christian thinkers, by the own admission of some of them (Leibniz, Wolff, and others), owe their best thoughts to Holy Scripture.

Such as: Melissus of Samos (apud Diogen. I.aërt. IX, § 21), Socrates (v. Xenoph. memorab. lib. IV, et Platon, dialog. “Alcibiades”), Plato (in Epimenide), Cicero, who says (Quaest. Tuscul. lib. III): ex philosophis nonne optimus et gravissimus quisque confitetur, multa se ignorare; Iamblichus (in vita Pythagorae cap. 28), in whom we read: quae Deo grata sunt, scire difficile est, nisi quis vel Deuin ipsum, vel eum, qui Deum audit, audiverit; and others.

Some philosophers acknowledged this too. Harum sententiarum quae vera sit, Cicero said, having run through the various opinions of thinkers on the human soul, deus aliquis viderit, quae verisimillima, magna quaestio est (Tuscul. Quaest. 1, §23); he says the same concerning our knowledge of God (lib. 1, de natur. Deor.) and concerning the immortality of the soul (Tuscul. Quaest. 1, c. 11—Seneca says something similar concerning this last truth (Epist. 102)

Ἀδανάτους μeυ πρῶτα δεούς, νόμῳ ὠς διακέιται, τίμα, runs the first of the so-called Golden Verses of Pythagoras.

Plato, Орег. pag. 700–702, edit. Ficin. Lugnun. 1590.

Ego vero, he says, eas (the beliefs of our forefathers) semper de fendam semperque defendï pec me ex ea opinione, quam a maioribus accepi, de cultu deorum immortalium, ullius unquam oratio, aut docti aut indocti, movebit. Apud Ciceron. de natura Deorum III, cap. 2, pag. 266.

Cicero, de Legibus II, cap. 8, pag. 100.

Epictet. Enchiridion cap. 31.

Ammian Marcell. XXV, pag. 427, Paris. 1681.

Maiorum instituta tueri sacris caeremoniisque retinendis sapientis est. Cicero, de Divinat. II, cap. 72.

Lactantius, too, spoke very well of this (Divin. Instit. lib. 7): Facile est docere, pene universam veritatem per philosophos et sectas esse divisam..., nullamque sectam fuisse tam deviant, nec philosophorum quemquam tam inanem, qui non viderit aliquid ex vero. Sed dum contradicendi studio insaniunt, dum sua etiam falsa defendunt, aliorum etiam vera subvertunt, non tantum elapsa illis veritas est, quam se quaerere simulabant, sed ipsi etiam potissimum suo vitio perdiderunt.

Nihil ponderis habent ista praecepta, quia sunt humana, et auctoritatt maiori, id est, divina, illa carent. Nemo igitur credit, quia tain se hominem putat esse, qui audit, quam est ille, qui praecipit. Lactantius, Divin. Instit. III, cap. 27. How little authority the ancient philosophers had in the eyes of the people is plainly stated by Cicero—Tuscul. Quaest. 1, c. 1; V, cap. 2.

Apud Sophoclem – Ajax flagel. vers. 665.

Euripides, apud Stobaeum – serm. 4; Ovid. last. 245.

Cicero, de Legibus II, c. 9.

Kant and others

See the article: A Critique of Kant’s Religion within the Limits of Reason Alone, printed in the Journal of the Ministry of National Enlightenment.

Instead of enumerating in detail the errors of the various philosophical systems of morality, let us recall the remarkable verdict on them given by Kant, who, having examined their very first principles in his Critique of Practical Reason, called these principles of morality (the very principles themselves!..)—immoral.

Plato (de leg. lib. IX) says thus: ώ θαυμάσιε, ὀυκ ἀνθρώπινόν σε κακόν ὀυδὲ θεῖον κινεῖ τονῦν ἐπὶ τὴν ἰεροσυλίαν προτρέπον ἰέναι; οίστρος δὲ ἐστί τι ἐμφυόμενος ἐχ παλαιῶν χὰι ὰκαθάρτων τοῖς ἀνθρώποις ἀδικημάτων πεοιφερόμενος ἀλιτηριώδης; Seneca (I, cap. 6 do dementia): peccavimus omnes, alii gravia, alii leviora; alii ex destinato, alii forte impulsi, aut aliena malitia ablati; alii in bonis consiliis parum fortiter stetimus, et innocentiam inviti ac renitentes perdidimus. Nec delinquimus tantum, sed usque ad extremum aevi delinquemus. Etiamsi quis tam bene purgavit animnm, ut nihil obturbare eum amplius possit ac fallere, ad innocentiam tamen peccando pervenit, and others.

Cicero’s well-known verdict on the ancient philosophers is: Quotus enim quisque philosophorum invenitur, qui sit ita moratus, ita animo et vita constitutus, ut ratio postulat? Qui disciplinam suam non ostentationem scientiae, sed legem vitae putet? Qui obtemperet ipse sibi, et decretis suis pareat? Videre licet alios tanta levitate et jactatione, at iis fuerit non didicisse melius, alios pecuniae cupidos, gioriae nonnulles, multos libidinum servos, ut cum eorum vita mirabiliter pugnet oratio,– quod quidem mibi videtur esse turpissimum. Quaest. Tuscul. II, cap. 4.

For this reason even the pagan Antoninus (lib. V, de se ipso) maintained: fieri non posse, ut homines tales efficias, quales habere cupis…

See 1) in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1839, III, the article: Did the pagans expect a Savior, and if so whence did this expectation come? and 2) Rédemption da genre hamain, аnnoncéе par les traditions et les croyances religieuses, tigurées par les sacrifices de tous les peuples, trad. de Pallemand de B. J. Schmidt par М. B. A. Henrion. Paris, 1827. This work is also included in vol. XIII of the Démonstr. Evangéliques, Paris, 1843.

Chrysostom. Genes. homil. XXXIX, n. 1; θeodor. of Heraclea, in leann. XI. 40 (in Corder. Gaien, in loan.): Arnob. adv. gent. 1, 47.

Ἐπειδη γάρ Κύριος ἐστι τῆς φὐσεως κὰι δημιουργος, δυνατόν ἀυτῷ κὰι τὰ ὑπ ?? τῆν φύσιν δωρ σασθαι. Chrys. in Genes. homil. XXIX, n.1.

See the article: On the Necessity of Miracles in Revealed Faith, printed in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1830, XL, 212.

Histor. lib. IV, n. 81. Conf. Avg. Reumann. Dissert, de miraculis Vespasiani… tom. II, lib. 2, pag. 427.

In hist. Ang. in Hadriano, n. 25. Maximus haec per simulationem facta commemorat…

Apud Huetium, Demonstr. Evangel., proposit. IX; also Dissert. de Du-Pin sur l’histoire d’Apollonius, convaincue de faussete…

See, for example, Cicer. de Divinat. II, cap. 38; Lvcian. in Dialogö Jupiter confutatus et Jupiter Trageedus; Valex. Max. I, cap. 8, n. 6.

Thus Iamblichus says: Πρόγνωσις δε όυκ έστιν ἔν των ὲν τῷ γίγνεσδαι, ὸυδ οισν φυσική τις ἀπεργάζεται μεταβολή, όυδέ τι τέχνασμα ἐξεύρηται τδυτο ἐις τὴν τοῦ βίου κατασκευὴν χρήσιμον μεμηχανημένον, όυδ δλως ἀνθρωπιχόν ἐστι τοἒργον, θεῖον δέ καὶ ὑπερφυὲς, ἄνωθέν τε ἀπὸ του ὀυρανδυ καταπεμπόμενον; ἀγἔννητόν τε καὶ ἀίδιον ἀυτοφυῶς προηγἕιται (Jambl, sect. III, cap. 1, conf. cap. 7 et 8). Many other similar testimonies can be found apud Dan. Huetium—Demonstr. Evangel, axiom. IV.

For example, Cicero speaks thus of the famous oracles of Apollo: sed jam ad te venio, sancte Apollo..., tuis enim oraculis Chrysippus totum volumen implevit, partim falsis, ut ego opinor, partim easu veris, ut fit in omni oratione saepissime, partim flexiloquis et obscuris, ut interpres egeat interprete, et sors ipsa referenda sit ad sortes, partim ambiguis et quae ad dialecticam deferenda sind… (De Diviu. lib. II, cap. 56). Lucian speaks in a similar way: recte quidem hoc dixisti, Apollo, quod eos laudasti, qui perspicue loquantur; quamquam id non admodum in oraculis tuis observare soles, quae tu obliqua et intrieata reddis, et in mediam intercapedinem tuto projicis plerumque, ut ad eorum expositionem auditores alio egeant Pythio (in Jove tragoed.).

This idea can be found in Irenaeus (Contra haeres. IV, cap. 22), in St. Chrysostom (Орр. tom. XI, pag. 75, Venet. 1741), in Eusebius (Hist. I. 1, cap. 4), in Gregory the Great (Homil. XIX in Evangelia), and especially in Blessed Augustine (Serm. de Jacob et Esau 4, alias 44; Tract. 45 in Johann; in Psal. 36 et 128; Serm. CCC or 1 in Solemn. Martyr. Machab. tom. VIII, p. 850; Retract. 1, cap. 13, in t. 1 opp. fol. 1, 9, E). In this last passage Blessed Augustine says precisely the following: Res ipsa, quae nonc Christiana religio nuncupatur, erat et apud antiquos, nec defuit ab initio generis humani, quousque ipse Christns veniret in carne, unde vera religio, quae jam erat, coepit appellari Christiana. Cum enim eum post ressurrectionem ascensionemque in coelum coepissent Apostoli praedicare, et plurimi crederent primum apud Antiochiam, sicut scriptum est, apellati sunt discipuli Christiani. Propterea dixï haec est nostris temporibus Christiana religio; non quia prioribus temporibus non fuit, sed quia posterioribus denominari coepit.

The Epistle of the Orthodox Bishops of the First Council of Antioch to Paul of Samosata, in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1840, I, 237. See the same idea in Justin Martyr (Dialog. cum Tryph. c. 60), in Clement of Alexandria (Paedag. 1, cap. 7; Cohortat. ad gent. cap. 1; Strom. 1, cap. 26, 27, 28), in Tertullian (adversus Jud. cap. 1, 2, 9), in St. Irenaeus (Adv. haer. 4, cap. 21, 22, and 26), in St. Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. Lect. 10), in St. Basil the Great (against Eunomius, bk. 2), in St. Chrysostom (hom. 5S in Genes, p. 454), in St. Ambrose (de fide 4, c. 5), in St. Athanasius the Great (orat. II, p. 260–261), in Blessed Augustine (De moribus Eccles. 1, cap. 28), and others.

Nos et cavsam differentiae Testamentoram et rarsum unitatem et consonantiam ipsorum reteremus (Иrin. contra haer. III, 12, n. 12).

Et tamen sic concedimus separationem istam (legis et evangelii) per reformationem, per amplitudinem, per profectum, sicut fructus separatur a semine, quum sit fructus ex semine, sic et Evangelium separatur a lege, dum provchitur ex lege, aliud ab illa, sed non alienum, diversum, sed non contrarium (Tertull. contra Marcion. IV, II; cf. Irin. contr. haer. IV, 34, n. 2).

Deus, Blessed Augustine observes (on Ps. 73), se utriusque testamenti voluit esse auctor, ut et terrena promitteret in veteri, et coelestia in novo.

Alia sunt, says the same teacher of the Church (on the same Ps. 73), sacramenta, dantia salutem; alia promittentia Salvatorem: sacramenta novi testamenti dant salutem; sacramenta veteris testamenti promittebant Salvatorem... Mutata sunt sacramentä facta sunt faciliora, pauciora, salubriora, feliciora. This idea occurs quite often in this renowned teacher. Vid. de doctr. Christ, c. 9; contra Faustum XIX, c. 13, et epist. 118 ad Januarium.

With the exception, however, of many truths of faith, such as those concerning God, His attributes, His relation to the world, and so forth…, and all the truths of love, which retain their full force in the New Testament as well.

Here it would be necessary first to demonstrate the authenticity and reliability of the books of Holy Scripture, on the basis of which, chiefly, we shall have to judge the divinity of the Christian faith in both its aspects: but since the sources of Orthodox Theology, Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, are intended to be discussed in a separate part of the present work, in which, naturally, something must be said about the authenticity of Holy Scripture as a source, we shall, to avoid repetition, refrain from discussing this subject here. We console ourselves with the thought that it will be addressed in this same work, and not in some other, though somewhat later than would be desired in the present instance.

It must be added that the ancient Hebrews strictly distinguished the word sheol from the word kever — grave. And when speaking of the place or cave where the bodies of the dead were buried, they always used the word kever (see in the original Gen. 23:4, 6, 9; Ex. 14:2; Num. 11:34; Job 5:26; 10:21; 21:32; Ps. 48:19; Ezek. 37:12–13, and elsewhere). But when speaking of the place to which souls depart after death, they used the word sheol (see likewise in the original Ps. 15:10; 14:8; 9:18–19; Sir. 48:5; Kings 17:17–22; 3 Ezra 4:35, 41–42; 7:32). The Seventy translators, all of them Jews, likewise strictly observed this distinction, and always rendered the Hebrew sheol by the Greek ἄδης, and the Hebrew kever by the Greek μνημεῖον, μνῆμα, or ταφὴ, τάφος.

Notes on the Book of Genesis, pp. 112, 123, and 154, St. Petersburg, 1816.

Thus in the Targum of Onkelos on this passage, according to the Latin translation, it is said: quin inimicitiam ponam inter te et inter mulierem, inter semen filii tui et inter semen filiorum ejus. Et erit, quando erunt filii ipsius mulieris servantes prae cepta legis, operam dabunt, ut percutiant te ad caput tuum. Quum autem reliquent praecepta legis, studebis, ut mordeas eos in calcaneis ipsorum. Verum erit illis medicina, tibi autem non erit medicina; quia medicinam adhibebunt calcaneo in dicbus regis Messiae. The same is repeated in the Jerusalem Targum, attributed to Jonathan: ...verum est remedium filiis mulieris, tibi vero serpenti nullum erit remedium; quando quidem futurum est, ut ipsi aliis incolumitatem praestent in calcaneo, in fine extremitatis dierum, in diebus ejus, nimirum regis Messiae. It must be remembered—1) that Onkelos and Jonathan are the oldest of the Jewish paraphrasts, the former covering only the Pentateuch, the latter the Prophets and, in the opinion of some (Zanz– Die gottesdienstlichen Forträge der Juden, Berlin. 1832, cap. 5, Targnmin. s. 61–83, and others), also the Pentateuch (the Jerusalem Targum); 2) that, according to the assurance of the Talmud, Jonathan received his paraphrase by tradition from Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi (see the Babylonian Talmud, tractate Megillah, fol. 5), while Onkelos, according to the belief of the rabbis, composed his paraphrase, as it were, by inspiration of the Holy Spirit (Tur Orach Chayim § 145, Ordinance on the Reading of the Law, fol. 59, Medzhibozh 1818); 3) that the Jews to this day still hold both paraphrases in honor, print them together with the sacred text, and every Jew is obligated to read these paraphrases once a year.

Vid. Petri Huetii Demonst. Evang. propos.VllI, p. 7, pag. 569. Lips. 1703.

Notes on the Book of Genesis, pp. 128, 303, 323–325, 463–465, and others, St. Petersburg, 1816

An Outline of Church-Biblical History, p. 86, St. Petersburg, 1827.

Ibid., pp. 84–85.

See above, note 20.

Among the patriarchs, the following are known to have had the gift of prophecy: Enoch (Jude v. 14), Noah (Gen. 9:26–27), and Jacob (Gen. 49).

Non recedet virga de Juda et legislator de inter-pedes ejus, donec veniat Schiloh, et ei obedientia populorum.

Various opinions on this famous prophecy, from the holy Fathers of the Church and certain later interpreters, are collected and examined in Huet: Veteris testamenti cum Novo parallelismus, cap. IV (in Scripturae Sacrae Curs. complet. tom. II, pag. 265–304, Paris 1842).

In the Samaritan it reads: non auferetur sceptrum de Juda et dux de vexillis ejus, donec veniat Paeificus, et ad ipsum congregabuntur populi. See Bibl. Polyglot. Waltonian, 1684–1687.

See Raymund Martini—Pugio fidei adversus Mauros et Judaeos, cum observationibus Jos. de Voisin et introductione Carpzowii, p. 11, cap. IV: Probatio, quod Messias jam venit, per prophetiam Jacobi. It may be noted in general that this work, written as far back as the thirteenth century, contains a great deal of importance against the Jews, and is still very highly regarded by scholars to this day.

Ibid., and also in Thesauro Ugolini tom. XXV, pag. 970.

The Arabic translation: non praeteribit virga de Juda, et legislator de sub imperio ejue, donec veniat is, cui est, et ad quem congregabuntur populi. The Syriac translation: non deficiet sceptrum de Juda, et expositor de inter-pedes ejus, donec veniat is, cujus illud est, et ipsum expectabunt gentes.

In the Targum of Onkelos it reads: non auferetur babens principatum a domo Juda, neque scriba a filiis filiorum ejus, usque in saесиlum, donec veniat Messias, cujus est regnum: et ei obtemperabunt populi. In the Jerusalem Targum, attributed to Jonathan: non deficient reges de domo Juda, neque periti doctores legis de filiis filiorum ejus usque ad tempus, quo veniet rex Messias, cujus est regnum: et ei subjicientur tandem omnes reges terrae. Quam pulcher est rex Messias, qui surrecturus est e domo Juda!

See the preceding note.

See above the full texts in note 136.

This observation alone completely undermines all the attempts of the more recent rabbis, who wish to apply Jacob’s prophecy, contrary to the opinion of all their forefathers, not to the Messiah but variously to Saul, to Jeroboam, to Nebuchadnezzar, and so forth.

See Bibl. polyglott. Waltonian.

Hence the opinion of some of them, that ad-ki here means after that…, deserves no credence whatsoever.

Mazzochi, Specilegium Biblicum tom. 1, dissert. YIII, par. 1, sect. III, Neapoli. 1762; Christiani Schoettgenii, Horae Hebraicae et talmudicae tom. II, lib. 2, pag. 145, Dresdae et Lipsiae 1742

It is worth citing here the tradition found in the Midrash, one of the oldest parts of the Talmud, where the Jews themselves confessed that precisely at this time, according to Jacob’s prophecy, the Messiah ought to have been expected. There it is related that “the members of the Sanhedrin, when the right of capital jurisdiction was taken from them, about forty years before the destruction of the temple (that is, almost in the very year of our Savior’s death!), clothing themselves in sackcloth and tearing their hair, cried out: woe to us, woe to us: the scepter has long since departed from Judah (Gen. 49:10)—yet the promised Messiah has still not come”. Medrasch Habbi Mosche Haddarschan super Genes. Conf. Talmud Hierosol. Sanchedrin distinct. Dine Mamanoth.

If, finally, one admits that writing was invented in the most distant ages, and perhaps even by Noah himself (see in the Journal of the Ministry of National Enlightenment for 1843—Seyffarth’s idea of the Semitic alphabet), or even by Adam himself (see in Annales de philosophie Chrétienne, Paris 1830, № 5, Origine de l’écriture, rapportée à Adam): then it may very well be agreed that among the Jews, as some scholars suppose (Calmet, in the preface to the Book of Genesis), brief family records could have existed even before Moses, concerning notable events among the people, theophanies, miracles, the number of years of the patriarchs’ lives, their memorable sayings, and the like, and that these records could have been accessible to Moses. The Book of the Just, mentioned by Joshua (10:13; cf. 2 Sam. 1:18), apparently contained the history of the ancient patriarchs.

More on these testimonies can be read in Hugo Grotius: de Verit. Relig. Christ, lib. 1, cap. 8; in Daniel Huet: Démonst. Evangél. proposit. IV, and others.

A great many discussions on this subject have been published in the journal Annales de Philosophie Chrétienne, of which we shall indicate here only a few: 1) Traditions sur Noé et sur l’Arc-en-ciel, conservées parmi les nations de l’Orient; 2) Traditions sur les événements, racontés dans la Bible, conservés chez les peuples de l’Orient, by Stolberg (year 1834, tom. IX, nos. 50 and 52); 3) Identité du déluge d’Yao et de celui de la Bible (1837, tom. XV, no. 89); 4) Monument hiéroglyphique, rappelant le souvenir du déluge, conservé chez les Aztèques du Mexique, by M. Bonnetty (ibid. no. 90); 5) Des patriarches antérieurs à Ty-Ko ou Noé…, dont les listes sont conservées en Chine, et qui se succèdent du père en fils… etc. (1838, tom. XVI, nos. 91 and 92); 6) Géographie historique de l’Arabie, ou preuves patriarcales de la religion révélée, by Forster (1845, tom. XI, no. 66), and others.

This idea is clearly expressed by St. Chrysostom (on Matthew, homily 1, n. 1, in Russian translation, part I, pp. 1–3, Moscow, 1843).

The most exalted mystery of the Trinity of Persons in God was also known in the Old Testament (Gen. 1:26; 3:22; 11:7; Ps. 32:6; Is. 6:3, and elsewhere); but for particular, all-wise purposes, as many of the holy Fathers thought, this mystery still remained then very much veiled. See Gregory the Theologian, in the Works of the Holy Fathers III, pp. 126–127; Epiphanius, Haeres. 74, n. 10; Chrysostom, On the Incomprehensible, against the Anomoeans, homily 5, in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1842, I, art. 27; Isidore of Pelusium, Letters, 143.

We speak here against the opinion of certain modern Jews, expressed, for example, in Histoire des instit. de Moïse et du peuple hébreu, par Salvador, Paris, 1828, tom. III, liv. IV.

“Omnia, quaecunque memorantur in Lege, Prophetis et Hagiographis, indicant Sapientiam, hoc est, Christum”. Vid. apud Huetium—Demonstr. Evangel, propos. VII, pag. 557, Lips. 1703. “The prophets, all without exception, prophesied chiefly of the days of the Messiah”—the Talmud says this too. Vid.—De l’harmonie entre l’Eglise et la Synagogue, par Drach, tom. 1, pag. 57, Paris, 1844.

Joseph. Flavii Antiquit. lib. XVIII, cap. II; Pugio fidei – Raymundi Martini. Lips. 1687, praef. cap. III, IV, V.

See Schmidt – Rédemption du genre humain, annoncée par les traditions et les croyances religieuses, figurée par les sacrifices de tous les peuples; also Mémoires de l’Académie des inscript., tom. XXXI, pag. 81 and further pag. 207; Biblioth. univers. tom. XX, art. Religion, Genève, 1822. In particular the testimony of Tacitus (Hist, lib. V, cap. 13), the testimony of Suetonius (In Vespas. cap. IV, tom. II, ed. Tavr. 1824), the testimony of Plutarch (de Iside et Osiride, Opp. tom. II, pag. 369, Paris, 1624). Quapropter, the last of these says, et antiquissima haec descendit ex tbeologis et legislatoribus tum ad poëtas tum ad pbilosophos opinio (namely concerning the Mediator between the two principles) quae nullo certo auctore habet principium; persuasionem autem firmam et indelebilem, neque in sermonibus tantum, neque in traditionibus, sed in mysteriis et in sacrificiis et apud barbaros et apud Graecos multis in locis pervulgatam… et caet.

See The Significance of the Tabernacle in “An Outline of Church-Biblical History”.

St. Chrysostom, in his commentary on Isaiah chapter 1, says that the ceremonial ordinances 'ου προηγουμένως ἐδὸθησαν, ἀλλ' ὥστε παιδαγωγίαν γινέσθαι τῆς ἄλλης ἐντεῡθεν ἀυτοις (Ἰουδᾶίος) πολιτείας…, and further: τὸ θῦσαι, καὶ θυμίασμα προσενεγκειν, καὶ τηρῆσαι σάββατον, καὶ ὅσα τοιαῦτα πάλιν, ὀυχ ῖνα ἀυτὰ ταῦτα γίνηται άπλῶς, ἀλλ ἵνα ἐκ τε τόυτων μελέτης, τῆς τῶν δαιμόνων ἀπάγωνται θεραπείας. The same is expressed by Eusebius (Demonstr. Evang. lib. 1, c. 6) and many Fathers of the Church (see in Hist. eccles. Natalis Alexandri tom. 1). Ante offensam, Blessed Jerome likewise observes, Decalogum tantum accipere Israëlitae; post idolatriam vero et blasphemiam multiplices legis caeremonias (Commentar. in cap. 28 Ezechielis).

More on this subject can be read in Hooke—in the work: de vera religione, part. de legis Judaicae divina origine et natura (see in vol. 2 of Theolog. Cursus Compl., Paris, 1839), in Alexander Noel—in the History of the Old Testament (see discourse 3 on the fourth age of the world), in Alexander Natalis—in Church History part 1, and others.

The spirit and merit of all these laws are examined in detail by Michaelis in the work: Mosaisches Recht, in 4 parts, 1679–1775, and by Salvador in Histoire des instit. de Moïse et du peuple Hébreu, Paris, 1828.

This very idea is expressed by many holy Fathers in their commentary on Ezekiel chapter 20, and especially on its verse 25. Excerpts from them together can be seen—in Natalis Alescandri Hist. Ecclesiast. T. 1.

Diodor. Sicil. fragm. (apud Phot. Biblioth. cod. 244); Strabo, Rerum Geograph, lib. XVI. 'Ἐφη γὰρ ἐκεῖνος (Μωαῇς) καὶ ἐδίδασκεν, says this last pagan writer, ὡς ὀυκ ὀρθῶς φρονοῦσιν ὸι Ἁιγύπτιοι θηρίοις ἐικάζοντες καὶ βοσκὴμασι τὸ θεῖον, ὀυδ' ὁι Λίβυες, ἕυ δ' ὀυδ' ὁι 'Ἐλληνες, ἀνθρωπομόρφους τυπδυντες. 'Ἐιη γὰρ έν τοῦτο μόνον Θεὸς τὸ περιἐχον ἠμᾶς ἅπαντας καὶ γήν καὶ θάλατταν… Τὁυτσν δἡ τὶς ἄν ἐικὸνα πλἄττειν θαῤῤήσειε νοῦν ἔχων ὸμοιαν τινὰ τῶν παρ' ήμῖν, ἀλλ' ἐὰν δἕι πᾶσαν ξοανοποιῑαν τέμενος ὰφορίσαντας κὰι σηκὸν ἀξιὸλογου τιμᾶν ἔίδους χωρίς…

Moses, quo sibi in posterum gentem firmaret, novos ritus contrariosque caeteris mortalibus indidit: profana illic omnia, quae apud nos sacra; rursum concessa apud illos, quae nobis incesta… et caet. Tacitus. Hist. lib. V, cap. 3; cf. Juvenal. Satyr. XVI, 95–100.

Brunati, Critique des auciennes législations paiennes et défence de la législation Mosaïque (In Demonstr. Evangeliqu. T. XIV, pag. 457, Paris, 1843).

Such, for example, is the Egyptian tradition of Moses preserved by Artapanus. Vid. apud Evsebium – Praeparat. Evang. IX, cap. 27.

Ordinary historians do not write history in this way: Josephus, for example, was silent in his Antiquities of the Jewish People about Judah’s incest with Tamar, about the Israelites’ worship of the golden calf, and about their debaucheries with the daughters of Moab (Num. 25).

Contra Apion. 1, cap. 31.

Praeparat. Evangel. IX, cap. 27.

Apud Evsebium, Praepar. Evangel. IX, cap. 8.

Hist. Natural. XXX, cap. 2.

Apud Joseph. Flan. Contra Apion. II, cap. 6.

Apud Origen. Contra Celsum. 1, n. 26.

A defense of each of Moses’s miracles was presented by Glaire in the work: Les livres saints vengés, tom. 1, Paris, 1845.

Antiquit. XI, cap. 8; XIV, cap. 10

See in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1831, XLI, 290: the prophecy of Moses concerning a prophet like himself.

This prophecy of Moses concerning the Jews is examined with full thoroughness in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1831, XLI, 183.

As Blessed Augustine already observed, De civit. Dei XVII, cap. 5.

All these testimonies are cited and examined in Annales de Philosophie Chrétienne, tom. XI, n. 49, pag. 40, et tom. X, n. 59, pag. 321–333, under the title: Le miracle de Josué attesté par le témoignage de différents peuples. Also very notable are the historico-geological considerations of one scholar, confirming the historical reliability of this miracle. See Éléments de Géologie, mis à la portée de tout le monde, et offrant la concordance des faits géologiques avec les faits historiques, tels qu’ils se trouvent dans la Bible… par L. A. Chaubard, Paris, 1833, pag. 284–303: Déluge de Deucalion, Cataclysme du temps de Josué.

A detailed examination and defense of all the other prophetic miracles against objections can be found in the book: Les livres saints vengés by S. B. Glaire, Paris, 1845, tom. II, chap. 6, 7, 8.

Those who wish, however, can find a detailed examination of these prophecies—1) In many articles of Khristianskoe Chtenie, such as: a) the Old Testament prophecies concerning the present state of the Jews, 1831, XLII, 281; b) a survey of the Old Testament prophecies on the fall of Babylon, 1832, XLIII, 313; c) a survey of the Old Testament prophecies on Nineveh, 1832, XLVI, 252; d) a historical examination of the Old Testament prophecies on Tyre, 1835, I, 63; e) an explanation of the prophecies on Egypt and their confirmation by historical events, 1840, III, 72; f) on the prophecies relating to the Moabites and Ammonites, 1841, III, 290; 2) in Annales de Philosophie Chrétienne—les prophéties, confirmées par les découvertes des voyageurs modernes les plus célèbres, 1832, tom. V, n. 25, 26, 27, and in many other works.

As proof one may cite: D. Huetii, Veteris Testamenti cum Novo parallelismus in iis, quae ad Messiam pertinent, placed in Script. Sacr. Curs. Complet. tom. II, Paris, 1842.

Even if we accept the present Hebrew reading of this passage: and the Holy of Holies shall be anointed, we arrive at the same idea. The Holy of Holies was, in the Jewish temple, the innermost part, in which God dwelt above all else: the Messiah, in a mystical sense, could most fittingly be called by such a name—for it was foretold of Him that the Spirit of God would rest upon Him and fill Him with all His gifts (Is. 11:2–3), that He would even be called Emmanuel, which being interpreted is, God with us (Matt. 1:23), and that in Him, indeed, as the Apostle expresses it, dwells all the fullness of the Godhead bodily (Col. 2:9). The Archangel, in foretelling to Daniel that the visible temple of Jerusalem, together with its Holy of Holies, would be destroyed, could naturally, by way of contrast, point to a new, mystical Holy of Holies, which would be anointed and become the dwelling-place of God—that is, to the Messiah.

Rab. Manass. lib. de termino vitae pag. 175. This last point, concerning the Jews who took up arms under Vespasian and Titus, is confirmed by Josephus as well. De bello Iud. IV, c. 6, § 2; conf. Arch. X, cap. 11, § 7.

Mardachai, Scemen Amischa Aftarà 1, fol. 12.

See apud R. Martinum—Pugio Fidei, par. II, cap. 3, § 16; also apud Schoettgenium—Horae Hebraicae, Dresdae, 1742, tom. II, lib. 2, pag. 264 and further.

Talmud—Meghillah, fol. 3, 1. “Why did heaven forbid Jonathan to translate the Hagiographa?” Answer: “because in them the time of the Messiah’s coming is revealed”. Rashi observes in the same place: “this time is fixed in the book of the prophet Daniel.” Vid. apud Schoettgenium—Horae Hebr. tom. II, lib. 2, pag. 264.

As the starting point of the weeks, this year is taken by: St. Chrysostom (Against the Jews, homily V, no. 16, in Russian translation, St. Petersburg, 1850), also by Julius Africanus, Blessed Theodoret, Zonaras, Bede, and many others. See Tirini Chron. Sacr. pag. 29.

This is evident from the following considerations: a) Thucydides says that Themistocles fled to the Persians shortly after Artaxerxes Longimanus’s accession to the throne (Thucid. lib. 1), while Eusebius places Themistocles’ flight in the 4th year of the 76th Olympiad (Chron. ex vers. Ieron.); b) Diodorus Siculus testifies that Cimon, son of Miltiades, won a victory over the Persians in the 3rd year of the 77th Olympiad (Diod. Sicul. lib. XI), while, according to Eusebius’s account, this victory took place in the 4th year of Artaxerxes’ reign (Chronic.); c) it is known that Xerxes attacked the Greeks in the 1st year of the 75th Olympiad, and in the 6th year after this made Artaxerxes Longimanus his co-regent.

This year is obtained by multiplying 75 Olympiads by 4, that is, by the number of years in each Olympiad, and by subtracting the product, with the addition of the 3 years of the 76th Olympiad, from 776, as the span of time elapsed from the beginning of the Olympiads to our era.

The 1st year of the 7th Olympiad is the 1st year from the founding of Rome. Consequently the 3rd year of the 81st Olympiad is the 299th year from the founding of Rome.

In Talmude tract. Sanhedrin cap. XI.

In citat. Sanhedrin fol. 95.

Conciliator, par. III, pag. 184.

Devarim rabba sect. 1, fol. 250. Conf. Raym. Martin. Pug. fidei, pag. 176–383.

Without doubt, Ezekiel in his prophecy foretells not of David himself, but of one of his descendants: for David had already been in the grave for more than four centuries—meanwhile it was the Jewish custom to call renowned descendants by the names of renowned ancestors.

Thus, for example, the most ancient paraphrast, Jonathan ben Uzziel, translated the words of the prophet Jeremiah, and I will raise up for David a righteous Branch (offshoot or descendant), as: “and I will raise up David — the Messiah of the righteous”; and likewise Ezekiel’s prediction, and I will set up one shepherd over them, and he shall feed them, even my servant David, he translated with the same words, “and I will raise up David — the Messiah of the righteous”.

See De l’harmonie entre l’église et la synagogue—par Drach, tom. II, pag. 66–69, Paris, 1844. Also in Huet—Demonstr. Evang. Propos. VII, cap. 25, and in Hengstenberg—Christologie, Th. III, Seit. 302–311.

It is true that some of the Jews applied Micah’s prophecy either to Hezekiah the king, or to Zerubbabel. But a) the Prophet’s words — whose goings forth have been from of old, from everlasting — cannot apply to either one; b) neither one was born in Bethlehem: Hezekiah the king was, of course, born in Jerusalem, which was the permanent residence of the kings of Judah until the Babylonian captivity, and where all of David’s descendants had until then been born; while Zerubbabel was born in the Babylonian captivity, to which his grandfather Jeconiah was carried away in the 18th year, when Zerubbabel’s father Shealtiel was not yet even born to him (4 Kings 24:8–15), and where both Jeconiah himself and all his children were to die without seeing their homeland (Jer. 22:26–28); c) Hezekiah was born long before Micah’s prophecy was uttered: for Micah already prophesied in Hezekiah’s reign (Jer. 26:18); d) neither Hezekiah nor Zerubbabel was ever king of all Israel, nor did either of them perform the deeds which the prophecy ascribes to the Ruler of Israel.

These very titles alone, which the prophet gives to the future child, indisputably show that the prophecy cannot be applied either to Hezekiah, or to another son of Ahaz, or to a son of Isaiah himself, as some of the more recent Jews wish.

Such as: Eusebius of Caesarea (Demonstr. Evang. lib. VII), St. Basil the Great, St. Cyril of Alexandria, Blessed Jerome, Blessed Theodoret, Procopius, and others (see their commentaries on Isaiah chapters 7, 8, and 9, also on 11 and 12 and following).

Such as, for example, David Kimchi.

Sacred history of that time presents no small number of similar examples. Thus Baasha, when he became king over Israel, killed all the house of Jeroboam, and left nothing that breathed of all that belonged to Jeroboam (1 Kings 15:29); Zimri, when he sat upon the throne, killed all the house of Baasha, and his kinsfolk, and his friend (1 Kings 16:11). The same fate befell the seventy sons of Ahab at the hand of Jehu (2 Kings 10:1–8), and was prepared by Athaliah for all the royal seed in Judah (2 Kings 11:1 and following), and so forth.

This is shown with full thoroughness by Drach, who examines, in order, all the passages indicated, and compares the use of the word alma with two other synonymous but not identical words: na’arah and bethulah (De l’harmonie entre l’église et la synag. tom. II, p. 135–167, Paris, 1844).

All their proofs, and the refutation of these proofs, can be seen in the same place in Drach (pp. 111–134).

Many other objections against the passage under consideration, from both Jews and rationalists, are refuted by the same Drach (ibid. pp. 173–206).

Irin, adversus heeres. III, 27, 7; Tertull. adversus Judaeos cap. 9, and others.

For example, Rabbi Moshe ha-Darshan, in the Midrash, one of the parts of the Talmud, in explaining the words of the psalm: truth shall spring out of the earth (from the Hebrew: shall arise) and righteousness shall look down from heaven (Ps. 84:12), writes the following: “Rabbi Yudan said: this is our Salvation (Savior), which shall arise from the earth through the direct action of God, and then the two (that is, truth and righteousness) shall be joined together. But why is it said: shall arise, and not: shall be born? Because the manner of His (the Savior’s) birth will not be like the birth of earthly creatures, but wholly different from them in every respect…” In the same Midrash, on the book of Genesis ch. 37, v. 22, it is related: “Rabbi Berechiah said: the Holy God said to the Israelites: you complain to Me: we are orphans, we have no father (Lamentations, Jer. 5:3); whereas even the Redeemer, whom I shall raise up for you, will have no father. For it is written: Zech. 6:12; Is. 53:2; Ps. 109:3…”. And in a third place, on the book of Genesis ch. 41, v. 1, the same Midrash asserts that “as the fall came about through a virgin, so through a virgin also shall the rising come”. Other passages of this kind are presented by Drach in the work: De l’harmonie… tom. II, pag. 37–50.

For example—1) in Baba Batra, one of the tractates of the Talmud (fol. 79 vers.), it is written: “Rabbi Samuel, son of Nachmani, said in the name of Rabbi Yochanan: the Messiah bears the very name of God; for it is written: and this is his name whereby he shall be called, Jehovah our righteousness” (Jer. 23:6); 2) in Midrash Tehillim on Psalm 21: “the Messiah is called by the name of God; for it is written: this is his name, and he shall be called, Jehovah our righteousness”; 3) in Midrash Rabbah on Lamentations (fol. 68, col. 2, edit. Amster.): “what is the name of the King Messiah? Rabbi Abba, son of Kahana, answered: Jehovah is his name; for it is written: and this is his name whereby he shall be called, Jehovah our righteousness”.

See, among others, the commentaries on this psalm by David Kimchi, Aben-Ezra, Ibn Veggai.

in Midrash Tehillim on this psalm: “the circumstances of the King Messiah and his mysteries are set forth in the text of the Law, the Prophets, and the Hagiographa. In the text of the Hagiographa—for it is said: the Lord said to my Lord: sit at my right hand (Ps. 109:1), and further: the Lord has sworn, and will not change his mind: you are a priest forever after the order of Melchizedek (v. 4)”. In Moshe ha-Darshan on Gen. ch. 18, v. 1: “in the time that is to come, the Holy God, blessed be He, will seat the King Messiah) at His right hand—for it is written: the Lord said to my Lord: sit at my right hand”. Rabbi Obadiah Sforno on Psalm 109: “the holy Psalmist composed this psalm contemplating the Messiah, and said: the Lord said to my Lord: sit at my right hand”. Many other passages, see in Raymund Martini—Pugio fidei, par. III, distinct. III, c. II, pag. 641–660.

Talmud. Tract. Succa fol. 52. Zohar. in Numer, fol. 94, col. 376; Medrasch-Rabba in Genes. 15, 2. Medrasch-Thehillim et Medrasch-Valkut in Psalm. 2.

See above, note 207.

Huet.– Demonstr. Evangel, proposit. VII, n. 15.

Ibid. Cf. Iustin. Dialogue with Trypho, ch. 121.

Chrysostom, On Repentance, homily VI, n. 4; Ambrose. Epistol. XLIV Horentiano, n. 15; Lactant. Divin. instit. IV, cap. 20.

Justin. Dialogue with Trypho, ch. 41; Chrysostom, Against the Jews, ch. V, n. 12; Jerome. epist. ad Pavlianam 1 de studio script.; Augustine. De civilate De: XVIII, cap. 35, n. 3.

See above, note 207.

Tract. Talmud. Babyl. distinct. Chelek.

Jalkut Chàdach, fol. 154, col. 4, numer. 29, Tit. Nechamoth. There are many other similar passages in the Talmud (see apud Raym. Martinum, Pugio fldei…, par. III, distinct. III, cap. 16). We cannot but cite here one more of them, the most remarkable: “The Holy One, blessed be He, it is said in the Midrash of Rabbi Moshe ha-Darshan on Gen. ch. 1, v. 1—entered into the following covenant with the Messiah, saying to Him: Messiah, My righteous one! The sins of men shall lay a heavy yoke upon you; your eyes shall not see light, your ears shall hear terrible reproaches, your mouth shall taste bitterness, your tongue shall cleave to your palate…, and your soul shall grow faint from grief and sighing. Do you consent to all this? If you take all these sufferings upon yourself, it is well; but if not, I shall this very moment destroy sinful mankind. To this the Messiah answered: Master of the universe! I gladly take all these sufferings upon myself, only on this condition, that You, in my days, raise the dead, from the first man Adam until now, and save not only them alone, but also all those whom You purposed to create and have not yet created. To this the Holy and blessed God said: yes, I consent. In that instant the Messiah gladly took all the sufferings upon himself, as it is written: and he, because he was afflicted, opens not his mouth: he is led as a sheep to the slaughter, and so forth (Is. 53:7 and following)”.

See St. Chrysostom on Matthew, homily 1, no. 5, pp. 12–14, in Russian translation.

For example, Rousseau in Emile, liv. IV, tom. III.

More on the spirit and meaning of the various parts of Orthodox worship can be read in The New Tablet.

Do bello Judaico III, cap. 8, § 9; IV, cap. 10, § 7.

Lib. do termino vitae pag. 17е. Cf. note 180.

Histor. lib. V, cap. 13.

Vita Vespasiani – cap. 4.

Tom. II, pag. 449, 899, 435, edit. Mangey.

De bello Judaico III, cap. 28; IV, cap. 31.

De excidio Hierosol, lib. V, cap. 44.

Sallust, in Catelin. Confer. Ciceronis orat. III in Catelin. pag. 692, 696, edit. Graevii.

See the article: on the magi who came to worship Jesus Christ, in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1831, XLIV.

See in Geschichite der Religion Jesu Christi von Stolberg, Th. 1, Beylage V: Spuren früher Ueberlieferung … bei den Völkern, seit. 395, Wien, 1817.

An Outline of Church-Biblical History, p. 440, St. Petersburg, 1827.

Buchanan. Christian, recherches, mémoire de Vansittart sur Afghans…

Essai sur les Juifs de la Chine et sur l’influence, qn’ils ont ene sur la litterature de ce vaste empire avant l’èro Chrétienne,– par l’abbé Sionnet.

Allgemeine Zeitung des Judenthums, 1 Jahrgang, seit. 207 and following.

1) Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1841, II, 108; on the divinity of the Christian faith, proved from the person of its Founder; 2) Réflexions diverses sur Jésus-Christ, ou caractirès divine de Jésus-Christ dans за doctrine et dans ses oeuvres, par d’Aguesseau (Démonstr. Evangel, tom. VIII, pag. 841).

1) on the miracles of Jesus Christ, Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1835, II, 57; 2) on the certainty and reliability of the Gospel miracles, Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1838, II, 184; 3) Albert Guil. Melchioris – apologia pro miraculis Christi et expositionibus patrum allegoricis…, Franeck. 1731; 4) Mich. Iilienthalii – Wunderwerke Jesu, als ein überzengender beweis, dass er der wahre Messias sei, Regiom. 1748; 5) Philosophische Vertheidigung der Wunder Jesu und seiner Apostel von Joh. Christoph. Gräffe, 1812.

See A Survey of the Rabbis’ Testimonies concerning Jesus Christ, in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1835, I, pp. 287–299.

Γίνεται δέ κατά τοῦτον τὲ χρὄνον Ἰησοῦς, σοφὸς ὰνὴρ, ἔιγε ἄνδρα ἀοτὄν λέγειν χρή. ὴν γὰρ παραδὄξων ἔργων ποιητὴς, διδάσκαλος ἀνθρώπων τῶνήδονῇ τ’ἀληθῆ δεχομένων, καὶ πολλοὐς μὲν Ἰουδάιους, πολλούς δὲ καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ Ἐλληνικοῦ έπιγάγετο. ὅ Χριστὸςὂυτοςἦν. καὶ ἀυτὸν ἐνδέιξει τῶν πρῶτων ἄνδρῶν παῤ ἡμῑν, σταυρῷ ἐπιτετιμηκότος Πιλάτου, οὐκ ἐπαύσαντο οῗγε πρῶτον αὐτὄν ἀγαπήσαντες. ἐφάνη γὰρ αὐτοῖς τρίτην ἔχων ήμέραν πάλιν ζῶν, τῶν θέιων προφητῶν ταῦτά τε καὶ ἄλλα μυρία θαυμάσια περὶ αὐτοῦ εἰρηκότων. ἐις ἔτι νῦν Χριστιανῶν ὑπό τοῦδεὡνομασμένων ὀυκ ἐπέλιπε τὄ φῦλον. Antiquit. Judaic, lib. XVIII, cap. 3.

Bk. 1, ch. 10.

Demonstr. Evangel, lib. III, cap, 5.

Church History, bk. III, ch. 9.

Catalog. Script. Eccles. – Josephus.

Isidore of Pelusium, bk. IV, letter 125.

Sozomen, Church History, bk. 1, ch. 1.

Cedrenus, Compend. Hist. pag. 169; Nicephorus Callistus, Hist. lib. 1, cap. 39.

Antiquit. lib. XVIII, cap. 1; lib. XX, cap. 5 et 8.

Ibid. lib. XVIII, cap. 5.

Ibid. lib. XX, c. 9. See also in Origen, lib. 1 contr. Celsum. cap. 47, and Eusebius, Church History, bk. II, ch. 23.

A defense of this testimony of Josephus against the various objections that have appeared in modern times, and which are, in general, rather weak, can be found in the following works: 1) Stelzig, Illustre Flavii Josephi Judaei testimonium de Christo, Bamberg, 1770; 2) J. Vernet, Traité de la vérité de la religion Chrétienne, tom. IX, Lausanne, 1782; 3) Böhmert, Ueber des Flavius Jos. Zeugniss von Christo, Leipzig, 1823; 4) The Testimony of Flavius Josephus concerning Jesus Christ, in Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1834, I, pp. 176–198.

The first time, when he relates the crucifixion of the Savior: “you (pagans) can learn all this from the acts drawn up under Pontius Pilate (ἐκ τῶν ἐπὶ Ποντίου Πιλάτου γενομένων ἄκτων)”; the second time, mentioning the Savior’s miraculous healings and His raising of the dead: “that He did all this you can learn from the acts drawn up under Pontius Pilate”. Apolog. 1, cap. 35 et 48.

Having spoken of the eclipse of the sun at the time of the Savior’s death, Tertullian remarks: eum mundi casum in archivis vestria habetis, and then, having mentioned Christ’s resurrection and other miracles, expresses himself still more plainly: ea omnia super Christo Pilatus, et ipse iam pro sua conscientia christianus, Caesari tum Tiberio nunciavit. Apolog. adversus gentes cap. 21.

Church History, bk. II, ch. 2.

Commentary on 2 Corinthians, homily XXVI, p. 528, Moscow, 1843.

Church History, bk. VII, ch. 3 and 4.

See the passage indicated above. That such a custom existed among the Romans is proven also by the well-known report of Pliny the Younger, who was governor of Bithynia, to the emperor Trajan in the year 104 A.D., concerning the persecution of the Christians. Relat. ad Trajanum Epist. lib. X, 97; also in Tertullian’s apology, cap. 2.

Church History, bk. IX, ch. 5.

Tiberius, cujus tempore nomen christianum in saeculum introivit, annunciatum sibi ex Syria Palaestina, quod illic veritatem illius divinitatis reclamaverat, detulit ad senatum cum praerogativa suffragii sui; senatus, quia non ipse probaverat, respuit (Tertull. Apolog. adv. gentes cap. 5). How the senate could act in this way, the same Tertullian explains: vetus erat decretum, ut neque Deus ab imperatore consecraretur, nisi a senatu probatus (Ibid.). Eusebius likewise says: τὸν δὲ Τιβέριον ἀνενεγκεῖν μὲν τῆ σογκλήτῳ, ἐκείνην τ' ἀπώσασθαι φασὶ τὸν λόγον, τῷ μὲν δοκεῖν, ὃτι μὴ πρότερον αὐτη τοῦτο δοκιμάσασα ἦν, παλαιοῦ νόμου κεκρατηκότος, μὴ ἄλλως τινἀ παρὰ ρωμάιοις θεοποιεῖσθαι, μὴ ουχὶ ψὴφῳ καὶ δόγματι συγκλήτου. Hist. E. lib. II, cap. 2.

Thalus Histor. Syriaca. lib. III.

Quarto anno ducentesimae secundae olympiadis, magna et excellens inter omnes, quae ante eam acciderant, defectio solis facta. Dies hora sexta ita in tenebrosam noctem versus, ut stellae in coelo visae sint, terraeque motus in Bithynia Niceae urbis multas aedes subvertit (Phleg. Olymp. lib. XIII).

See in Origen. contra Celsum lib. 1, n. 28, 38, 67–68

“Est quoque alia sanctior et venerabilior historia, quae perhibet, ortu stellae cujusdam... descensum Dei venerabilis ad humanae conservationis rerumque mortalium gratiam. Quam stellam cum nocturno itinere inspexissent Chaldaeorum profecto sapientes viri, et considoratioue rerum coelestium satis exercitati, quaesiisse dicuntur recentem ortum Dei, repertaque illa majestate puerili, veneratos esse et vota Deo tanto convenientia nuncupasse”.

See in Евсев. Praeparat. Evangel. lib. V, cap. 1.

Arnob. adversus gentes lib. 1, pag. 25.

See in Eusebius. contra Hieroclem.

See in St. Cyril of Alexandria, adversus Julianum lib. VI.

A collection of similar pagan testimonies concerning the Gospel events can be found in very many writers, such as: Eusebius—Demonstr. Evangel., Huet—Demonst. Evang., Houtteville—La religion Chrétienne, prouvée par des faits, Dominique de Colonia—La religion Chrét., autorisée par le témoignage des anciens auteurs païens, Addison—De la religion Chrétienne, Bullet—Hist. de l’établissement du Christianisme, tirée des seuls auteurs juifs et païens, and others.

1) Die göttliche Sendung Jesu aus seinen Weissagungen erwiesen, von Dr. Sandermann, in Frints theol. Zeitschrift, 1821, IX Jahr, 11, B. I. H; 2) Jesus, der göttliche Prophet…, von Stäudlin, Göttingen, 1824.

Antiqu. XX, cap. 2; de bello Judaico II, cap. 23.

See in Origen. contra Celsum lib. I, n. 17.

Flavii Antiqu. XX, cap. 5 et 8.

Tacit. Hist. I, c. 2; Plin. Hist. Nat. II, c. 84 seu 86.

Antiqu. XX, cap. 3.

Joseph. Flav. De bello Judaico VI, c. 46.

Tacit. Hist. I, c. 2; Plin. Hist. Nat. II, c. 84 seu 86.

Joseph. Flav. De bello Judaico VI, cap. 31; Tacit. Hist. V, cap. 13.

De bello Jud. V, cap. 13.

De bello Jud. lib. VII.

Hist, Eccles. III, cap. 5.

Flav. De bello Jud. V, cap. 12.

Lib. V, cap. 27

Flav. De bello Jud. Lib. VI, et VII.

Lib. VII, cap. 1.

Lib. VI, cap. 45; V, cap. 27.

Lib. VI, cap. 45; VII, cap. 2.

Chrysostom, Against the Jews, on the fact that Jesus Christ is God, no. 16; Isidore of Pelusium, bk. IV, letter 74, and others.

1) The History of Christ’s Resurrection, Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1833, II, p. 19; 2) The Proof, Marks, and Consequences of the Resurrection of Jesus Christ, ibid., p. 42; 3) Les témoins de la résurrection de J.-C., examinés et jugés selon les règles du barreau, par Scherlock, trad. de l’anglais. The Hague, 1732; 4) Humfredi Ditton – Veritas religionis Christianae ex resurrectione Jesu Christi, demonstrativa methodo comprobata per Georg. Franck. Presburg. 1811; 5) Observations de Gilbert West sur l’histoire et sur les preuves de la résurrection de Jésus-Christ, trad. par l’аbbé Guenée, Paris, 1757.

Iustin. Dialogue with Trypho, no. 108.

“Had the Apostles wished to steal the body, says St. Chrysostom, they would not have stolen it naked—not only so as not to bring dishonor upon it, but also so that, in undressing it, they would not wake those who might rise up and seize them. And to remove the grave-clothes from the body was difficult, and required much time for this, because the myrrh had stuck to the body and the clothes like an adhesive substance”. Homily on the Gospel of Matthew XC.

See Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1835, II, pp. 297–312: The Thoughts of the Teachers of the Church on the First God-wise Bearers of the Gospel Word.

Annal. lib. XV, cap. 44.

Epist. lib. X, epist. 97.

This is precisely how the ancient pastors of the Church explained this event as well, for example St. Chrysostom (in Acta Apostol. hom. XI, n. 2), Blessed Jerome (Comment. in Isaiam lib. VIII, cap. 68), Blessed Augustine (de civit. Dei lib. XXII, cap. 8, n. 1), and others.

See in Origen. contra Celsum lib. I, n. 6, 38, 68; II, n. 14.

In Jerome. contra Vigil.

In Cyril of Alexandria, adv. Julianum lib. X

La religion Chrétienne, démontrée par la conversion et l’apostolat de Saint Paul, par Littleton, trad. de l’anglais par l’abbé Guénée. Paris, 1754.

Justin. Apolog. 1, n. 67; Tertull. de praescr. haer. cap. 28.

1) The Thoughts of the Teachers of the Church on the Miraculous Spread of the Gospel Preaching, Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1835, IV, 174; 2) On the Miraculous Spread of the Christian Faith, Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1836, III, 164.

Igitur, primo correpti qui fatebantur, deinde indicio eorum multitudo ingens, haud perinde in crimine incendii, quam odio humani generis convicti sunt… et caet. Tacit. Annal. lib. XV, cap. 44.

Plinius II ad Trajanum. Epist. lib. X, epist. 97.

Defatigatus sum puniendo et neci tradendo Gallilaeos, qui nobis veniunt sub nomine Christianorum... Illi vero non cessant ad caedem sese patefacere… et caet. Tiberiani ad Trajanum de Christ, relig. relatio (Vid. apud Coteler. Patr. Apost. tom. II, pag. 181).

Origen. contra Celsum lib. 11, n. 46.

Lucianus Alexander, seu Pseudomantis, n. 25: dicens, atheis plenum esse et Christianis Pontum… et caet.

Καὶ ταῦτα σύμπαντα διὰ τὴν ὀλέθριον πλάνην τῆς ὑποκένου ματαιότητος τῶν αθεμίτων ἀνθρώπων ἐκέινων ἐγίνετο, ἡνίκα κατὰ τὰς ψυχὰς ἀυτῶν ἀπεπολάζε, καὶ σχεδὸν ἐιπεῖν τὰ πανταχοῦ τῆς ὀικουμένης ἀισχύναις ἐπιεζε. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. lib. IX, cap. 7.

Παρὰ πᾶσιν ἀνθρώποις φανρὸν εΐναι πέποιθα, τούς δεσπότας ήμῶν Διοκλητιανὸν καὶ Μαζιμιανὸν τούς ἡμετέρους πατέρας, ἡνίκα συνεῖδὸν σχεδὸν ἅπαντας ἀυθρώπους καταλειφθέισης τῆς τῶν θεῶν θρησκείας τῷ εθνει τῶν Χριστιανῶν ἐαυτούς σομμεμιχόντας, όρθῶς διατεταχέναι πάντας… Ibid. cap. 9.

Dialogue with Trypho, ch. 117.

Irenaeus, contra haeres. lib. 1, cap. 10, n. 2.

Apolog. cap. 3 seu 37. Tertullian expresses these thoughts just as boldly and decisively in his other works as well (ad nationes lib. 1, cap. 1; ad Scapulas cap. 5 versus finem).

For example, Clement of Alexandria (Strom. lib. VI, cap. 18), Origen (in Genes. homil. IX, n. 2), Cyprian (de unitat. Eccles.), Minucius Felix (Apolog. n. 9 et 33), Arnobius (adversus gentes I, cap. 55; II, cap. 5, 12).

Livius, lib. XXV, cap. 1; XXXIX, cap. 16: Cicero do natura deorum lib. III, cap. 19.

See above, notes 298, 299, and 300.

Tertullian, in his Apology.

— 1) On the Beneficial Effects of the Christian Faith on Mankind, Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1834, III, 164; 2) On the Beneficial Influence of the Christian Faith on Mankind in Religious Respects, Khristianskoe Chtenie, 1841, IV, 88.

See, for example, the Life of the Venerable Anthony the Great.

See the Great Menaion Reader, the Prologue, the Paterika.
Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

Brethren, stand fast, and hold the traditions which you were taught, whether by word, or our epistle.

(2 Thess. 2:15).

That you may know how you ought to behave yourself in the house of God, which is the church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth.

(1 Tim. 3:15).

§ 108. The Concept of the Sources of Orthodox Theology, and Their Division


The doctrine of the Christian Faith, which forms the subject of Orthodox Theology, is contained in divine revelation, or the Word of God, which is, therefore, the source of Orthodox Theology, one and only. But since God Himself was pleased to communicate His revelation to us in a twofold manner—orally and in writing—and, having communicated it, entrusted it to His holy Church for safekeeping and for teaching to all, it may with equal justice be said that, in particular, the sources of Orthodox Theology are two: Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, and these, moreover, understood in no other way than according to the understanding of the Orthodox, that is, the true Church of Christ, the divinely-established guardian and interpreter of both. Hence the three sections of this second part of our Introduction:

I. on Holy Scripture,

II. on Holy Tradition, and

III. on the Orthodox Church, considered strictly only as the guardian and interpreter of Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition.315

And that the Orthodox Church herself does indeed regard the sources of the Orthodox faith in this way is evident:

1) From the Orthodox Confession of the Catholic and Apostolic Eastern Church. Here, in the answer to question 4 of the first part, we read: “an Orthodox Christian must accept as certain and indubitable (Council 6, canon 82) that all the articles of faith of the catholic and Orthodox Church have been handed down to her from our Lord Jesus Christ through His Apostles, expounded and confirmed by the Ecumenical Councils, and must believe in them, as the Apostle commands: therefore, brethren, stand fast, and hold the traditions which you were taught, whether by word, or our epistle (2 Thess. 2:15). From which it is evident that the articles of faith derive their importance and firmness partly from Holy Scripture, partly from the tradition and teaching of the Church, and of the Councils and the holy Fathers. That is, the dogmas are of two kinds: some have been handed down in writing, and are contained in the theological books of Holy Scripture; others have been handed down orally by the Apostles, and these were explained by the Councils and the holy Fathers. Our faith is founded upon these two kinds of dogmas”. In the answer to question 96: “Although the Church is a creation of God, composed of men, yet she has for her Head Christ Himself, true God, and the Holy Spirit, who unceasingly teaches her and makes her, as the Apostle says, the bride of Christ, not having spot or wrinkle (Eph. 5:27), and the pillar and ground of the truth (1 Tim. 3:15), and her dogmas and teachings proceed not from men, but from God. Therefore, when we say that we believe in the Church, we mean that we believe in the Scriptures handed down to her by God, and in her divinely-inspired dogmas. This very thing moves us to believe not only in the holy Gospel, received by the Church, as Christ commanded, saying: believe in the Gospel (Mark 1:15), but also in all the other Scriptures and conciliar decrees”.

2) From the Encyclical of the Patriarchs of the Eastern Catholic Church concerning the Orthodox Faith. In the preface to this encyclical, it is said, among other things: “our dogmas and the teaching of our Eastern Church were already examined in ancient times, rightly and piously defined and confirmed by the holy Ecumenical Councils; it is not permitted to add anything to them, or to take anything away from them. Therefore those who wish to be in accord with us in the divine dogmas of the Orthodox faith must, with simplicity and obedience, without any investigation or curiosity, follow and submit to everything that has been defined and established by the ancient tradition of the Fathers, and confirmed by the holy and Ecumenical Councils, from the time of the Apostles and their successors, the God-bearing Fathers of our Church”. In article 2 of this encyclical: “we believe that the Divine and sacred Scripture is inspired by God; therefore we must believe it without question, and, moreover, not in some arbitrary manner of our own, but exactly as the catholic Church has explained and handed it down. For even the vain wisdom of heretics accepts the Divine Scripture, only interpreting it perversely. Therefore we believe that the testimony of the catholic Church has no less force than the Divine Scripture. Since the Author of both the one and the other is one and the same Holy Spirit, it makes no difference whether one learns from Scripture or from the universal Church. A man who speaks on his own authority may err, may deceive and be deceived; but the universal Church, since she has never spoken and does not speak on her own authority, but from the Spirit of God (whom she unceasingly possesses, and will have as her Teacher forever), can in no way err, nor deceive, nor be deceived; but, like the Divine Scripture, is infallible and possesses everlasting authority” (cf. art. 12).

3) From the Extended Christian Catechism of the Orthodox Catholic Eastern Church. Here, to the question: “whence is the teaching of the Orthodox faith drawn?”—the answer given is: “from Divine revelation” (see the article on Divine revelation); to the question: “in what way is Divine revelation spread among men, and preserved in the true Church?”—the answer: “in two ways: through Holy Tradition and Holy Scripture”; to the question: “is there a faithful repository of Holy Tradition?”—the answer: “all the truly faithful, united by the Holy Tradition of the faith, collectively and successively, according to God’s ordinance, constitute the Church, which is the faithful repository of Holy Tradition, or, in the words of holy Paul, the Church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth (1 Tim. 3:15)” (see the article on Holy Tradition and Holy Scripture); to the question: “what must be observed in reading Holy Scripture?”—the answer: “first, it must be read with reverence, as the word of God, and with prayer for its understanding; second, it must be read with a pure intention, for our instruction in the faith and encouragement to good works; third, it must be understood in accordance with the interpretation of the Orthodox Church and the holy Fathers” (see the article on Holy Scripture in particular, and compare with the article on the ninth article of the Creed—the answers to the question: “what does it mean to believe in the Church?” and to the question: “what important prerogative does the catholic Church possess?..”).

4) From the Rite of the Reception of Non-Orthodox Believers into the One, Holy, Catholic, and Apostolic Eastern Church, where, of those receiving Orthodoxy, she requires, among other things, the following profession: “I truly and firmly accept the Apostolic and ecclesiastical traditions, and the other statutes, ordinances, and dispositions of the same Church; likewise I accept Holy Scripture, according to the understanding which the holy, Eastern Church, our mother, has held and holds, to whom it belongs to judge the true understanding of the holy Scriptures.”316

SECTION I. ON HOLY SCRIPTURE


§ 109. The Concept of Holy Scripture, and the Composition of This Section


By the name Holy Scripture are understood the books (βιβλία — biblia) written by the Spirit of God through people sanctified by God, called Prophets and Apostles. In this concept of Holy Scripture there are evidently contained two distinct elements: the first, that the sacred books were written by known persons, Prophets and Apostles; and the second, that they were written precisely by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit. To unfold the first idea is to show the historical importance (or, more precisely, reliability) of the books of Holy Scripture; to unfold the second idea is to show their dogmatic importance. In this way, the full worth of Holy Scripture, as a source of Orthodox Theology, will be disclosed.

CHAPTER I. ON THE HISTORICAL IMPORTANCE, OR RELIABILITY, OF THE BOOKS OF HOLY SCRIPTURE


§ 110. The Point of View for the Subject of Investigation, and the Division of the Chapter


The question of a work’s historical reliability is composed of three separate questions. Attending to the work itself, one asks:

a) does it genuinely belong to the author, or the time, to which it is ascribed?—and if genuinely so —

b) has it come down to us in the same form in which it left the writer’s hands? Then, attending to the writer, one tries to determine:

c) could he have known the truth of what he relates, and did he convey it to us—that is, was he not somehow deceived himself, or did he have no motive to deceive others? But since the divinely-inspired writers wrote not of themselves, but from the Holy Spirit; since, even setting this thought aside for the moment, we have already had occasion317 to show that the sacred writers could, even by natural means alone, have fully known the events of which they tell, and had no motive to mislead others, and indeed speak only the truth: it remains for us here only to examine —

a) the authenticity of the holy books, and

b) their integrity.

In examining the historical reliability of Holy Scripture, it is natural to dwell first on the books of the Old Testament, and then on the books of the New Testament. In particular, we consider it necessary, in surveying the books of the Old Testament, to pay special attention to the reliability of the Mosaic Pentateuch, and, in surveying the books of the New Testament, to the reliability of the four Gospels: on the one hand, because, just as the Pentateuch contains, in a certain sense, the foundation of the whole Old Testament revelation and of all the Old Testament books, so too the four Gospels contain the foundation and beginning of the whole teaching and of the New Testament books; and, on the other hand, because it is precisely upon the reliability of the Pentateuch and the four Gospels that freethinkers chiefly attack.

I. ON THE HISTORICAL RELIABILITY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT BOOKS


§ 111. The Authenticity of the Mosaic Pentateuch: a) External Proofs318


The authenticity of the Mosaic Pentateuch is confirmed by every kind of proof of a work’s authenticity: direct—external and internal—and indirect.

To the external belong:

1) The numerous testimonies concerning Moses by pagan writers, some of which have not come down to us in their original form, but have been preserved only in fragments in Josephus, Justin, Tatian, Clement of Alexandria, Athenagoras, and Eusebius, while others have come down to us in their original form. Thus —

Among Egyptian writers: the most ancient historian of his own country, Manetho, who lived 378 years before Christ, around the time of Ptolemy Philadelphus, mentions Moses as the lawgiver of the Jewish people;319 Chaeremon, who flourished in the age of Augustus, mentions him as a sacred writer;320 Lysimachus,321 Apion,322 and Ptolemy of Mendes,323 who lived in the same age, mention him as the leader of the Jews who brought them out of Egypt.

Among Greek writers: Polemon, the Athenian philosopher (313 years before Christ), calls Moses the leader of the Jewish people;324 Eupolemus (around 200 years before Christ) calls him the wisest of men, who gave the Jews their writing;325 Diodorus Siculus (around 45 years before Christ) calls him the lawgiver of the Jews, who derived his laws from God Jehovah Himself,326 and also the leader of the colony that came out of Egypt—a leader who divided his people into 12 tribes, gave them a faith entirely different from the faiths of other peoples, and taught that the Deity could be represented under no human form at all;327 Nicolaus of Damascus, a contemporary of Diodorus, speaks of Moses as a Jewish writer and lawgiver;328 Strabo (born 50 years before Christ) speaks with particular praise both of him and of his religious teaching itself.329 In St. Cyril of Alexandria and Eusebius, certain other testimonies of Greek writers concerning Moses are also cited.330

Among Latin writers: in Trogus Pompeius (around 80 years before Christ), Moses is presented as the leader of the Israelites at their exodus from Egypt;331 in Tacitus, moreover, as the founder of new rites, differing from all others that had existed until then;332 in Juvenal (at the end of the first century after Christ), as the lawgiver of the Jews, who held his books in deep reverence, fulfilled his ordinances, and shunned foreign rites.333

We shall not even mention the testimonies of many other pagan writers—Egyptian, Syrian, Greek, and Roman—of the second, third, and later centuries of Christianity, which confirm the same truth.334

To understand the importance of the testimonies concerning Moses that we have adduced, one must take into consideration —

a) the isolation of the Hebrews from other peoples up to a certain time: this will very well explain to us why the most ancient pagan writers say almost nothing of the Jewish people and its divine lawgiver;

b) the great antiquity of Moses in comparison with these most ancient pagan writers, on account of which they are separated from the Jewish lawgiver by whole centuries,335 and consequently could not have been contemporary witnesses of him;

c) that the later pagan writers we have cited drew their accounts of Moses from still more ancient pagan accounts, preserved chiefly in Egypt, as Josephus himself already showed.336 And in particular it is known of Manetho that, in composing his Egyptian History, in which he plainly mentions Moses, he made use, by his own admission, of the sacred books of the Egyptians, which he traced to the deepest antiquity.337 Of Diodorus Siculus338 and Apion,339 who likewise confess that they learned of Moses from Egyptian elders and priests; and

d) finally, that these testimonies of pagan writers concerning Moses were drawn in no way from the sacred books of Israel, but from outside sources—as is evident partly from the already-mentioned admissions of Manetho, Diodorus Siculus, and Apion, and still more from the disagreement of all these pagan testimonies, sometimes extending to the utmost degree, with the Biblical narrative.

Bearing in mind this importance of the pagan testimonies concerning Moses, we can, for our purpose, draw from them, at the very least, that —

a) Moses truly existed,

b) gave the Israelites a Faith and laws, and

c) set all this down in writing, in a book. In which book, precisely? This will be reliably resolved by —

2) The testimonies of Jewish writers, and the constant, unanimous tradition of all the Jews, who held the authenticity of the Mosaic Pentateuch to be one of the fundamental dogmas of their faith. In all the books of the Old Testament, in order, and in the New Testament books written by persons of Jewish origin, and in all other Jewish writings, it is assumed as certain not only that Moses wrote the book of the law, but that this book is precisely the Pentateuch.

In the book of Joshua, at its very beginning, we read that God charged him: be strong and very courageous, to keep and do according to all that Moses my servant commanded you…, and do not let this book of the law depart from your mouth, but meditate on it day and night, so that you may be careful to do all that is written (1:7–8). Here the whole Pentateuch is evidently meant, for taken separately, not one of its five parts contains the whole law. In the middle of the same book it is said that Joshua built an altar to the Lord God of Israel on Mount Ebal, as Moses the servant of the Lord commanded the children of Israel, and as it is written in the law of Moses (Josh. 8:30–35): and indeed we find this precept written down in the book of Exodus (20:25) and in the book of Deuteronomy (20:25). And at the end of the book of Joshua it is related that he, having called together before his death all the sons of Israel, brought to their remembrance the wondrous history of their forefathers (23:24): this speech of his is, as it were, a summary of the whole Pentateuch.

In the books of Judges, Ruth, Kings, and Chronicles, either certain laws from the Mosaic Pentateuch are cited, or certain historical narratives contained in it are mentioned, or Moses and the law of Moses are even explicitly spoken of (Judg. 3:4; Ruth 4:7 and 12, cf. Deut. 25:7 and Gen. 38:29; 4 Kings 14:5, 6; 2 Chron. 24:9).

In the book of Ezra it is said that Jeshua, Zerubbabel, and their brethren, upon their return from the Babylonian captivity, built an altar to the God of Israel…, as it is written in the law of Moses the man of God (Ezra 3:2), and when the temple was finished, they set the priests in their divisions, and the Levites in their courses…, as it is written in the book of Moses (6:18). Upon comparing these passages with what is written in chapters 3 and 6 of Numbers, there can be no doubt which book of Moses is meant here.

In the book of Nehemiah, besides the fact that the law of Moses is mentioned more than once (8:1, 2, 14, and elsewhere), it is said that in this book of Moses it was found written: that the Ammonites and the Moabites should not come into the assembly of God for ever; because they met not the children of Israel with bread and water, but hired Balaam against them, to curse them (Neh. 13:1–2). This is indeed what is written in v. 3 of Deut. ch. 23 and in Num. ch. 23.

In the book of Tobit it is related that Tobias’s son, following his father’s instruction, took a wife of the seed of his fathers (4:12), according to the law of Moses (7:12). This law is set forth in v. 7 of Numbers ch. 26.

In the Psalms are found expressions from the Pentateuch; the whole history of Moses is retold, and his miracles and signs are recalled (Ps. 104–106; 113–114).

As for the prophetic books: in them the events described in the Pentateuch are very often mentioned (compare Ex. 14:21 and Is. 51:10; Is. 52:4 with Gen. 46:6; Mic. 6:4–5 with Num. ch. 22–24, and elsewhere), laws and other ideas evidently borrowed from the Pentateuch are cited (compare Jer. 34:14 with Ex. 21:2; Ezek. 4:6 with Num. 14:34; Ezek. 20:11 with Lev. 18:5; Obad. v. 10 with Gen. 27:42), and not infrequently the law of Moses is spoken of directly. Thus the prophet Baruch writes: the Lord has confirmed his word, which he spoke against us… to bring upon us great evil, such as has not been done under the whole heaven, as has been done in Jerusalem, according to what is written in the law of Moses, and so on (2:2–4). The prophet Daniel reasoned in exactly the same way in his own time: and the curse and the oath written in the law of Moses have come upon us…, as it is written in the law of Moses, all this evil has come upon us (Dan. 9:11 and 13). These calamities are indeed foretold in Deuteronomy chs. 27–29. Finally, the prophet Malachi closes his own prophecy and all the Old Testament prophecies with these words: remember the law of Moses my servant, which I commanded him at Horeb for all Israel, the statutes and judgments (4:4).340

The same thing is found also in the books of the New Testament. For example, the Evangelists cite the words of Jesus Christ to the leper: go, show yourself to the priest, and offer the gift that Moses commanded, as a testimony to them (Matt. 8:4): this law is found in ch. 14 of the book of Leviticus;—the Savior’s words to the Sadducees: have you not read in the books of Moses, at the bush, how God spoke to him, saying: I am the God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob (Mark 12:26): this passage is contained in the book of Exodus ch. 3, 6;—the words of the Pharisees and Sadducees to the Savior, pointing to two laws of Moses within the Pentateuch (cf. Mark 12:19 with Deut. 25:5; John 8:5 with Lev. 20:10). The Apostle James mentions that Moses has in every city those who preach him, being read in the synagogues every sabbath (Acts 15:21). The Apostle Paul speaks (2 Cor. 3:13–16) of the veil which Moses put over his face (Ex. 34:30), and of the Israelites’ reading of the law of Moses.341

It would be superfluous, after this, to adduce the countless testimonies to the authenticity of the Mosaic Pentateuch from the writings of Philo, Josephus, the Talmudists, and all the rabbis.

It remains to note that the testimony of the Jews to the authenticity of the Pentateuch, although a testimony from within, ought, in the eyes of every sound-minded person, to carry high importance, because:

a) it is the testimony of an entire people, passed down by unbroken tradition from generation to generation, and reaching back to the very time of Moses;

b) the writer of the Pentateuch is the most renowned figure in the whole history of the Hebrews, as their liberator from the Egyptian captivity and their lawgiver, whom they consequently could not but know better than anyone else;

c) his very book has at all times been held by them in the highest reverence and use, as the sacred code from which they learned their Faith, discovered the civil laws, the genealogies and rights of the various generations, the fate of their forefathers, and so forth;

d) for the sake of this book, out of devotion to the Faith and laws it contains, the Hebrews, throughout the centuries, consented to endure the contempt of the nations and even persecutions, but never consented to renounce it.

3) Finally, the testimony of the Samaritans,342 a testimony likewise of the greatest importance. It is known that this small sect, which still exists in Palestine to this day, preserves as its sacred book of the law the Mosaic Pentateuch, written in the ancient Hebrew letters used before the Babylonian captivity.343 It can in no way be admitted that the Samaritans borrowed the Pentateuch from the Jews, or the Jews from the Samaritans, after the Babylonian captivity: for

a) at the very first return of the Jews from this captivity, the Samaritans already presented themselves to them as fellow believers—consequently, they already possessed and knew their law;

b) from this very time, on account of the Jews’ refusal to allow the Samaritans to take part in building the second temple of Jerusalem, an irreconcilable national hatred flared up between the two peoples, reaching the highest degree (John 4:7–9), and this does not permit us to believe that either of these peoples could have borrowed the Faith from the other;

c) finally, in that case nothing would explain why the Samaritans, in accepting the Pentateuch from the Jews, did not wish to accept all the other sacred Jewish books already in existence at that time—which they indeed do not accept. When, then, and from whom did the Samaritans acquire the Pentateuch? Sacred history plainly tells us that they voluntarily accepted the Jewish Faith, though without abandoning their ancient one, as far back as the reign of the Assyrian king Esarhaddon (some 200 years before the Jews’ return from captivity), from a certain Israelite priest (2 Kings 17:26–31; Ezra 4:2), who, having come to preach a new faith to them, could of course not have done so without bringing with him the book of the law; it also tells us that, even from the days of Esarhaddon, they, by their own account, offered sacrifices to the God of Israel (Ezra 4:2), which again presupposes the existence among them of the book of the law. It now also becomes understandable why the Samaritans have only the Mosaic Pentateuch, and none of the other sacred Jewish books: most probably, because the Israelite priest who enlightened them with his preaching brought with him only the Pentateuch, as the most essential book at the outset of his great task. He did not bring the other books, either because of the difficulty of copying them for himself quickly before setting out to preach, or perhaps because the Israelites themselves, having separated from the Jews, had given themselves over to idolatry and observed only the ceremonial law of Moses (1 Kings 12:28–33)—for which purpose the Pentateuch alone was entirely sufficient for them—and did not accept all the other sacred Jewish books, considering them unnecessary for their faith, and perhaps not even respecting them, as having appeared not long before and having been written by persons (for example, David, Solomon) whom they (the Israelites) did not respect.

But if the Pentateuch passed to the Samaritans from the Israelites, then whence did the Israelites themselves get it? Judging by the hatred that took hold between the Israelites and the Jews from the time of their division into two kingdoms, it cannot at all be admitted that either people, after this event, could have borrowed the Faith and the book of the law from the other. Consequently, the appearance of the Pentateuch must be assigned to the time when both these peoples still formed one people. To which time, precisely? It is known that the Pentateuch, by its very content, was quite unfavorable to the designs of Jeroboam, the first king of Israel, and likewise to the designs of the priests he chose, who were not descended from the tribe of Levi, as would have been required by the law of Moses. For this reason, of course, they would gladly have rejected this book at the very outset, had there not been, among their people, a deep conviction that the book belonged to the great lawgiver Moses. But could this conviction have become deeply rooted in the hearts of the Israelites, if the Pentateuch had appeared only a few decades before, for example, in the days of Solomon or David? Would not Jeroboam and the priests he chose, in that case, have tried by every means to expose before the people the novelty and the forgery of this book? And would not the Israelites have refused to honor it, upon learning that it belonged to the reigns of David or Solomon, toward whose institutions, following the example of their own kings, they held no respect at all? As for the most ancient Jewish history, from David even to the first successors of Moses, it presents to us nothing but times of disorder, altogether unfavorable to the forgery of such a book, which could have been accepted only by the common consent of the whole people. Thus the Pentateuch, still found today in the hands of the Samaritans, necessarily leads to the conclusion that this book owes its origin to Moses himself.

§ 112. b) Internal Proofs


The internal proofs of the authenticity of the Mosaic Pentateuch are:

1) its content. In the book of Genesis we read:

a) narratives—of the creation of the world and of the human race, of the flood and the dispersion of mankind, of the origin of the first states, of the beginnings of cities, of the locations of the regions of that time. And all these narratives not only do not contradict the most ancient historical traditions of the nations, but are even confirmed by these traditions, while imparting to them, for their part, due clarity, order, and completeness;

b) descriptions of the domestic life of the patriarchs, their altars, festivals, and burials, their weapons, manner of warfare, and other occupations. And again, descriptions entirely consonant with the customs of primeval mankind, of which traditions, though fragmentary, have been preserved in the memory of nations and in the writings of the most ancient pagan writers.344 All this shows the writer of the book of Genesis to have been a man who was still close to that primeval time of which he tells, and who made use of the most reliable guidance (such as the inspiration of the Holy Spirit indeed is) in depicting events so ancient. In the remaining four books of the Pentateuch, among other things, are found

a) accounts of Egypt, of its political structure and laws, of its local customs and of many of the smallest details (for example, Exod. 7:18; 8:22; 14:6). But it is precisely these details, mentioned as if in passing, and yet agreeing in every particular with the reliable accounts of Egypt given by the most ancient pagan historians and with the most recent discoveries of archaeology,345 that especially testify that the writer of the Pentateuch himself lived in this country, was trained in all the wisdom of Egypt, and in general had reliable means of knowing the truth. There are found

b) detailed descriptions, and even the names, of the places through which the Israelites journeyed from the time of their exodus from Egypt, the enumeration of each tribe, the names of their leaders and their genealogies, the calculation of the tabernacle’s dimensions, the enumeration of the materials used for its upkeep, the lamps, vessels, tables, and everything that served for the adornment of the tabernacle; the order of the sacrifices is depicted in detail, and the number, the very nature and quality of the offerings, the duties of the priests and Levites, their consecration, garments, and so forth, are all specified. All such details are entirely natural and understandable once we know that these books were written by the divine lawgiver of the Hebrew people. Such description of the places where the chief events of this people’s history took place was not without a wise purpose: it could impress the countless benefits of God toward them all the more deeply on the memory of the Jews. Such an enumeration of tribes and families was necessary, so that everyone might know his place during the journey. Such a precise specification of all the religious ordinances was likewise necessary, for they were only just then being introduced by God through Moses, and, being very numerous, could in no way have been accurately preserved and established among the people of Israel had they not been set down in writing. But if the writer of the Pentateuch was not Moses, but someone else, living at a later time, removed from the events described in the Pentateuch, when the Israelite faith with all its institutions already existed—then neither the cause nor the purpose of all these details of description is comprehensible.

2) Its arrangement. We shall not even speak of the Pentateuch’s general arrangement—of how natural it was for Moses, the first lawgiver and enlightener of the Hebrews, first to convey to them a notion of the origin of the world and of man, of the original fate of their forefathers and of all mankind, then to set before them the history of contemporary events: their miraculous deliverance from Egypt, their miraculous journey in the wilderness, the miraculous legislation at Sinai; further, to set forth in detail the very laws of this divine revelation—moral, ceremonial, and civil; and finally, as if in conclusion, once more briefly to repeat to the sons of Israel the whole will of God. Let us instead dwell on certain particulars of the Pentateuch. In it are found repetitions of the same ideas, and sometimes apparent contradictions, which a deceiver would have taken care to avoid for his purpose, and could have avoided with perfect ease. Very often the narratives are interrupted by long speeches and other digressions; the laws are set forth intermixed with events, and by no means in the order and strictness found in precise legal codes; in general, no deliberate concern for an artful arrangement and presentation of the subject matter is visible at all. All this had to be the case in the Pentateuch, if its writer was Moses. He described events as they occurred, and therefore it is natural that, in relating something, he should suddenly break off the narrative and insert his own address to the people, just as actually happened. It is likewise natural that he should make in the book the same frequent repetitions that actually occurred, and, in speaking of some occurrence, should set forth then and there the law to whose establishment that occurrence gave rise. Moses had no need to make artful transitions or any philosophical reflections in his book, in speaking with the Jews about events that had taken place before their own eyes, and wished only to impress these memorable events more deeply on their minds. Frequent repetitions of the same sayings, forceful addresses to the people, fatherly exhortations, reproaches and threats—all this was entirely fitting for Moses in actual reality, given his relations with the Hebrews, and is natural in his books.

3) Its style. According to the testimony of experts in the Hebrew language, the style of the Pentateuch bears upon it the stamp of the deepest antiquity; in it one finds not one of those new words, expressions, and turns of speech that came into use among the Hebrews from the time of David and Solomon; on the contrary, one finds archaisms which are already sought in vain in the later sacred books of the Jews. To prove this, it is enough to cite two commonly understood instances. It is known that in the Pentateuch the months of the year are called not by proper names, but by numbers, in the order of their sequence—that is, the first, the second, the third, and so on (Gen. 7:11; 8:4 and 5; Lev. 23:34), whereas in the books of Kings and later they already appear with proper names. In deep antiquity the months indeed were reckoned in this way, before they received fixed names. We also know that the five books of Moses never had, and do not have, among the Hebrews, proper titles, but are named by the first words with which each begins, such as: Berêschîth — in the beginning, Weêllè schemôth — these are the names, and so forth. A plain sign that these books were written at a time when the Hebrews did not yet have any other books: for names are given to books in order to distinguish one from another. And behold, the later Hebrew books are already designated by proper titles.

§ 113. c) Indirect Proof


Bearing in mind the direct proofs of the Pentateuch’s authenticity set forth so far—external and internal—we can, with a few new observations, easily present the indirect proof as well.

1) It is beyond doubt, by the testimony of pagans, Jews, and Samaritans, that Moses existed and gave the Hebrew people the book of the law. Consequently, if the present Pentateuch, ascribed to Moses, does not belong to him, then the genuine work of Moses has been lost by the Jews, and a forgery has been accepted in its place. But —

2) The genuine work of Moses could not have been lost, and was not lost. It could not have been lost because it had to remain constantly in the hands of the judges and Levites, as the sole code of political and religious laws, and consequently because everyone had the strongest motives to take care for its preservation. For, without the book of the law of Moses, neither the Levites, nor the judges, nor the people themselves could have fulfilled their religious and political duties. It was not lost: for, as we have seen, Jewish writers of every age, beginning with Moses himself, cite in their books passages from his Pentateuch, which means they made constant use of it.346

3) And for the forgery of the Pentateuch we can point to neither a time, in the whole history of the Hebrew people, nor a means.

It is indisputable that 250 years before Christ the present Pentateuch already existed: for it was then that the translation of the Seventy was made. In Ezra’s time it also existed: for he himself is presented as skilled in the law of Moses (Ezra 7:6). And from the time of Ezra an unbroken tradition concerning the Pentateuch, as well as the other sacred books, has been preserved among the Hebrews. It existed even before Ezra: for several decades before him, by his own testimony, Zerubbabel, with other countrymen, having returned from the Babylonian captivity, built an altar to the God of Israel, that they might offer burnt offerings thereon, as it is written in the law of Moses (Ezra 3:2). And the Samaritans asked Zerubbabel to allow them too to take part in rebuilding the temple, pointing out that they worshiped the same God as the Jews and in the same manner (Ezra 4:2)—which means they too possessed the Pentateuch of Moses.

We see the Pentateuch existing also in the days of Solomon, who built the house of the Lord, where worship according to the law of Moses began to be performed; and in the days of David, Saul, and Samuel, who, as their history shows, knew no other law than the law of Moses. The Pentateuch existed even before Samuel: for even then the Hebrews already had the ark of the covenant, which was in Shechem, they had the Levitical service, the tabernacle, and feasts celebrated at fixed times—and all this in accordance with the ordinances prescribed in the books of Moses. In a word: ascending step by step through the whole succession of periods of the history of the people of Israel, back to Moses himself, we everywhere find the law of Moses already in existence.

Still more improbable does the supposed forgery of the present Pentateuch, in place of some other work of Moses allegedly lost, appear, if we consider what would have been required of the forger for success in such an undertaking. He would have needed —

a) for this, to compose and forge not only the Pentateuch alone, but all the other books of the Old Testament as well—the historical, the didactic, and the prophetic: for in all of them there are clear references to the Pentateuch, laws are cited from it, and its miracles and other events set forth in it are recalled.

b) to convince all the Jews that the newly composed books were the very same ones that the Jews had held sacred from ancient times. To convince the judges that the laws contained in these books were the very ones by which judgment and justice had previously been administered in Israel. To convince the priests and Levites that the sacred rites and ceremonies prescribed by the forged books had previously been performed in the temple. To compel all the Jews to accept new, arbitrarily invented prophecies and psalms as ancient and sacred;

c) finally, in order to confirm the truth of the content of the forged Pentateuch, it would have been necessary to introduce many new institutions into the Jewish church and state, and pass them off as institutions of Moses. For example, to set apart, from the other tribes, the whole tribe of Levi for the sacred service of the altar, to establish the dignity of the high priesthood, passing by succession within the posterity of Aaron, and so forth, and to convince the sons of Israel that all this took its origin from their own divinely-inspired lawgiver himself. How many incongruities, difficulties, and even impossibilities are here!

If, after this, we gather together all the proofs of the authenticity of the Mosaic Pentateuch, then in this respect too it must be granted full preeminence over all the ancient books known among the various nations, which, moreover, are every one of them far more recent than the Pentateuch.

§ 114. The Integrity of the Mosaic Pentateuch


With no less thoroughness can the integrity of the Mosaic Pentateuch be shown. For no substantial corruption could have occurred in it, and indeed none has.

1) It could not have occurred. Let us only recall that this book was the foremost treasure of all the Jews, as the record, given by God Himself, of their faith, their legislation, their history, and other knowledge, and that it was in constant use especially among certain of the Jews. It is known, first, that Moses’s autograph, by his own command, was placed and constantly kept beside the ark of the covenant (Deut. 31:26); that Moses strictly forbade adding anything to his law, or taking anything away from it (Deut. 4:2); and that for the preservation of this law the whole tribe of Levi, numbering about 50,000 persons, was appointed. It is known, second, that from Moses’s autograph, by his own decree, a faithful copy was made for every new king or ruler, at the very time of his election, so that he might study the law and be guided by it (Deut. 17:18–19); and that similar copies had constantly to be in the hands of the Levites, who, otherwise, would not only not have known the doctrine of the faith, but would not even have known how to offer sacrifices and perform all the other rites of worship. Such copies were likewise necessary for the judges, who otherwise could not have known the civil laws of their fatherland, or administered judgment and justice. They were necessary also for the people themselves, so that they might conform to these laws in matters of faith and life, both public and domestic. How, then, after all this, can it be admitted that the Mosaic Pentateuch could have been substantially corrupted?

The supposition that such corruption was produced by the Jews themselves is unreasonable. Neither a reason, nor a purpose, nor even a means for the supposed event can be conceived in its support. And if, somehow and for some reason, the Jews had committed this crime, then it would soonest be expected that they would have destroyed, in the Pentateuch, those passages where Moses speaks of the rebellions, idolatry, and other vices of the Jews, or prescribes for them very strict laws. Yet all such passages remain intact. Nor can it be admitted that pagans corrupted the Pentateuch: for how could they have done this? And having corrupted one, two, or even several copies, how could they have spread the corruption to all the other copies in the hands of the Hebrews? How could there have remained in the Pentateuch a doctrine of the one God, entirely pure, so utterly at odds with the beliefs of the pagans, along with the accounts of His miracles, of His special favor toward the Jews above all pagans, and so forth? Neither could the Samaritans nor the Christians have produced this corruption, even supposing in them (with no grounds at all) such an intention. For the Jews, as the bitterest enemies of both, would not have failed to reproach them for so great a crime—which, however, never happened.

2) For this reason the Mosaic Pentateuch has indeed been preserved in its full integrity and incorruption even to the present day. Of this we are sufficiently convinced already by those passages from the Pentateuch, or references to it,347 which are found in all the subsequent sacred books of the Jews. These are numerous and varied passages and references, embracing nearly the greater part of the Pentateuch, and touching upon the dogmas, the moral, ceremonial, and civil laws, and the history set forth in it. This means that the sacred writers themselves, at all times, loved to study this divine book, knew it perfectly, and that it appears, for all of them, despite the different periods of their lives, to be one and the same in its content.

Far more confirmatory of the Pentateuch’s integrity is the unanimous and constant testimony of all the Jews concerning it, who, throughout the centuries, preserved the book of the law of Moses with such reverence and in such completeness that, according to the account of some of them, they did not change a single word in this book.348 We have no grounds whatsoever to disbelieve the testimony of an entire people concerning that which took place among themselves, and which could truly have been known to them alone.

Finally, for the fullest conviction of the incorruption of the Pentateuch, certain scholars349 have taken particular care to collate and compare with one another all the manuscripts of the Pentateuch’s genuine text, even all the manuscripts of its ancient translations—such as the translation of the Seventy, of Aquila, Symmachus, Theodotion, the Syriac translation, the Vulgate, and various copies of the Samaritan Pentateuch. And what came of all this? That no substantial difference was found between the ancient genuine copies, the ancient translations, and the present editions of the Pentateuch.350

§ 115. The Authenticity of the Remaining Books of the Old Testament


The authenticity of the remaining books of the Old Testament, like the authenticity of the Pentateuch, is proven by:

I. By external testimonies. Among the Jews we find, concerning these books, a tradition continuous in time and universal:

1) At present, in their canon,351 are contained the following books, which they acknowledge to be both divine and unquestionably authentic: 1) Genesis, 2) Exodus, 3) Leviticus, 4) Numbers, 5) Deuteronomy, 6) Joshua, 7) Judges, 8) the two books of Samuel (or the first two books of Kings), 9) the books of Kings (the third and fourth), 10) Isaiah, 11) Jeremiah, 12) Ezekiel, 13) the twelve minor Prophets, 14) Psalms, 15) Proverbs, 16) Job, 17) the Song of Songs, 18) Ruth, 19) Lamentations, 20) Ecclesiastes, 21) Esther, 22) Daniel, 23) Ezra and Nehemiah, 24) Chronicles. Into twenty-four parts the Hebrews now divide their sacred books, according to the number of letters of the Greek alphabet—although the total number of books is thirty-eight—just as they formerly reckoned twenty-two books among themselves, according to the number of letters of the Hebrew alphabet, joining for this purpose the book of Ruth with the book of Judges, and the Lamentations of Jeremiah with the book of his prophecies. Besides this, the Hebrews divide all these sacred books into three more general sections, of which the first bears the name of the Law,352 the second is called the Prophets,353 and the third—the Writings, or the sacred writings, ἁγιόγραφα.354

2) The Jews held to this same canon also during the earthly life of the Savior, as is evident, on the one hand, from the contemporary testimonies of Philo and Josephus, who speak both of the twenty-two sacred Jewish books and of their division into the three sections indicated;355 and, on the other hand, from the testimonies of Jesus Christ Himself and His Apostles: for in the New Testament, besides the fact that three classes of Old Testament books are distinguished under the names of the law, the prophets, and the psalms (Luke 24:44), passages are cited from almost all these books.356

3) The Jews held to this same canon also 300 years before the Savior’s coming. For Jesus the son of Sirach, in his book, which, by every reckoning, appeared in Hebrew no later than 300 years before the birth of Christ,357 in praising the glorious men of Israel, and after naming Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel, immediately mentions the twelve Prophets (Sir. 49:12), without enumerating them by name. This shows that the writings of the twelve minor Prophets had already been brought together into one collection and were known under the common name of the twelve, and that the present canon of sacred books already existed among the Jews at that time, in which, indeed, these twelve Prophets stand, under their common name, immediately after Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel. It is known, besides, that 250 years before the Savior’s coming a translation of the Hebrew books into Greek was made by seventy-two Hebrew elders, chosen from all twelve tribes: and in this translation are included all the books found in the canon of the Jews.

4) By tradition, this canon goes back even to the time of Ezra, and is said to have been brought by Ezra himself into its present form—a tradition not only accepted, unanimously, by all Jews, then and now, but accepted also by the most renowned teachers of the Christian Church: Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Chrysostom, Theodoret, and others.358 In confirmation of this tradition, one may still, even at the present time, point to the written testimonies of Josephus and the Talmud. Josephus mentions the custom of the Jews, by which their priests, at the conclusion of a lengthy war and of troubled circumstances in general, were accustomed to review the ancient writings, and as it were to issue a new edition of them—a task, however, permitted not to everyone, but only to prophets, who knew the most ancient events by inspiration from God (κατἀ τἠν ἑπίπυοιαν ἀπὸ τοῦ Θεοῦ), and wrote the history of their own time with the utmost accuracy—and he adds, following this: “For this reason we do not have a countless multitude of books, mutually contradicting and refuting one another, but only 22 books, embracing all our history and justly held to be divine. Of these, five belong to Moses…; in the thirteen that followed Moses, the Prophets described the events of their own time from the death of Moses to the Persian king Artaxerxes, the successor of Xerxes; the remaining four books contain psalms in praise of God and the most useful rules of life. From the time of Artaxerxes to our own day, although everything that has happened has likewise been set down in writing, these writings no longer enjoy the same esteem as the earlier books we have enumerated, because the succession of prophets has ceased (διὰ τὸ μὴ γενέσδαι τὴν τῶν προφητῶν ἀκριβῆ διαδοχὴν)”359. From these words it is evident:

a) that, when the Jews returned from the Babylonian captivity, it was natural, in consequence of the custom that existed among them, to make a review and, as it were, a new edition of the sacred books;

b) that such a task could have been accomplished only by some priest-prophet, or by several together, and

c) that the Jewish canon, existing to this day, was finally compiled at this very time, in the reign of Artaxerxes. To whom, then, can this task be ascribed with greater justice than to Ezra? He was released by Artaxerxes to Jerusalem precisely in order to restore the temple and everything pertaining to the Faith; he was a priest of God possessing the gift of prophecy, and, as history testifies, upon his return to his homeland occupied himself with nothing else but caring, with the utmost zeal, for the restoration among the Israelites of true worship and piety, teaching them the law of God, and was, without doubt, not without cause called a scribe of the book of the words of the commandments of the Lord, and of his statutes to Israel (Ezra 7:10–12). It may, however, be supposed that Ezra did not alone accomplish the review of the sacred books, and, as it were, republish them. His helpers, in all likelihood, were the prophets still living at that time—Haggai and Zechariah, whose writings entered into his canon, as well as the prophet Malachi and Nehemiah (2 Macc. 2:13), who likewise still lived in the reign of Artaxerxes, in whose time the sacred canon was finally compiled, and who contributed their own books to it. As for the testimony of the Jewish Talmud concerning the origin of the canon: in one of its most ancient parts (of the Talmud), called the Chapters of the Fathers, we read, at the very beginning, the following: “Moses received the law from Sinai, and handed it down to Joshua; Joshua to the elders; the elders to the prophets; the prophets to the members of the Great Synagogue”; in another place the Talmud states still more clearly and definitely that the canon of the sacred Jewish books was completed by the Great Synagogue,360 which, as is known, according to the teaching of the Talmudists, was formed precisely in the days of Ezra.

5) It does not at all follow from this, however, that before Ezra, and before the final formation of the canon, the Jews had no canon of sacred books among themselves, and made no use of them. The contrary is guaranteed by —

a) The above-mentioned testimony of Josephus concerning the custom of the Jewish priests and prophets, after every prolonged war, to review the ancient writings and, as it were, republish them—a custom which, by the time of Artaxerxes and Ezra, had already come to an end, and consequently had been formed and established in earlier times.

b) The fact that the most ancient Jewish sacred writers indeed attached their books to the Mosaic Pentateuch, which lay beside the ark in the tabernacle, and thus incorporated them into the sacred canon. Thus, of Joshua we read: and Joshua wrote these words in the book of the law of God (Josh. 24:26), that is, he attached his own writing to the Pentateuch (for the Jews had no other book of the law of God at that time), so that the book of Joshua, together with the books of Moses, formed one single copy, one canon. In just the same way, Samuel, having proclaimed the manner of the kingdom, wrote it in a book, and laid it up before the Lord (1 Sam. 10:25). The expression in a book (basepher) shows that reference is being made here to a known, already existing book, to which the book of Samuel was only an addition, thereby enlarging the existing collection of the sacred canon; while the expression laid it up before the Lord plainly points to a similar placement of the Pentateuch beside the ark in the tabernacle.

c) References made by the later sacred books themselves to the earlier ones. Thus, the book of Joshua, or what is contained in it, is mentioned in the book of Judges. The events described in the book of Judges, as well as in the book of Joshua, are spoken of in the books of Kings and in the Psalms, and so on (which can easily be verified by a single glance at the parallel passages indicated in the Bibles). The second book of Chronicles, the book of Daniel, and the book of Ezra mention the prophecy concerning the seventy years’ Babylonian captivity, and ascribe this prophecy to Jeremiah (2 Chron. 36:20–21; Dan. 9:2; Ezra 1:1). Jeremiah himself testifies concerning Micah, who prophesied in the days of Hezekiah, king of Judah (Jer. 26:18), and cites plain passages from Habakkuk (compare Jer. 5:6 with Hab. 1:6 and 8; Jer. 12:1 with Hab. 1:13; Jer. 25:27 with Hab. 2:16).

d) Finally, traditions to the effect that the Jews, long before Ezra, possessed other sacred books besides the Mosaic Pentateuch. Thus, concerning the book of the prophet Isaiah, Josephus relates the following incident. The reason why Cyrus, king of Persia, allowed the Israelites to return to their native land, was Isaiah’s prophecy, which was explained to him and astonished him—a prophecy in which Isaiah, 210 years before this ruler’s birth and 140 years before the destruction of the first Jewish temple, foretold that God would one day raise up His anointed Cyrus, and that this very anointed one, by God’s inspiration, would rebuild the city of Jerusalem, and would return the captivity of God’s people (Is. 45:1–14). The opening words of Cyrus’s own decree on this occasion, preserved in the book of Ezra, sufficiently confirm the truth of Josephus’s account: all the kingdoms of the earth has the Lord God of heaven given me, says Cyrus, and he has charged me to build him a house in Jerusalem, which is in Judea (Ezra 1:2). Is it not natural to think that here — he has charged — points directly to the aforementioned prophecy of Isaiah, especially if the two passages are compared? For this reason Josephus gives the opening of Cyrus’s decree in the following form: “I believe that the almighty God, who gave me all the kingdoms of the earth, is the God of Israel; for He foretold my name through His prophets, and declared that I would renew His temple in Jerusalem.”361 And if all this is true, it means that the Jews, already in the time of Cyrus, that is, around 536 years before Jesus Christ, had in their hands, and acknowledged as authentic, the prophecies of Isaiah. Nor is this all: the tradition of the authenticity of these prophecies goes back even to the very time of their origin. For the Talmud plainly states that Hezekiah and his academy included the book of the prophet Isaiah among the sacred books;362 and it was in the reign of Hezekiah that Isaiah prophesied.

II. By internal testimonies. Upon the most attentive examination of the style and content of the Old Testament books, one cannot but admit that they were written by different persons, at different times, and are entirely consonant with the character and circumstances of precisely those persons and periods to which they are usually ascribed.

The style in all these books is found to differ, and bears upon it the imprint of different stages of development of the Hebrew language. Thus, in the book of the prophet Isaiah this language is pure, correct, and may be said to appear in all its perfection. In the prophecies of Jeremiah and Ezekiel it is already mixed with certain Chaldean turns of phrase, corresponding to the condition of the Jews at that time. In general, in the sacred books written shortly before and during the Babylonian captivity, the Hebrew style is not entirely pure, is less clear, and inclines toward decline. The book of the prophet Daniel is written partly in Hebrew (from the very beginning to verse 4 of the second chapter, and then from chapter 8 to the very end), and partly in Chaldean (from verse 4 of chapter 2 to the end of chapter 7). In exactly the same way, the first book of Ezra is written partly in Hebrew, partly in Chaldean (the latter from verse 8 of chapter 4 to verse 19 of chapter 6, and then from verse 12 of chapter 7 to verse 27 of the same chapter). A plain sign that these last two books were written by such persons, and for such readers, as were familiar with both languages; and such, indeed, were Daniel, Ezra, and the Jews of their time who were in the Babylonian captivity. We shall not even mention certain particular idioms of style found in some sacred books and not found in others, which plainly show a difference of writers.

The same variation appears in the content of the Old Testament sacred books. Each divinely-inspired writer has his own particular order of exposition, his own distinctive manner of describing events (for the spirits of the prophets, as the holy Apostle Paul testified, are subject to the prophets (1 Cor. 14:32); and God, in inspiring His messengers with supernatural revelation, did not, however, deprive them of their natural faculties for conveying this revelation to other people). Everywhere in these books one sees, as it were, a reflection of the customs of different ages, a reflection of the different political circumstances of the Jewish people, and not infrequently of neighboring peoples—and all this in complete conformity with the time of life and character of the sacred writers themselves. It is well known to everyone that the prophet Isaiah is distinguished by a particular loftiness of thought, and by clarity and precision in expressing it; the tone of the prophet Jeremiah, especially in his Lamentations, is tender and, as it were, mournful; the prophecy of Ezekiel is pervaded by mystery, full of symbols, comparisons, allegories, parables, descriptions, and personifications. Moreover, this same Ezekiel, for example, who lived in Arabia among the Chaldeans, depicts precisely those events that were contemporary with him. He presents Nebuchadnezzar as the conqueror of the Hebrews, sees Jerusalem destroyed, the temple defiled, the Jews carried into captivity and scattered among the nations; and, for the comfort of these unfortunate captives, he foretells to them another David, a new Jerusalem, a new temple, in which the Lord will establish His dwelling forever. The prophet Daniel displays a perfect knowledge of the customs and manners of Babylon, of the geography of that country, of the political and religious condition of its inhabitants, and depicts all this with the utmost precision.363 In general it may be observed that many of the Old Testament books, especially the historical ones, present themselves as a kind of diary. In them the order of time is observed, descriptions of places are found, the names and families of people are mentioned, the genealogies of generations, the successions of kings and high priests are traced; in a word, every kind of detail, often the smallest and seemingly most trivial, is noted. What, then, could more naturally explain this, than the fact that the Old Testament books truly originated at different times, and were written by persons who lived in those times, and knew those places, of which they speak with such precision?

III. By the impossibility of forgery. An impossibility both on the part of the person who might have resolved upon such an act, and on the part of the Jews, who would have had to accept, and still hold to this day, forged books as authentic and divine.

No deceiver, whatever his abilities, could possibly forge more than thirty books, so consonant with the characters and circumstances of different persons and different periods, books so unlike one another in subject matter, in tone of exposition, and especially in style, bearing as it does the indelible imprint of different stages in the development of the Hebrew language. And to suppose, for this purpose, many deceivers—whether contemporaries of one another, or living at different times—has not the slightest ground, and is plainly unreasonable.

Those persons to whom the Old Testament sacred books are ascribed, and especially the Prophets, were well-known and celebrated figures among the Jews. Acting in the name of Jehovah, they openly and boldly proclaimed the will of God. Hear the word of the Lord (2 Kings 7:1; Jer. 2:4), they cried, appearing everywhere, and each of their prophecies was, as it were, a public event, and powerfully aroused the attention of their fellow citizens; while certain predictions, touching upon the Jewish kingdom itself, produced great movements throughout the whole people. For this reason the memory of the Prophets and their prophecies passed among the Hebrews from generation to generation. How, then, could it come about that prophecies, invented and put forth under the names of Prophets known to all, were accepted by the Jews as genuine? This is all the more improbable in that the Jews were extremely discriminating and cautious in accepting books as divine books: for this they invariably required that a given book be entered into the sacred canon by some prophet. And for this reason they would not of themselves agree to include in this canon the books of Tobit, Judith, Jesus the son of Sirach, and the Maccabees, although they ascribe great importance to these books.364

§ 116. Their Integrity


“If anyone should say”, observes Blessed Jerome, “that the Hebrew books have been corrupted by the Jews, let him listen to how Origen answers this question in the eighth book of his commentaries on Isaiah: never did the Lord and the Apostles, who reproached the scribes and Pharisees for their other crimes, reproach them for this crime, which would have been the greatest of all. And if it be said that the Hebrew books were corrupted after the Savior’s coming and after the Apostles’ preaching, I cannot restrain my laughter at the thought that the Savior, the Evangelists, and the Apostles could have cited testimonies in the very form that the Jews were later to corrupt them.”365

To this well-grounded observation, whose force one cannot but feel at once, the following may still be added:

1) It is utterly improbable that the Jews could have corrupted their sacred books before the Savior’s coming: for they —

a) had, at that time, not the slightest motive to do so; on the contrary, they had every motive to guard these books with the utmost care, as monuments containing the sweet promises of the coming Deliverer, by which alone they could recognize Him. Besides this —

b) it is positively known from the testimonies of Philo and Josephus that the Jews were distinguished then, as they still are to this day, by the deepest reverence for their sacred books, so that they cherished a kind of religious veneration for every word and every letter of the Bible. And that, throughout the centuries, not one of them dared either to add anything to it, or to take anything away from it.366 This is why Trypho the Jew, in Justin’s well-known Dialogue, upon noticing that the latter suspects his countrymen of corrupting Holy Scripture, declares that this is a crime which, in the eyes of a Jew, is far graver than worshiping the golden calf, sacrificing children to idols, and murdering the Prophets. Finally —

c) a substantial corruption of the sacred books before the Savior’s coming, whether on the part of the Jews or of the pagans, cannot be admitted, if only from the thought of divine providence alone. If the chief purpose of these books was to prepare the human race to recognize and receive the Messiah, then this purpose could not have been fully achieved, had they been substantially corrupted. It is precisely to this special providence of God for the preservation of the Old Testament writings, so important for proving the divinity of the Christian faith, that the ancient defenders of Christianity not infrequently pointed.367

2) Equally unfounded is the notion that the Jews substantially corrupted the Old Testament books after Christ’s coming. This they could not have done

a) if only on account of their own dispersion, and, together with them, the dispersion of copies of the Bible, over almost the whole face of the earth;368

b) because many of the Jews, from the very beginning of Christianity, entered into the bosom of the Church of Christ and brought with them into it copies of the Hebrew Bible, which, of course, must have remained free of corruption, even if all the other copies, left in the hands of the Jews who did not believe in the Messiah, had somehow been maliciously corrupted by them;

c) because of the existence, among these Jews, of two mutually hostile sects—the sect of the Rabbanites, ardent devotees of tradition, and the sect of the Karaites, who strictly adhere to the letter of Scripture: had the Masoretes (the Rabbanites), as some suppose, indeed made important and substantial changes to the sacred text, the Karaites would never have agreed to accept these changes, and there would necessarily have been a difference between the copies of the two. But no such difference exists. Also worthy of note is

d) the fact that, had the Jews, out of hatred for the Christians, resolved to raise a sacrilegious hand against their own divine Bible, they would, without doubt, have corrupted first of all those striking prophecies which serve as one of the fundamental bases of our faith, and as the first proof of their unbelief and hardness of heart; but all such prophecies remain intact.369

II. ON THE HISTORICAL RELIABILITY OF THE NEW TESTAMENT BOOKS370


§ 117. The Authenticity of the Four Gospels: a) External Proofs


External proofs of the authenticity of the four Gospels consist of testimonies about them from the Orthodox teachers of the Church and from testimonies of her enemies, pagans and heretics. Both kinds of testimony are exceedingly numerous, and an unbroken chain of them could be traced through the whole series of centuries from the appearance of Christianity down to the present day. But there is no need for such an undertaking, because even the most obstinate opponents of the authenticity of our Gospels agree that from the beginning of the third century they have existed. It is therefore sufficient for us to present testimonies concerning the four Gospels belonging only to the first two centuries.

I. In the latter half of the second century the four Gospels undoubtedly existed and were universally known throughout the whole Christian world, in the East and in the West: for here and there we see the use of our Gospels not only within the Church herself, but also among her enemies.

1) Within the Church herself. Clement of Alexandria, who became head of the famous School of Alexandria in the year 189, cites numerous passages from all four of our Gospels371, as from writings whose divine authority is not subject to the least doubt, sometimes even naming the evangelists themselves372. To grasp the importance of this witness, one must take into account, first, that he was a disciple of Pantaenus and associated with the most ancient teachers of the Church, men of apostolic times, from whom, of course, he learned of the authenticity of the four Gospels. And second, that Clement, as a presbyter of Alexandria and as head of the school from which pastors went forth for the whole of that region, serves in the present case as a representative for us of the belief of the entire Alexandrian church concerning the Gospels—a belief his disciple Origen (who by his upbringing likewise belongs to the end of the second century) expressed still more definitely in these words: “concerning the four Gospels, I have learned by tradition that only these four are received without any contradiction by the whole Church of God under heaven, namely: the first Gospel was written by Matthew, the second… and so forth”373.

Athenagoras of Athens, in his Apology, published around the year 177, cites the exact words from the Gospels of Matthew and Luke374, and, as a teacher at that same School of Alexandria, presents further testimony concerning the belief of the Alexandrian church regarding the Gospels.

Theophilus of Antioch was so convinced of the divine authority and authenticity of the four Gospels that he wrote a commentary on them which, though it has not come down to us, was known to blessed Jerome, who cites from it an explanation of one parable375. Moreover, in his surviving work To Autolycus, Theophilus cites texts from the Gospels of Matthew, Luke, and John, naming the last of these by name376. Being bishop of Antioch, Theophilus must have known and affirmed the belief of all the particular churches under his authority, and so in his voice we may hear the voice of the whole of western Christian Syria.

Tertullian (still before his own falling-away from Orthodoxy) speaks in the most definite manner of the four Gospels, asserting that they were written by the Apostles, or by disciples of the Apostles—Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John—and proving the importance of these Gospels, on the one hand, by the fact that they have existed in the apostolic churches continuously since the time of the Apostles themselves, and on the other, by the fact that from the time of their origin they have been acknowledged as authentic and divine both by the apostolic churches and by all the rest377. Tertullian, an African presbyter and the most celebrated scholar of his time, is without any doubt the most trustworthy witness in this matter to the belief of the African church, and even of all the rest.

Equally clear pronouncements concerning the four Gospels are found also in St. Irenaeus: “We have learned,” he says, “the economy of our salvation from no others than those through whom the Gospel came down to us, which they first proclaimed, and then, by the will of God, handed down to us in the Scriptures, to be for the future the pillar and ground of our faith.” And having said this, the holy father lists the names of the Gospels themselves and of the evangelists in precisely the order in which they remain to this day378.

A little further on, in the same work, he affirms that the Gospels are neither more nor fewer than four. And he sees in this a mysterious correspondence to the four quarters of the world in which the Church has been planted379. More than this: according to the words of St. Irenaeus, such was the trustworthiness of all our four Gospels already in his own time, that even the heretics themselves bore witness to them, each striving to confirm his own teaching from passages in these Gospels380. Let us recall now that Irenaeus was a contemporary of the immediate disciples of the Apostles, from whom, as he himself confesses381, he loved to learn with great diligence, and was in particular for a long time the closest disciple of St. Polycarp, the nearest disciple of the evangelist John. Let us not forget, too, that Irenaeus, having left Asia, where his youth and years of formation had passed, visited, before arriving in Lyons, nearly half of the Christian world of that time, whereby he could readily learn all that was happening within it. Then, while still a presbyter, on certain matters of church business, he visited Rome, and ended his days in Gaul as bishop of Lyons. It is plain that he could have received his knowledge of the Gospels at second hand at the least, from men of apostolic times, and that his testimony vouches for the belief not only of the church of Lyons, but of the whole West, and even of almost the entire universal Church. And therefore it may with full justice be said: even had there been no other testimonies from the second century concerning our four Gospels, the testimony of Irenaeus alone could indisputably establish their authenticity.

One cannot, however, pass over in silence here two more Christian testimonies of that time concerning the Gospels, testimonies of a particular kind. The first is the Syriac translation of the four Gospels from the Greek original, known under the name of the “simple” translation (Peshitta), and dating back, at the very least, to the latter half of the second century382 (fresh proof of the belief in the authenticity of all the Gospels held by the Syriac church!). The second is the catalogue of sacred books discovered by Muratori in a manuscript of the Milan library, reckoned by its antiquity, as is supposed, to be no less than a thousand years old. This catalogue must be assigned to at least the second century. For the one by whom it was originally written says that the Book of Hermas was composed in his own time, under the Roman bishop Pius I. It follows, then, that the catalogue itself was drawn up either under Pius I himself, or, at the very latest, under his successor Anicetus, whom St. Polycarp visited. And this most ancient catalogue of sacred books likewise lists all our four Gospels383.

2) Among the enemies of the Church, namely: the pagan philosopher Celsus and the disciples of the heretic Valentinus.

From the numerous fragments of Celsus’s work against the Christians (written around the middle of the second century), preserved by Origen, it is evident that Celsus knew all our four Gospels. Thus, in one place he admits that he himself had seen among the Christian priests certain barbarous books in which the names of demons and stories of the blind were inscribed384; in another he says that he draws his objections against the Christians from their own writings — and Origen, refuting him, calls these writings our Gospels, and generally reproaches this philosopher for having read our Gospels without proper attention; in a third place Celsus mentions that it was precisely his own disciples who wrote the history of Jesus’s deeds385; finally, he even directly calls these writings the gospel (ἐυαγγέλιον), a name which shows that in Celsus’s day our Gospels not only existed but had already been brought together into a single body, or canon386. In particular, it is beyond doubt that Celsus knew:

1) The Gospel of Matthew: for he speaks of all the events described in the first two chapters of this Gospel, and passed over by the other evangelists, namely: the star that guided the Magi, their journey to Bethlehem, the gifts they brought to the Messiah who had been born, Herod’s persecution against Jesus, the appearance of the Angel to Joseph on this occasion, and Jesus’s sojourn in Egypt. He states, and himself admits, that he drew all this from the Christian Gospels387. Further, Celsus cites many of the precepts from the Savior’s Sermon on the Mount; he tells of the calling of the Apostles; he quotes the very words of the evangelist Matthew: “when they persecute you in this city, flee into another” (Matt. 10:23); he mentions the betrayal of Judas, the denials of Peter, the prayer of Jesus Christ in the garden of Gethsemane: “My Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me” (Matt. 26:39), the cup of vinegar and gall offered to the Savior during his sufferings, the darkness and the earthquake at the time of his death, and many other events, exactly as they are described by the evangelist Matthew388. Celsus knew

2) The Gospel of Mark: for, besides pointing to many events about which he could have gathered information from this as well as from the other Gospels, Celsus relates, in one of his objections, a particular detail whose basis he could have drawn only from the Gospel of Mark—namely, in asserting that the risen Savior was seen only by a single woman, frenzied and beside herself (πάροιστρος)389. Such an idea the objector could have grounded on nothing else than the passage in the evangelist Mark (16:5 and 8), found in none of the other evangelists—the passage where it is related that the women, having come to the Savior’s tomb and having beheld the Angel in the tomb, “were amazed” (ἐξεθαμβήθησαν) “and went out and fled from the tomb, for trembling and astonishment had come upon them” (τρόμος καὶ ἔκστασις). Celsus knew —

3) The Gospel of Luke: for in one place he complains of the pride of the Christian genealogists (τοὺς γενεαλογήσαντας) who trace the genealogy of Jesus back even to the first man, Adam390 — a detail belonging exclusively to the evangelist Luke (3:25-38); he also knew

4) The Gospel of John: for he points391 to the Christian teaching about the Word, who is the Son of God; to the fact that from the pierced side of the crucified Savior there flowed blood and water; he calls him “light,” “life,” and so forth—all details found only in the evangelist John.

Concerning the Valentinian heretics, St. Irenaeus remarked in general that they preferred the Gospel of John to the other Gospels (which, consequently, they also admitted), and the fragments cited by Irenaeus from the Valentinians’ writings fully confirm this conclusion392. One of the first disciples of Valentinus, Heracleon —

a) composed a commentary on the Gospel of John, many passages of which Origen has preserved;

b) also wrote a commentary on the Gospel of Luke, as may be conjectured on the basis of one lengthy fragment cited from this commentary by Clement of Alexandria;

c) finally, in his commentary on John, twice quotes the words of the evangelist Matthew, adding: “according to the Gospel.”393

Another, no less renowned disciple of Valentinus, Theodotus, admitted all four Gospels. In an extract from his writings, made by one of his devoted disciples and preserved at the end of the works of Clement of Alexandria —

a) many words of the Savior are cited with complete precision, exactly as they are set forth in the evangelists Matthew, Luke, and John;

b) it is related that the Savior sojourned in the wilderness, with those particulars found only in the evangelist Mark;

c) and three times occurs the expression: “the Apostle said,” before texts quoted from the Gospels of Matthew, Luke, and John394. The third, most renowned disciple of Valentinus, Ptolemy, in his letter to Flora, preserved by Epiphanius395, repeats many passages from the Gospel of Matthew and one from the Gospel of John, adding: “the Apostle said.” The fourth disciple of Valentinus, Mark, according to the testimony of St. Irenaeus, applied to his teaching about the aeons many passages from the Gospels of Matthew and Luke, and one from the Gospel of Mark396.

Taking together the testimonies we have adduced thus far, we must conclude that all our four Gospels existed and already formed a defined canon not only in the latter half of the second century, but in the first half as well: for, without question, a book from which passages are quoted in any writings must have been written before those writings, and in order for the Gospels to spread through all the Christian churches situated in Asia, Europe, and Africa, to be unanimously received by all Christians, and to become known even to the pagans themselves—for all this a considerable span of time was required.

II. But there are, besides, direct and trustworthy witnesses who clearly confirm that the four Gospels indeed existed already in the first half of the second century. Such are —

1) Among the ecclesiastical writers of that time: St. Justin the Martyr, St. Polycarp, and Papias.

The first —

a) in one of his Apologies speaks of the memoirs of the Apostles (ἀπομνημονεύματα τῶν ἀποστόλων), which were read by the Christians in their sacred assemblies and commonly called the Gospels: and that St. Justin meant by this precisely our Gospels is vouched for by the very passage he cites there from these memoirs concerning the institution of the Eucharist, in words identical to those found in St. Matthew, Mark, and Luke397;

b) in all his writings assumes the Gospel history as beyond doubt, striving, for instance, in his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, to demonstrate the complete agreement of the Old Testament prophecies with the events of Christ’s life exactly as they are set forth by our evangelists;

c) finally, in various places throughout his writings, quotes numerous texts from all our four Gospels almost word for word398.

The circumstances of St. Justin’s life greatly enhance the importance of his testimony. Born at the beginning of the second century (in the year 103) in Palestine, he could without doubt have known many of those who had lived alongside St. Simeon, the disciple and close kinsman of the Savior himself, who was the second bishop of Jerusalem and suffered a martyr’s death in the year 107; he could also have known the disciples of St. John the Evangelist, who died around the year 100 of our era, and could have associated with both. Besides this, he undertook a journey to Rome, where he wrote his second Apology, dwelt for a long time in Alexandria, traveled through Asia Minor, and in Ephesus composed his Dialogue with Trypho. He thus visited all the most renowned Christian churches of that time—of Jerusalem, Alexandria, Ephesus, and Rome—and could himself, directly, learn what Gospels were in use in each of them.

St. Polycarp, an apostolic man, disciple of St. John the Theologian and bishop of Smyrna, in his Epistle to the Philippians, written around the year 107 (chapters 2 and 7), quotes passages from the Gospels of Matthew (5:3, 10; 6:13; 26:41), of Mark (14:38), and of Luke (6:37-38). And though he quotes not a single passage from the Gospel of John, he does quote (ch. 7) words from this Apostle’s first epistle (4:3). And it is universally accepted as certain that this epistle could have had no other author than the one who also wrote the Gospel of John. It should be recalled here that, besides the epistle, five fragments have come down to us from St. Polycarp in a sixth-century Latin translation, which the best critics acknowledge as authentic. In the third of these fragments the holy father gives us the most striking testimony that already in his own time all our Gospels were known under the names of the evangelists themselves, and, moreover, neither more nor fewer than four399.

A contemporary of St. Polycarp, Papias, bishop of Hierapolis (who tells the following about himself: “whenever I met anyone who had been a companion of the elders, I would inquire carefully after their words—what Andrew or Peter had said, or Philip, or Thomas, or James, or John, or Matthew, or any other of the Lord’s disciples, and what Aristion and the elder John, also disciples of the Lord, were saying”),—this same Papias, in that same work of his, according to the testimony of Eusebius, clearly transmitted from the elders, and especially from his own teacher, the elder John, the account that Matthew wrote one Gospel in the Hebrew language, and Mark, the companion of the Apostle Peter, wrote another, and he cites texts from the first epistle of John—thereby, like St. Polycarp, bearing witness also to the Gospel of John400.

2) But if, owing to the loss of many Christian writings of the first half of the second century (for instance, some of the writings of St. Justin and of Papias), few testimonies of the Church herself concerning our four Gospels have come down to us from that time—quite clear testimonies concerning them have, on the other hand, been preserved from the enemies of the Church, the heretics, and are, consequently, all the more weighty testimonies.

Tatian, who had been a disciple of St. Justin, and afterward became the head of the sect of the Encratites, or Severians,

a) before his own falling-away from Orthodoxy, wrote a Discourse to the Greeks, in which he quotes two exact passages from the Gospel of John401;

b) but after his falling-away—composed his own Diatessaron (διὰ τεσσάρων), in which, bringing together texts from all our four Gospels, he sought to arrange these texts so as to produce a continuous history of Jesus Christ. And he made no additions of his own to them, but only maliciously omitted everything contrary to his own errors, and in particular everything relating to the genealogy of the Savior and his descent from David. As to the authenticity of this work of Tatian’s —

a) it is vouched for by Eusebius, Epiphanius, and Theodoret: the testimony of the last of these is the more remarkable in that he, having become a Syrian bishop, himself found in his diocese more than two hundred copies of this book, which was used not only by the followers of Tatian, but, through the cunning of the heretics, even by some of the Orthodox; and consequently he himself could see and judge whether the heretical Diatessaron was indeed drawn from our four Gospels, as he relates: otherwise, of course, he would not have affirmed this before his contemporaries402;

b) it is vouched for, further, by an ancient Syriac writer, who says the following: “Tatian, the disciple of Justin the martyr and philosopher, composed one Gospel out of four, and called it Diatessaron; the opening words of this work are: In the beginning was the Word”403;

c) finally, it is vouched for also by the fact that the followers of Tatian did indeed accept our Gospels, as well as the Law of Moses and the books of the Prophets, rejecting only the Acts of the Apostles and the epistles of St. Paul the Apostle404. What further proof, then, could be required that in the first half of the second century all our four Gospels existed, and existed in a defined canon, if a disciple of St. Justin unquestionably made use of them as apostolic writings?.. So important a truth for a Christian the disciple would, without doubt, not have accepted had his teacher not accepted it. And so, if the testimonies concerning the four Gospels drawn from the few surviving writings of St. Justin himself do not seem altogether conclusive (whereas in his lost works, perhaps, the most precise and complete testimonies were to be found)—is not the voice of the disciple sufficient surety for him?..

How Marcion—another heresiarch famous at that time—regarded our four Gospels is well enough known from the refutations of him by St. Irenaeus and Tertullian. The former says that Marcion, while receiving with respect the one Gospel of Luke, reviled the other three, not at all because he did not acknowledge them as authentic, that is, as originating from the Apostles and their disciples, but only because, as he supposed, the Apostles, not having understood Christ’s teaching, had mixed into it, in these Gospels, much of the Old Testament Jewish teaching (of which Marcion was an enemy), whereas the evangelist Luke (in whom Marcion thought to find confirmation of his own ideas), having written under the immediate supervision of St. Paul the Apostle, had escaped this fault405. The latter (Tertullian) reminds Marcion that he himself had once believed the account of the evangelist Matthew concerning the manger of the Savior and the adoration of the shepherds and the Magi, as he himself confessed in one of his letters406. He rebukes the heretic for having rejected the Gospels that plainly condemned him, and for having damaged even the one he did accept, whereas the Gospel of John alone could overthrow his false teaching407. Finally, wishing to prove to his adversary that the Gospel received by the Church is true and unaltered, while, on the contrary, his own Gospel—Marcion’s Gospel—is untrue and altered, the renowned teacher points out that the former is older than the latter, was received up to a certain time by Marcion himself, and derives its origin uninterruptedly from the Apostles themselves in all the apostolic churches and the rest408. It cannot fail to be noticed that, had Marcion not believed the Gospels he rejected to be of apostolic origin, would he not have availed himself of this plausible means of justifying himself? And Tertullian, who examined in order all of Marcion’s justifications, would he really have passed over this one, and failed to give a full answer to so important a question? On the other hand, had our four Gospels not truly been unanimously received by the whole Church in Marcion’s day, how would Tertullian have dared to set against him, in this connection, the testimonies of the Corinthians, the Galatians, the Ephesians, the Philippians, the Thessalonians, the Romans, and the churches of Asia founded by St. John? And had it not also been known at that time that our Gospels were preserved in the apostolic churches precisely from the time of the holy Apostles themselves—could the most celebrated Christian scholar have set even this against the learned heretic?

Just so, too, with regard to the third heresiarch, Marcion’s contemporary, Valentinus, who appeared with his false teaching around the year 134, St. Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Epiphanius testify that this heretic only distorted the meaning of our Gospels, and by no means rejected them409.

Even more remarkable here are the ancient reports concerning Basilides and Carpocrates, heresiarchs who lived very close to the times of the Apostles themselves. The teachers of the Church who refuted the errors of Carpocrates nowhere reproach him for rejecting the authenticity of our Gospels; on the contrary, they affirm that the followers of this heretic sought to found even their own opinions on Gospel texts410. And Basilides, according to the words of his contemporary Agrippa Castor, who wrote refutations against him411, composed as many as twenty-four books on the Gospel (τὸ ἐυαγγέλιον). This expression, used by Agrippa and afterward by Eusebius without any particular remark, undoubtedly signifies for them what it signified generally and always among Christians, that is, the entire fourfold Gospel received by the Church. Otherwise, had the reference been to some spurious Gospel, or one corrupted by the heretics, Agrippa and Eusebius would not have used, contrary to universal custom, the Church’s sacred expression τὸ ἐυαγγέλιον without a suitable qualification. We pass over in silence the fact that Clement of Alexandria, Origen, and Epiphanius, who wrote against the followers of Basilides, nowhere reproach them for rejecting the authenticity of our Gospels.

III. Finally, there are sufficient grounds for asserting that already in the first century our Gospels were known, each from the time of its own composition, with the exception of the Gospel of John, which appeared toward the end of that century (around the year 98).

Such a conclusion already follows from what has gone before. It cannot be that the writers of the first half, even the first quarter, of the second century, whether favorable or unfavorable to the Church, should have agreed together, and without any cause, to acknowledge certain writings as belonging to the Apostles themselves, had they not received this tradition from their own teachers, their fathers, and their forebears… Still less credible would it be that these writings, of which up to that point no one had heard anything, should suddenly have been received by the whole Church, then already scattered across various countries of the world, and should have become the rule of universal Christian belief. No—if at the beginning of the second century our Gospels were regarded with such reverence, that reverence, without doubt, had passed down from the first century.

From the apostolic men of the first century only a few, and those brief, epistles have come down to us; happily, even in these few but precious monuments there is no small number of testimonies concerning our four Gospels.

St. Ignatius the God-bearer, bishop of Antioch (†107), who personally knew many of the Apostles and spent the greater part of his life with St. John the Theologian —

a) mentions the division of Holy Scripture into the Gospel (which, therefore, already existed), the Apostles, and the Prophets412;

b) urges those believers who said, “if I do not find it in the archives, I will not believe the Gospel,” to hold fast to the teaching of Christ413;

c) expresses the thought that the Gospel contains the accounts of the Savior’s coming, suffering, and resurrection414;

d) and, finally, quotes passages from the Gospels of Matthew and Luke415, though without mentioning the source from which he draws them.

In the Epistle of St. Barnabas, written around the year 76, are found two exact passages from the Gospel of Matthew, namely: “I came not to call the righteous, but sinners to repentance”416 (Epist. cap. 5 — Matt. 9:13); “many are called, but few are chosen” (ibid. c. 4 — Matt. 22:14), and one passage from the Gospel of Luke: “give to everyone who asks of you”417 (ibid. c. 19 — Luke 6:30). But most remarkable of all is that, in quoting the words “many are called…,” the apostolic man added: “as it is written”418, and thus testified that he drew these words not from any oral tradition, but from a written one.

Finally, St. Clement of Rome, who lived and associated with many of the Apostles, especially with Peter and Paul —

a) in his first Epistle to the Corinthians, quotes, though not verbatim, many sayings of the Savior found in our first three Gospels, and in quoting them invites the Christians merely to recall these sayings—which plainly presupposes that they, and consequently the Gospels, were already known to the believers419;

b) in his second Epistle to the Corinthians, besides quoting passages from the Gospels of Matthew and Luke420, uses in one instance the expression: “Scripture says”421, and in another: “the Lord says in the Gospel”422, though he does not everywhere present the very texts letter for letter.

Fairness requires that we note,

1) that many writings of the first century have not come down to us423, and among them even some of the writings of the apostolic men, for instance of St. Clement and St. Ignatius the God-bearer, as the surviving fragments of them show424: and in these writings there might have been full and precise testimonies concerning our holy Gospels;

2) that if the apostolic men, in their writings that have come down to us, when quoting passages from the Gospels, for the most part do not point directly to the Gospels themselves: it by no means follows from this that these passages are drawn from some other source: for —

a) these holy fathers act in exactly the same way, for the most part, when quoting texts from the Old Testament books, which unquestionably existed at that time;

b) we ourselves very often do the same, though no one would conclude from this that we are quoting from something other than Scripture;

c) in some instances, as we have seen, the apostolic men clearly stated that they were drawing their words from Scripture, or from the Gospel;

3) if, finally, these venerable men repeat passages from our Gospels, for the most part, not word for word: this is, without doubt, because they cited the texts not directly from the sacred manuscripts, but from memory, as St. Justin did in the second century, and as many Christian writers have done, and still very often do, at all times.

So then, here before us, from the first two centuries of Christianity alone, are more than twenty witnesses confirming the authenticity of our four Gospels: eleven of them belong to the number of Orthodox Christians, ten to the number of the Church’s enemies.

Of the first group, five, namely: St. Barnabas, St. Clement of Rome, St. Ignatius the God-bearer, St. Polycarp, and Papias, being immediate disciples and apostolic men, could have learned of the authenticity of the Gospels at first hand, from the Apostles themselves, and are, consequently, witnesses of the greatest weight. Now among these alone, if not in each one individually, then taken together, we find

1) clear passages from all our Gospels: most of all from the Gospel of Matthew425, which, having appeared before the others, had time to spread more quickly among the Christians; then from the Gospel of Luke426; further from the Gospel of Mark427; and, finally, from the Gospel of John, which, being written only toward the end of the first century, is quoted by St. Polycarp alone, and could not even have been known to the other apostolic men who lived before that time;

2) we not infrequently meet with statements that they draw these passages not from oral tradition preserved in the Church since the time of the Savior, but precisely from the Scriptures, or, still more directly, from the Gospel428;

3) finally, we meet with the very names of all four Evangelists, and a clear indication of the number of the Gospels429. The remaining six Christian writers are nearly all disciples of the apostolic men, or, at the very least, had occasion to associate closely with them. They could, consequently, have heard of the authenticity of the four Gospels at second hand, and by no means further removed than at third hand: which again makes them witnesses of great weight. These witnesses not only all together, but even each one individually—some, for instance St. Clement of Alexandria and St. Justin, quote numerous passages from all our Gospels with direct reference to the Gospels, while others, such as St. Irenaeus and Tertullian, moreover speak of the fourfold number of the Gospels and directly name their writers.

As for the testimonies to the authenticity of the four Gospels from the enemies of the Church, better testimonies could not be wished for:

a) if only because these are the testimonies of enemies;

b) of enemies, not infrequently very learned ones (such as Celsus), who lived very close to the beginning of Christianity, and who, consequently, had every opportunity to expose the Christians in a forgery of the Gospels, had such a forgery existed;

c) of enemies, the greater part of whom—nearly all the heretics—cherished a respect for our Gospels, for one of them or even for all, though they allowed themselves to distort them;

d) finally, on account of the precision, fullness, and definiteness of these testimonies: thus Celsus clearly mentions the sacred Christian books, calls them the Gospel, and quotes passages from all four Evangelists; Heracleon composed commentaries on the Gospels of John and Luke; Tatian composed his own Diatessaron out of all our Evangelists, and so forth430.

§ 118. b) Internal Proofs


Examining our Gospels as to their content, we not only find nothing in them that would contradict their authenticity, but, on the contrary, find a complete correspondence:

I. with the characteristics of the writers to whom they are ascribed,

II. with the time in which these writers lived, or in which the events they describe took place, and

III. with the locality in which the former lived, or in which the latter took place.

I. The Evangelists cannot fail to be recognized here at first glance. The Greek language in which the Gospels are written431, as those who have examined it attentively acknowledge, is not a purely Greek language, but, in the meaning of many words, in whole expressions and turns of phrase, bears the ineffaceable stamp of the Hebrew language, and testifies that the writers of the Gospels were by origin Hebrews. Such precisely were the holy Evangelists Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. This complete artlessness and simplicity in the depiction of events, which is noted in the Gospels, these frequent references to the sacred books of the Jews, to persons and events from their history, show that the writers of the Gospels were entirely unacquainted with the secular learning of the Greeks and with their artful historical method, were not rich in worldly knowledge, and knew only the one Hebrew Bible. Such precisely were the holy Evangelists. Finally, this naturalness and vividness with which the events are described in the Gospels involuntarily compel us to suppose that the writers themselves were eyewitnesses of everything they describe, or, at the very least, had heard of it from eyewitnesses. Such precisely were the holy Evangelists.

II. The Gospels contain, chiefly, the history of the earthly life and acts of the Lord Jesus; but, in setting down this history, the Evangelists quite naturally left also a brief sketch of the state of Judea at that time, which was the theater of the Savior’s acts. It is true that they touch upon this subject unintentionally, in passing, and sometimes mention the most trifling details; but it is precisely these details, confirmed with complete precision by the testimonies of the non-Christian historians of that time432, that serve as a striking proof of the authenticity of the Gospels.

1) The Evangelists have left us a brief sketch of the ecclesiastical state of the Jewish people in the days of the earthly life of Christ the Savior.

They portray the Jews, on the one hand, as very devoted to their sacred books and zealous in the fulfillment of the ceremonial laws, especially the law of the Sabbath. But, at the same time, they speak of them as people slavishly attached only to the letter of Scripture and utterly neglectful of its spirit—as a people found at almost the last extreme of moral corruption. And one need only read attentively the work of the Jewish historian of that time, Josephus, On the War of the Jews, to be convinced of the striking fidelity of this picture.

The Evangelists mention the Pharisees and Sadducees as the two chief sects then existing within the Jewish church, and the Samaritans, toward whom the Jews constantly cherished an implacable hatred: but, what is especially remarkable, they present to us Jesus Christ dealing with all these sectarians in a manner perfectly fitting, fully corresponding to the principles and errors of each sect. Thus, when He converses with the Pharisees, He exposes their hypocrisy, their pride, their vainglory in the way they performed their fasts and gave their alms, their excessive attachment to the traditions of the fathers, which they preferred even to the Law itself, and so forth. On the other hand, turning His speech to the Sadducees, He speaks in a wholly different tone: He sees in them men coarse and given over to the flesh, who, holding to the letter of Scripture, do not grasp its spirit, and deny the resurrection of the dead. With the Samaritans He speaks differently still: exposing their ignorance and schism, He lets them know that salvation is to come from Judea. All this is the most exact portrayal of the Pharisees, Sadducees, and Samaritans in the days of the Savior’s earthly life, according to the testimony of Josephus and other contemporary accounts.

According to the account of the Evangelists, the Jewish high priest who conducted the trial of Christ the Savior was named Caiaphas, and he presided over the church at the very time when the ruler of Judea was Pontius Pilate. And St. Luke relates that at one and the same time two different persons, Annas and Caiaphas, bore the title of high priest—further events, of which Josephus confirms both the first and the last.433

2) We find in the Gospels a brief sketch also of the political state of Judea in the time of the Savior.

The Jews were then, according to the account of the Evangelists, under the yoke of the Romans, which weighed heavily upon them, as they sighed for their lost freedom; this is shown already by the one question craftily put to the Savior by certain of the Pharisees: “is it lawful for us to give tribute to Caesar, or not?” (Luke 20:22)—a question which, being put as it was, precisely fixes the time in which Christ lived: for a little earlier or a little later this question would have had no meaning at all. In particular, the Evangelists tell us of the rulers of Judea who reigned in the Savior’s time: Herod the Great, his successor Archelaus, and the other Herod, who kept Herodias, the wife of his brother Philip. They also mention Pontius Pilate, who governed Judea at the very time when Herod was tetrarch of Galilee, his brother Philip tetrarch of Ituraea and the region of Trachonitis, and Lysanias tetrarch of Abilene (Luke 3:1). All these events and persons did indeed exist in precisely this form, as Josephus also attests.434

In the account of the Evangelists it is not infrequently assumed that among the Jews at that time, besides their own native laws and customs, certain Roman laws and customs were also in use. For example:

a) The words of the Savior: “Come to terms with your accuser quickly, while you are still on the way with him, lest your accuser hand you over to the judge, and the judge hand you over to the officer, and you be thrown into prison. Truly I say to you, you will not come out from there until you have paid the last kodrant” (Matt. 5:25-26). These words point to a Roman law then in use in Judea, by which a creditor had the right to seize his debtor and bring him before the judge, and, if the debtor did not manage to come to terms with his opponent along the way, the judge sentenced the guilty party to a fine, which he was obliged to pay at once. Otherwise he was thrown into prison, from which he could not come out until he had paid to the last kodrant.435 This same Roman law is pointed to also by the Savior’s parable of the two debtors (Matt. 18:23), in its final part (verses 28 and 30).

b) According to the words of the Evangelists, Jesus Christ was struck with a reed before He was crucified on the cross. This cruel custom, practiced upon those condemned to crucifixion, was indeed in use among the Romans, as Titus Livius and Josephus attest.436

c) The Savior himself was compelled to carry the cross on which he was to suffer, as it is written in the Gospel. Plutarch says that this custom still held force among the Romans even in his own time.437

d) By Pilate’s order, the Evangelists say, an inscription was made on the Savior’s cross in Hebrew, Greek, and Latin: “Jesus of Nazareth, King of the Jews.” Suetonius and Dio Cassius attest that it was the custom among the Romans to fasten near the condemned man an announcement of the cause of his execution; and Josephus adds that the rulers of Judea usually made this announcement in several languages.438

e) St. John the Theologian relates that, at the request of the Jews, Pilate ordered the legs of the robbers crucified with Jesus to be broken (John 19:31-32). The pagan writer Aurelius Victor, in praising the decree of the great Constantine that abolished capital punishment, mentions the breaking of the legs to which crucified men were subjected.439

From the Gospel narrative we see that among the Jews at that time three kinds of coin were in circulation, namely: the Hebrew shekel, the Greek didrachma, and the Roman denarius. This corresponds exactly to the time of the Savior’s earthly life, when Judea, having not long before been under the dominion of the Greeks and having adopted from them, along with certain laws, their coinage, now bore the yoke of the Romans, who likewise imparted to it some of their own institutions and coinage. And the very use of all these coins among the Jews, as it is represented in the Gospel narrative, corresponds exactly to the origin of the coins, or their purpose. Thus, payment for anything disbursed from the treasury of the temple was made in the ancient Jewish coinage (Matt. 26:15). The taxes introduced in Judea before the Roman dominion over it were paid in Greek coinage—for instance, the poll tax (Matt. 17:24, cf. Josephus, On the War of the Jews, book VII, ch. 6). But in public affairs, in the payment of wages, in buying and selling, only Roman coins were used (Matt. 10:29; 20:2; Mark 14:5; Luke 12:6; John 6:7; 12:5), and it was in these that all the new taxes introduced by the Romans were also paid (Matt. 12:19; Mark 12:15; Luke 20:24).

III. Still more astonishing are certain topographical details found in the Gospels, and fully confirmed by non-Christian writers. It will suffice to present a few of these details.

According to the words of the Evangelist John, Pilate, while trying the Savior in the praetorium, when he heard the cries of the Jews, “brought Jesus out and sat down on the judgment seat, at a place called the Lithostroton” (John 19:9-13), which, consequently, must have stood not far from the praetorium, Pilate’s residence. And indeed, Josephus, relating that the Romans made their assault upon the temple from the direction of the fortress of Antonia, mentions the Lithostroton as an outer feature of the temple, situated close by this fortress.440 And Philo, in one place, remarks in passing that the praetorium, the residence of the Roman governor, was located in the palace of Herod, which, as is known, stood adjacent to the temple and the fortress of Antonia, to the northwest.441

The cities of Jericho and Capernaum are presented in the Gospel as places where tolls and taxes were collected (Luke 19:1-2; Matt. 17:24; Luke 7:1). But it is historically known that the richest of Judea’s products, the balsam tree, which formed the most important article of trade, grew in the environs of Jericho, and that the government levied a toll on this product; hence it was quite natural that there should have been a customs-house at Jericho.442 It is also known that the Phoenicians, and especially the Arabs, when they brought their goods into Palestine by way of the river Jordan, passed along this river, first of all, by Capernaum;443 which means that here too there naturally had to be a customs-house for the collection of tolls on the right to trade.

St. Luke (7:1-11) relates that the Savior, having gone out from Capernaum of Galilee, came to the city of Nain; then, journeying not far from the Jordan, where John had baptized (verses 18-19), he reached the environs of Jerusalem. This same road from Galilee to Jerusalem is also marked out by Josephus, who attests that when the Galileans customarily went up to the holy city for the feast days by way of Samaria, they had to pass through Nain, which lay along the way.444

The Evangelists mention the Samaritan city of Shechem, or Sychar (John 4:5), which in the Savior’s day did indeed bear this name, but which shortly afterward began to be called Mabartha, or Mamortha, and soon after that, Neapolis, as is evident from medals struck after the destruction of Jerusalem;445 they also mention Caesarea Philippi (Matt. 16:13; Mark 8:27), which in the days of the Savior and the Apostles did indeed bear precisely this name, but which had earlier been called Paneas, and afterward, on coins and in books, Caesarea Paneas (Καισαρεία πρὸς Πανεῖον).446 But what is still more remarkable—St. John speaks of Philip, “who was of Bethsaida of Galilee” (12:21): this city, in John’s day, was indeed called Bethsaida and was reckoned to Galilee; but very soon afterward it lost its ancient name, and was first called Caesarea, and then Julias, after Julia, the daughter of Augustus; under the reign of Tiberius it was again called Caesarea, and after his death, once more Julias, and was no longer reckoned to Galilee.447 Could precision be more astonishing?..

However few the examples of topographical precision we have presented from the four Gospels, even these can serve as a most convincing proof of their authenticity to any impartial inquirer. He will readily grasp the full force of this proof when he recalls:

a) with what swiftness the face of the earth changes, whether through the activity of men or the workings of nature: cities are destroyed or lose their ancient names, deserts become inhabited and inhabited places turn to desert, rivers dry up or take on a new course, and roads of travel are laid out through new places;

b) how difficult it was, in ancient times, when the use of geographical maps was unknown, for a writer, even one not very far removed in time from the events he described, to assign these events precisely to the places where they occurred, and to describe with precision the state of those very places at the time of these occurrences. Even the best of the ancient historians did not escape gross errors in this respect, when relating events of preceding centuries;448

c) and especially, how difficult it was for a later writer to preserve this precision in depicting the state of Palestine in the days of Jesus Christ: how many religious and political upheavals it underwent around that time! Having been repeatedly divided among Roman procurators, Herods, and the governors of Syria, and each time in a new and particular way—the victim of tyrants who, at mere whim, changed the names of its cities, or, in their fury, reduced them to heaps of ruin—conquered in turn by Pompey, oppressed by Herod, laid waste by Titus, and almost annihilated by Hadrian, who destroyed in it as many as fifty cities and nine hundred and eighty-five villages449 — the holy land seemed to change its appearance and condition almost daily. Could a deceiver, even a whole century after the Gospel events, have depicted them with the complete topographical precision found in our four Gospels?

§ 119. c) Indirect Proofs


We shall see the impossibility of deception and forgery in our four Gospels still further from the following considerations:

1) Each of the holy Gospels, without question, was of the greatest importance to the ancient Christians from the very moment of its appearance: consequently, each was all the more bound to draw the universal attention of these Christians, and it was all the more impossible for any deception to remain hidden under such circumstances. Toward the persons under whose names the Gospels appeared, the Christians likewise cherished the deepest reverence, and consequently had a further motive to examine with the utmost care whether the writings ascribed to these persons truly belonged to them—and a further opportunity to expose the forgery, had one indeed existed.

2) The difficulty of deceiving an entire community in so vital a matter grows still greater when that community is scattered across various countries of the world, separated from one another by vast distances: for in that case it is no longer one, but several communities that must be led into the deception. Such indeed was the Christian community: the Apostles themselves had already spread it through Greece and Italy, through Asia Minor, Egypt, and other lands, founding, moreover, several separate churches in each land. How, then, could it have been possible to persuade all these churches equally that certain writings, of which they had previously heard nothing, had originated from the very God-inspired preachers of the holy faith? How could it have come about that all the Christians of the various countries of the world, without the slightest disagreement, could at one and the same time have accepted as true a deception which it would have been so easy, and so important, for them to expose?

3) This deception appears wholly improbable when we recall that within the bosom of Christianity, from its very beginning, there existed many heretical societies, which cherished an implacable enmity against the Church, which, for her part, subjected them to strict condemnation. Under such circumstances the supposed forgery of the Gospels could in no way have taken hold, either in the Church or in any heretical society: for the one side would not have failed to expose the other, which, whether deliberately or through carelessness, had fallen into so gross an error. But history says nothing of any such exposures. Still less could this deception have been accepted as truth by both opposing sides at once: for that would have required either that one side forcibly impose its conviction upon the other, or that both sides voluntarily agree to be deceived. And yet it is beyond doubt that the authenticity of our four Gospels was unanimously admitted not only by the Orthodox Christians, but by all the heretical societies that arose within the primitive Church.450

4) Finally, one cannot even point to a time when the forgery of the Gospels could have taken place. If it is said that this could have happened during the Apostles’ own lifetime: then it must have been either without their knowledge, or with their consent, or against their will and their protests. But all these suppositions fall away of themselves. If it is claimed that the forgery was carried out after the Apostles’ death: then it must have been either in the time of their immediate disciples, or at a later time. But the first is impossible: for how could one suppose that the disciples of the Apostles, who had associated with them for so long and knew them so well, could have accepted as the writings of their divine teachers works unknown to them? The second, too, is impossible: for we find passages from all our Gospels, and even testimonies concerning them, already in the writings of the apostolic men themselves.

Having now gathered together in our minds the whole series of proofs we have presented for the authenticity of the four Gospels, we may say without hesitation to any right-thinking person, together with one of the most renowned teachers of the Church: “if, even with such manifest certainty of the Gospel, one should still doubt its authenticity—then what book, pray, would you name that an unbeliever would not call spurious?”451

§ 120. The Authenticity of the Remaining New Testament Books


The authenticity of the remaining books of the New Testament, like the authenticity of the four Gospels, is confirmed by:

I. External Proofs. Concerning all these books there is testimony from the most ancient Christian writers. Thus —

1) To the Book of Acts of the Apostles the following bear witness:

a) St. Irenaeus, who in one place says that the writer of this book was Luke, the inseparable companion of the Apostle Paul, and in another relates the history of Paul’s conversion in precisely the words in which it is depicted in the Acts of the Apostles452;

b) Tertullian, who, quoting numerous passages from the Book of Acts, calls it now Acta Apostolica or Apostolorum Acta, now Instrumentum actorum, now Commentarius Lucae453;

c) Clement of Alexandria, who likewise not only quotes many passages from this book, but also calls it directly Πράξεις τῶν Ἀποστόλων and ascribes it to the evangelist Luke454, and —

d) many other later writers455.

2) From the catholic Epistle of the Apostle James the following passages occur:

a) in St. Clement, pope of Rome, namely: concerning true wisdom (James 3:13), that “the Lord resists the proud, but gives grace to the humble” (James 4:6), concerning the justification of Abraham and Rahab by works and not by faith alone (James 2:21, 23, 25)456;

b) likewise in St. Irenaeus—concerning the justification of Abraham, in that he “believed God, and it was reckoned to him as righteousness, and he was called the friend of God” (James 2:23)457;

c) in St. Ephrem the Syrian, who even names the writer of this epistle, the Apostle James458.

3) From the First Epistle of the Apostle Peter passages are quoted in St. Barnabas459, St. Clement of Rome460, St. Ignatius461, Papias462, St. Polycarp463, St. Irenaeus464, Clement of Alexandria465, Tertullian466, and Origen467. We need not even mention Eusebius, who attests that the First Epistle of the Apostle Peter was unanimously received by all the churches468.

4) The Second Epistle of the Apostle Peter is mentioned in Justin469 and Irenaeus470, and is clearly ascribed to the Apostle Peter by Origen, Hippolytus, Methodius, Rufinus, Jerome, Athanasius the Great, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory the Theologian, Chrysostom, and many others471.

5) The First Epistle of St. John the Theologian, according to the testimony of Eusebius, was unanimously acknowledged as authentic by all the ancients472, and is indeed frequently quoted in the writings of Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Dionysius of Alexandria, Cyprian, and many other writers of the first centuries of Christianity473.

6) The Second and Third Epistles of St. John are quoted as authentic in Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Athanasius the Great, Ambrose, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory the Theologian, and others474.

7) The Epistle of the Apostle Jude—in Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Tertullian, Epiphanius, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory the Theologian, and others475.

8) To the Epistles of St. Paul the Apostle the following bear witness: Clement of Rome, Ignatius, Polycarp, Hermas, Justin, Athenagoras, Theophilus of Antioch, Tertullian, and very many others476.

9) Finally, the Apocalypse of St. John the Theologian was acknowledged as authentic by: Papias, Irenaeus, Justin, Melito of Sardis, Clement of Alexandria, Hippolytus, Origen, Tertullian, Eusebius, Jerome, and others477.

II. Internal Proofs. None of these New Testament writings contains anything incongruous either with the time to which they belong, or with the persons to whom they are ascribed. On the contrary, both in style and in content they fully befit those Apostles whose names they bear.

Thus, for example, the language in which the Book of Acts of the Apostles is written bears a striking resemblance to that in which the Gospel of Luke is written. The language of the Epistles of St. John the Theologian is identical to the language of his Gospel; and in general the language of the Epistles of James, Peter, John, Jude, and Paul, though it is Greek, is not free of Hebrew turns of phrase, and points directly, in these writers, to men who came from the Jewish people.

In their content, almost all these writings are doctrinal in character. But the teaching set forth in them fully befits disciples of Christ possessing within themselves the Spirit of God: so closely does it agree with the teaching of Christ the Savior Himself as set forth in the Gospels, and so plainly does it surpass every merely human teaching! Some of these writings, by their very content, clearly presuppose that they were written before the destruction of Jerusalem: thus, in the Epistle to the Hebrews many ordinances of the ceremonial law are enumerated in detail, and the priests and Levites are spoken of as actually ministering at the temple; in the Epistle to the Galatians the writer takes up arms against false teachers who wished to join to the Christian faith the observance of the Mosaic ceremonial law, which was possible only in connection with the Temple at Jerusalem. As for the historical book in particular—the Acts of the Apostles: in it we meet a countless multitude of details astonishingly in agreement with the circumstances of the time in which this book was written. For example, in the Acts of the Apostles —

a) it is related that Peter and John went up together into the sanctuary for prayer at the ninth hour (3:1): and Josephus, for his part, notes that the Jewish priests performed their service at the temple twice a day, in the morning and at the ninth hour478;

b) the Jewish high priest is presented as belonging to the Sadducean sect (5:17): however unparalleled and astonishing such a circumstance may be, it is nonetheless confirmed with precision by Josephus479;

c) it is said that the prophet Agabus foretold a famine, which did indeed follow in the days of Claudius Caesar (11:27-28): this same famine under Claudius is mentioned by this same Josephus480;

d) it is written that the Apostle Paul found in Athens an altar with the inscription: “to the unknown God” (17:23): concerning this altar to an unknown god, and even concerning the many altars to unknown gods in Athens, Diogenes Laërtius481, Pausanias482, and Philostratus483 bear witness;

e) mention is made of the expulsion of the Jews from Rome by the emperor Claudius (18:2): Suetonius says the very same thing484, and so on.

III. Indirect Proofs. One cannot point to a time when the forgery of the New Testament books following the four Gospels could have taken place. Shall we say that it took place in the second century? But it is known that the greater part of these books, in fragments, are already quoted by the apostolic men who lived in the first century, and that in the second century all these books are already quoted, moreover by writers who lived in different parts of the world, and are, consequently, already presupposed to have spread throughout the whole Church. Shall we say that the forgery was carried out toward the end of the first century, when not only the immediate disciples of the Apostles were still living, but even some of the Apostles themselves, for instance John the Theologian? But what could be more unrealizable than such a supposition?

Nor can any method be conceived by which this forgery could have been carried out. It would have been necessary to deceive not one or two or three persons, but entire Christian communities, to whom the greater part of these New Testament writings were directly addressed and originally sent. And, following this, it would have been necessary to deceive the whole Church and to persuade all the faithful that certain books, which the Apostles had never written, had been written by the Apostles. Is it conceivable that the first Christians should have been left by the Apostles and their immediate disciples in such ignorance concerning the true apostolic writings, and that, for instance, the Roman or Corinthian Christians and others should have agreed to say that they had received certain epistles from this or that Apostle, when they had received no such thing at all?.. It would have been necessary, moreover, to bring into agreement on this point all the divergent Christian sects that had arisen from the earliest centuries and that delighted in exposing one another for every innovation or departure from Christian truth, whether real or merely supposed. And yet history assures us that these sects did indeed agree among themselves as to the authenticity of the New Testament books, however much they disagreed as to their inner worth. How, then, could this have come about?

§ 121. The Integrity of the Four Gospels and of the Remaining New Testament Books


The integrity both of the four Gospels and of all the remaining books of the New Testament is confirmed by:

1) The agreement of all the ancient translations of these books, namely: the Syriac, the Italic, the Arabic, the Ethiopic, the Coptic, the Armenian, the Persian, the Gothic, and others. Among them no essential difference of content is found that would harm the truth.

2) The collation of numerous ancient manuscripts, which has been carried out with the greatest care by certain scholars485, and as a result of which only so-called variant readings have been found, in no way touching the substance of the sacred truths486.

3) Passages from these sacred books, occurring in the countless writings of the ancient holy fathers, who, especially in their commentaries, their dogmatic works, and their homilies, have as it were transcribed the whole New Testament, so that, if by some chance (let us suppose the impossible) the New Testament books had been utterly lost, we could recover them again merely by collating and arranging in order all the passages from them found in the writings of the fathers—a plain proof that our present copies of the New Testament, again excepting only the variant readings, agree completely with the most ancient copies used by the first teachers of the Church.

4) Finally, by the impossibility of any substantial corruption in these books. For —

a) It is certain that, in the first centuries of Christianity, the very autographs of the Evangelists still existed in the apostolic churches487, as did those of the other Apostles488; and, consequently, it was very easy to correct any corruption that might have crept in—whether intentionally or unintentionally—into the countless copies made from the apostolic writings for use among the Christians, and every believer who had read or heard the autographs of the Apostles could be a direct witness against any corruption he might notice in the copies.

b) This corruption could not be, and indeed was not, tolerated by the zealous pastors of the Church, who had received from the Lord the charge of guarding the sacred deposit of the faith. It is known that in the first centuries of Christianity the heretics, in order to bolster their errors, more than once attempted to alter certain passages of our Gospels. But as soon as they began to circulate their corrupted copies, they were immediately exposed by the Orthodox teachers (such, especially, were Irenaeus and Tertullian, before his own fall…). So that the heretics of later times no longer dared imitate their ancient predecessors, and, to support their errors, distorted only the meaning of the sacred New Testament books, without ever corrupting the text itself. And it is remarkable that the heretics, while constantly being exposed by the Church for corrupting the sacred text, never once accused the Church herself of this crime—with the sole exception of the Manichaeans, in the days of blessed Augustine, who, however, called upon them in vain to prove this slander.

c) Every attempt to corrupt the Gospels, as well as the other New Testament books, would also have been hindered by the fact that they were very well known to the Christians, and were in constant use489. Already in the days of St. Justin it was the custom in the churches, at the public services to which, according to the holy martyr’s own words, the Christians of the surrounding towns and villages would gather, to read the memoirs of the Apostles. And the more widely known any given book is, the harder and more impossible it becomes to corrupt it deliberately.

d) The very great reverence of the Christians, both for the Gospels and for the other New Testament books, is a fresh guarantee that no substantial corruption could have taken place in them. This reverence extended so far that, when, by the order of Diocletian, the sacred books were seized from the Christians to be burned, many chose rather to become martyrs than to hand over what was demanded. And those who, out of fear of punishment, did hand over the books, were not received back into church communion except after a long period of penance; or again, as Sozomen attests, when a certain bishop of the fourth century, delivering a homily to the people in church, altered but a single word of the Savior’s in the sacred text, all his hearers were thrown into agitation, and this bishop was immediately called to account by another bishop then present in the church. The translation of the New Testament books made by blessed Jerome was for a long time not received in the West, because, as blessed Augustine attests, in certain places this translation did not agree, in its wording, with the ancient Old Latin translation to which the Christians had grown accustomed.

e) Since all the manuscript copies of the New Testament, both in the original text and in the translations, are entirely alike in content, except for the variants already mentioned—to admit that the four Gospels, and the New Testament generally, had been substantially corrupted would mean admitting that every one of these copies, down to the last, had been corrupted in exactly the same places, in exactly the same way: a case wholly impossible! Could copyists of different places and times somehow accidentally have introduced the very same errors into their copies, or could they somehow have deliberately agreed together to do so?..

CHAPTER II. ON THE DOGMATIC IMPORTANCE OF THE BOOKS OF HOLY SCRIPTURE


§ 122. The Concept of This Importance, and the Division of the Chapter


The dogmatic importance of the books of Holy Scripture consists in this, that these books, as the Orthodox Church teaches, were written by inspiration from the Holy Spirit, and consequently contain within themselves not the word of man, but, in truth, the word of God. In this respect, however, the Church draws a certain distinction among them, calling some books canonical (βιβλία κανονικὰ, κανονιζόμενα), and others non-canonical (ὀυ κανονιζόμενα, μὴ κεκανονισμενα, ἀκανόνιστα)493. By the former are meant those books which, by tradition from the messengers of God themselves, have been received by the Church into the canon (κανὼν — register, catalogue) of books God-inspired, and are set before the faithful by her as the unchanging rule of truth (κανὼν τῆς ἀληθέιας), in the expression of St. Isidore of Pelusium494; or, let us say in the words of St. Athanasius the Great — such books as are received into the canon, handed down, and believed to be divine, which are the sources of salvation, so that by the words contained in them the one who thirsts may quench his thirst, in which alone the teaching of piety is proclaimed, and to which no one may add, nor take anything away from them495. By the name of non-canonical books, on the other hand, are meant, by the testimony of this same renowned teacher of the Church, books not brought into the canon of God-inspired writings, but appointed by the Fathers to be read to new converts and to those wishing to be instructed in the word of piety496 — books edifying and good, as St. John of Damascus says, but not included in the number, that is, in the canon497. On this account the present chapter must be divided into three sections:

I) On the Inspiration of the Books of Holy Scripture,

II) On the Canonical Books of Holy Scripture, and

III) On the Non-Canonical Books.

I. ON THE INSPIRATION OF THE BOOKS OF HOLY SCRIPTURE


§ 123. The Inspiration of the Books of the Old Testament


Sufficient grounds for believing in the inspiration of the canonical books of the Old Testament were possessed by the Jews as well, and we Christians possess still greater grounds for believing it.

I. For the Jews these grounds were the following:

1) The worth of the very content of these books. In them, as we have seen, so lofty a teaching of faith is set forth, such purest rules of morality, such perfect ceremonial and civil laws, that the Jews, in making use of these books, could not, on this ground alone, fail to be convinced of their more-than-human, divine origin. Moreover, among the other truths, the Old Testament contains prophecies as well, many of which were fulfilled before the very eyes of the Jews themselves, and presented to them a fresh, striking proof of the divine origin of their sacred writings.

2) Certain fairly clear testimonies to this from the sacred books themselves. Here belong, first, all those passages where it is said that God Himself —

a) commanded this or that messenger of His to write something, for instance Moses: “the Lord said to Moses: write this as a memorial in a book, and recite it in the hearing of Joshua, for I will utterly wipe out the remembrance of Amalek from under heaven” (Exod. 17:14; cf. 31:18; 32:15-16; 34:1 and 27-28; Deut. 9:10-11; 10:1 and 2; 31:19); or Isaiah: “take for yourself a great new scroll, and write on it with an ordinary pen concerning the swift plunder soon to come, for it draws near” (8:1);

b) commanded specifically that His own words or revelations be written down, for instance Moses: “write these words down for yourself, for by these words I have made a covenant with you, and with Israel” (Exod. 34:27); Jeremiah: “write in a book all the words that I have spoken to you” (Jer. 30:2); Ezekiel: “son of man, record for yourself the name of this very day, on which the king of Babylon has set himself against Jerusalem; and speak a parable to the rebellious house, and say to them: thus says the Lord Adonai” (24:2-3); Habakkuk: “write the vision, and inscribe it plainly on tablets, that whoever reads it may run with it” (2:2)—and it is further to be noted that

c) the messengers of God did indeed write books at the word of the Lord (Num. 33:2), and set down in them the words of the Lord (Exod. 24:4). Second—all those passages where the sacred writers, on beginning to set forth their teaching, or a prophetic discourse, or a narrative, or something else, cry out: “hear the word of the Lord” (Ezek. 6:3; Hos. 4:1), “hear the word of the Lord Adonai” (Ezek. 25:3, and others); or: “and the word of the Lord came to me…” (Ezek. 21:1 and 8; Zech. 6:9; 8:18, and others), “the word of the Lord came to Zechariah son of Berechiah” (Zech. 1:1), “the word of the Lord that came to Joel” (Joel 1:1); or: “so says the Lord Adonai” (Ezek. 2:4, 11; Isa. 50:1, and others), “thus says the Lord Adonai” (Ezek. 23:32, and others), “thus says the Lord of Hosts” (Hag. 1:2; Mal. 1:4); or: “the burden of the word of the Lord upon Israel by the hand of His angel” (Mal. 1:1), “the word of the Lord that came by the hand of Haggai the prophet, saying…” (Hag. 1:3). Such passages are without number in the sacred Scripture, and the Jews could not but believe them, knowing that this was how the true messengers of God themselves testified of themselves—messengers who had confirmed their divine commission by miracles and prophecies. Finally, third, belong all those passages where —

a) either the sacred writers themselves speak of their own inspiration, for instance Moses: “and now go, and I myself will open your mouth and instruct you in what you are to say” (Exod. 4:12); Jeremiah: “and the Lord stretched out His hand and touched my mouth, and the Lord said to me: behold, I have put My words into your mouth” (1:9); David: “my tongue is the pen of a swift scribe” (44:2);

b) or other sacred writers relate a similar thing of them, for instance, in the Second Book of Kingdoms it is written of David that he testified of himself: “the Spirit of the Lord spoke through me, and His word was upon my tongue” (23:2);

c) or it is remarked in general that this or that book was written by prophets, men who saw, who foresaw (1 Chron. 29:29; 2 Chron. 26:22). It cannot be denied that all the passages we have pointed out are not fully decisive or complete: they concern only some, not all, of the books of the Old Testament, and moreover concern, for the most part, not whole books, but only certain parts within them, greater or lesser; and consequently, on the basis of these passages alone, it would still be difficult, if not altogether impossible, to arrive at full assurance of the inspiration of all the biblical books in general. But the Jews had yet a third means to this end, namely:

3) Sacred tradition—from the very lips of the messengers of God. By simple reasoning it is improbable that a true messenger of God, having attested to himself by miracles and prophecies, should, in handing his book to the Israelites, not himself have instructed them plainly whether this was a divine book or an ordinary, human one, so as to guard them, either way, from a gross error. Still more improbable is it that later messengers of God, seeing the Jews wrongly (let us suppose this) honoring their sacred books, already extant, as God-inspired books, should not have corrected the erring people’s mistake. And yet the Jews constantly believed that all their canonical books were of divine origin: “The prophets wrote them,” says Josephus, “by inspiration from God (κατὰ τὴν ἐπίπνοιαν ἀπὸ τοῦ Θεοῦ…); we hold them, in truth, to be divine (θεῖα τὰ δικαίως πεπιστευμένα), and this is why, notwithstanding so vast a stretch of time, no one among us has ever dared to add anything to the sacred books, or take anything from them, or make in them the slightest alteration: for in the heart of every Jew, from his earliest infancy, is rooted the conviction that these books must be regarded as divine ordinances (Θεοῦ δόγματα), that they must be followed without ceasing, and that for their sake one must lay down one’s very life, should necessity so require.”499 Such lofty pronouncements concerning the books of the Old Testament we find also in another renowned Jew, Philo, who calls them now the word of God, now divine Scripture, now the writings of the prophets, and observes that the prophets said nothing of their own accord, but were only interpreters of God’s promptings, that God made use of their organs as instruments, and that the prophets, in the moments of divine inspiration, became strangers to everything external, becoming instead the vessel of the one Spirit of God (τοῦ Θεοῦ πνεύματος), who filled their soul, moved the organs of their voice, and gave them the power to express clearly and distinctly that of which they were to prophesy.500 Finally, both Jewish Talmuds and all the rabbis unanimously affirm in their writings that such, indeed, was the belief of all the ancient Jews concerning the sacred books. Not only the Palestinian Jews, but also those of Alexandria, and the Samaritans, and all three principal sects that existed in the days of the Savior within the Jewish church, held it as an undoubted dogma that the books of Holy Scripture were God-inspired. How, then, is such a constant, unanimous, and deep conviction of the whole Hebrew people in the inspiration of their sacred books best to be explained, if not by oral instruction from the messengers of God themselves—that is, by Holy Tradition—when, as we have seen, the grounds for such a conviction found in Scripture alone are still not fully decisive or complete?

II. For us Christians, besides all the grounds already pointed out, on which the Jews based their faith in the inspiration of the Old Testament books, there are still other, weightier grounds:

1) Our Lord and Savior Himself, having appeared on earth at a time when this belief among the Jewish people, as is evident from the contemporary testimonies of Josephus and Philo, was so universal and undoubted, not only did not rebuke the sons of Israel for it, not only in no way indicated that He, at least, did not share it with them, but, on the contrary, showed the fullest reverence for the Old Testament books, as sacred, divine books. He —

a) appealed to them, like all the Jews, to confirm certain truths—for instance, the truth of the resurrection of the dead (Matt. 22:31), and even the weightier truth of His own divine mission: “examine the Scriptures,” He said to the Israelites, “for you suppose that in them you possess eternal life, and it is these very Scriptures that bear witness concerning me” (John 5:39); “had you believed Moses, you would believe me as well, for it was of me that he wrote” (v. 46); and to His disciples going to Emmaus, “beginning with Moses and all the prophets, he set forth to them the meaning of everything the Scriptures said concerning himself” (Luke 24:27). He —

b) not infrequently spoke of these writings in a manner in which only the word of God, and by no means of man, can be spoken of, for instance: “Scripture cannot be set aside” (John 10:35); “everything written about me in the Law of Moses, the Prophets, and the Psalms must be fulfilled” (Luke 24:44; cf. Matt. 26:54); “truly I tell you: until heaven and earth pass away, not one iota, not a single stroke, will pass from the Law until all things come to pass” (Matt. 5:18). He even, in quoting certain passages from the Old Testament —

c) added: “that which was spoken by God” (Matt. 23:31), “God commanded” (Matt. 15:4), and thereupon rebuked the Jews: “you have nullified the commandment of God for the sake of your tradition” (v. 6), “setting aside the word of God through the tradition you have handed down” (Mark 7:13), and, in particular, remarked of David at one point: “he” (David) “said, by the Holy Spirit: the Lord said to my lord, sit at my right hand” (Mark 12:36).

Following the example of their divine Teacher, the holy Apostles likewise:

a) quoted many passages from the Old Testament books, to confirm or expound New Testament truths (Acts 3:17-25; James 1:10-12, 19; 2:1-4, 10, 11, 23, 26; 4:6; Jude 1:5, 12, 16, and many others, especially in the Epistle to the Hebrews);

b) called these books holy writings (Rom. 1:2), sacred writings (2 Tim. 3:15), the prophetic word (2 Pet. 1:19), the utterances of God (Rom. 3:2);

c) sometimes expressed themselves so as to say that it was the Holy Spirit Himself who spoke through the mouth of this or that Old Testament writer (Acts 1:16; 28:25; Heb. 3:7), and

d) finally, clearly attested to the inspiration of the whole Old Testament in general: “no prophecy of Scripture,” said the holy Apostle Peter, “arises from one’s own interpretation. For prophecy never came about by the will of man, but holy men of God spoke as they were carried along by the Holy Spirit” (ὑπὸ πνεύματος άγίου φερόμενοι) (2 Pet. 1:20-21). “From your infancy you have known the sacred writings” (ίερὰ γράμματα), said another Apostle to his beloved disciple Timothy, “which are able to make you wise for salvation through faith in Christ Jesus. Every Scripture is God-breathed” (θεόπνευστος) “and useful for teaching, for refutation, for correction, for training in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:15-17).

In consequence of this clear teaching, faith in the inspiration of the Old Testament Scripture began in the Church of Christ from her very foundation, entered, as an essential article, into all the ancient creeds, and found expression in the testimonies of the teachers of the Church, which we shall see further on.

§ 124. The Inspiration of the Books of the New Testament


Although nowhere in Holy Scripture is it stated in so many words, as it is stated of the Old Testament books, that the New Testament books likewise are God-inspired: nevertheless this truth is no less certain.

1) Of the eight New Testament writers, five—Matthew, John, James, Peter, and Jude—belonged to the number of the Twelve Apostles, who were vouchsafed by the Lord first the promise of the sending down of the Holy Spirit upon them, and then the very fulfillment of this promise. In what, then, did these promises consist, and, accordingly, their corresponding fulfillment?

a) “And I will ask the Father,” the Savior said to His disciples, “and He will give you another Comforter, that he may be with you forever—the Spirit of truth, whom the world cannot receive, because it does not see him and does not know him; but you know him, for he dwells with you and will be in you” (John 14:16-18). If, then, the Holy Spirit, according to this promise, truly abode with the Apostles, and abode with them forever, always, unceasingly, how can we suppose that He would have left them only in those weightiest moments, when they were writing their books?

b) “The Comforter, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, he will teach you everything, and will bring to your remembrance all that I have said to you” (v. 26). How, then, can we suppose that this new heavenly Instructor would have left them without His teaching only at the very time when they were setting down their preaching in writing? If in such instances they could have erred, how would the Savior’s word have been fulfilled: “he will teach you everything”?

c) “When they hand you over, do not be anxious about how or what you will say, for it will be given you in that hour what you are to say; for it is not you who speak, but the Spirit of your Father speaking in you” (Matt. 10:19-20); “I will give you a mouth and wisdom, which none of your adversaries will be able to resist or gainsay” (Luke 21:15): if, then, the Savior promised to give His disciples a mouth and wisdom even for the time when they would bear witness to their preaching before their judges and persecutors, could He have left His holy evangelists without such supernatural aid at the very time when they were committing this same preaching to writing, for the instruction and guidance of all ages and peoples?

2) The three remaining New Testament writers, Paul, Mark, and Luke, were not among the number of the Twelve Apostles. But we are convinced of the inspiration of the Epistles of the Apostle Paul from the fact —

a) that he was chosen and called to the apostolic ministry by Jesus Christ Himself (Acts 9:3-6 and 15; cf. Gal. 1:1; Rom. 1:1 and 5);

b) that he received his knowledge of the faith of Christ not from men and not through his own instruction, but through a revelation of Christ: “I make known to you, brethren, that the gospel preached by me is not according to man; for I did not receive it from man, nor was I taught it, but it came through a revelation of Jesus Christ” (Gal. 1:11-12);

c) that he himself traced his wisdom and his preaching to the Holy Spirit: “we speak the wisdom of God in a mystery, the hidden wisdom which God foreordained before the ages for our glory, which none of the rulers of this age understood—but God has revealed it to us through His Spirit; for we have received not the spirit of this world, but the Spirit who is from God, that we might know the things freely given to us by God; and these things we speak, not in words taught by human wisdom, but in words taught by the Holy Spirit” (1 Cor. 2:7, 8, 10, 12-13)—that he himself called his own preaching, or his own word (understood as both spoken and written), not a human word, but, in very truth, the word of God: “we thank God without ceasing, that when you received the word of God’s message which you heard from us, you accepted it not as the word of men, but, as it truly is, the word of God” (1 Thess. 2:13);

d) finally, from the fact that another Apostle, namely Peter, who was one of the Twelve, in his own epistle, speaking of the day of the last judgment, even appeals to St. Paul’s teaching on this subject, and notes that Paul wrote “according to the wisdom given him” (2 Pet. 3:15-16; cf. Heb. 9:26; 10:25).

As for the inspiration of the Gospels of Mark and Luke, as well as of the Acts of the Apostles, written by the latter, we are convinced of it from the undoubted apostolic tradition, on the basis of which all these writings, from the very first centuries of Christianity, have been constantly reckoned among the canonical, that is, God-inspired, writings of the New Testament, on an equal footing with all the rest. In particular, from this tradition we learn:

a) that Mark, the companion of Peter (1 Pet. 5:13), who wrote his Gospel at the insistent request of the Romans, set down in it not his own teaching, but the God-inspired teaching delivered at Rome by the Apostle Peter, who, moreover, learning of this by a revelation from the Holy Spirit, himself confirmed this Gospel by his own authority for use in the Church501;

b) that Luke, the companion of Paul (Acts 16:10-20), likewise committed to writing not his own Gospel, but the Gospel orally preached by Paul, who had within him the Spirit of God502;

c) and that the Apostle John, who lived longer than the other Evangelists, having read all three Gospels—of Matthew, of Mark, and of Luke—equally approved them and confirmed the truth of their content by his own testimony503.

3) However, not with respect to the Gospels of Mark and Luke and the Acts of the Apostles alone, but with respect to all the books of the New Testament, it must be remembered that the teaching of their inspiration rests chiefly upon sacred tradition, which has been preserved unbroken from the Apostles themselves in the Church, and continues to be preserved there still. Clear traces of it are found in the writings of St. Clement of Rome, Ignatius the God-bearer, Athenagoras, Justin the Martyr504, Theophilus of Antioch, Irenaeus, Origen, Gregory of Neocaesarea, Tertullian, Cyprian, Hilary505, Eusebius of Caesarea, Basil the Great, Cyril of Jerusalem, Gregory of Nyssa, Chrysostom, and a countless multitude of other teachers of the Church of the fourth and all succeeding centuries506.

4) Finally, a most weighty proof of this same truth is furnished by the most exalted and, in every respect, most perfect teaching of the New Testament writings, which could have been devised of themselves neither by the Apostles, simple and unlearned men, nor, indeed, by any human mind whatsoever. This teaching bears upon itself the ineffaceable stamp of its divine origin507.

II. ON THE CANONICAL BOOKS OF HOLY SCRIPTURE


§ 125. The Canonical Books of the Old Testament


The Old Testament canon, held at the present day by the Orthodox Church508, is composed of the following books:

1) the Book of Genesis,

2) Exodus,

3) Leviticus,

4) Numbers,

5) Deuteronomy,

6) the Book of Joshua,

7) the Book of Judges, and together with it, as it were its appendix, the Book of Ruth,

8) the First and Second Books of Kingdoms, as two parts of a single book,

9) the Third and Fourth Books of Kingdoms,

10) the First and Second Books of Chronicles,

11) the First Book of Ezra, and the second of the same, or, by its Greek title, the Book of Nehemiah,

12) Esther,

13) the Book of Job,

14) the Psalter,

15) the Proverbs of Solomon,

16) Ecclesiastes, of the same,

17) the Song of Songs, of the same,

18) the Book of the Prophet Isaiah,

19) of Jeremiah,

20) of Ezekiel,

21) of Daniel,

22) of the Twelve Prophets.

This same canon was held also by the Old Testament church, to which, before the Messiah’s coming, “the utterances of God were entrusted” (Rom. 3:2). It held this canon, as is evident:

a) from the testimony of Josephus, who mentions precisely only 22 divine books, and says that five of them were written by Moses, thirteen by the Prophets from the time of Moses to the Persian king Artaxerxes, and the remaining four contain hymns to God and the most useful rules of life509;

b) from the testimony of certain ancient Christian teachers—Melito, Origen, Jerome—who took particular pains to learn from the Jews about their sacred canon, and always found it to consist of only the 22 books enumerated510;

c) from the constant tradition existing among the Jews, who to this day hold this same canon inviolably511;

d) it is evident, finally, from the very method of counting these books, preserved in the Orthodox Church. She still today counts them as 22, just as the ancient Jews counted them, corresponding to the number of letters in their alphabet, combining for this purpose two or even several books under a single number, whereas all the Old Testament books taken separately, received by her as canonical, number 38.

This same canon was likewise constantly held by the whole ancient Christian Church, having received it from the Old Testament church. Witnesses to this are very numerous:

1) Melito, bishop of Sardis (end of the 2nd century), traveled expressly through the East with a sincere desire to learn accurately the canon of the Old Testament books, and sets it forth in the following form: “the five books of Moses: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy; Joshua, Judges, Ruth; the four books of Kingdoms; the two books of Chronicles; the Psalms of David; the Proverbs of Solomon, or Wisdom; Ecclesiastes; the Song of Songs; Job; of the Prophets: Isaiah, Jeremiah, the Twelve Prophets in one book, Daniel, Ezekiel, Ezra.”512

2) Origen (beginning of the 3rd century) begins his catalogue with the following words: “it should be known that the books of the Old Testament, as handed down by the Hebrews, are twenty-two,” and then, having enumerated these books, concludes: “outside their number (ἔξω δὲ τούτων) stand the books of the Maccabees.”513

3) St. Cyril of Jerusalem (4th century) urges in his Catechetical Lectures: “read the 22 books, and touch not the Apocrypha.”514

4) Eusebius of Caesarea (4th century), speaking of Melito’s catalogue, remarks on his own account that in this catalogue Melito enumerates all the books of the Old Testament that are received by common consent.515

5) St. Athanasius of Alexandria (4th century), in his Festal Letter, and in the Synopsis of Holy Scripture usually ascribed to him, having enumerated only the 22 canonical books, clearly distinguishes them from the non-canonical books.516

6) St. Gregory the Theologian (4th century), and

7) St. Amphilochius (4th century), enumerating only the 22 books of the Old Testament, do not so much as mention the rest.517

8) The Council of Laodicea, held in 364, having said in its 59th canon that “it is not fitting to recite in church unconsecrated psalms, or books not defined by rule (ἀκανόνιστα), but only the canonical books (μόνα τὰ κανονικὰ) of the Old and New Testament,” continues in the following (60th) canon: “these are the books of the Old Testament that are fitting to be read:

a) Genesis of the world,


b) Exodus from Egypt,

c) Leviticus,

d) Numbers,

e) Deuteronomy,

f) Joshua,

g) Judges, Ruth,

h) Esther,

i) the First and Second [Books] of Kingdoms,

j) the Third and Fourth [Books] of Kingdoms,

k) the First and Second [Books] of Chronicles,

l) the First and Second [Books] of Ezra,

m) the Book of the hundred and fifty Psalms,

n) the Proverbs of Solomon,

o) Ecclesiastes,

p) the Song of Songs,

q) Job,

r) the Twelve Prophets,

s) Isaiah,

t) Jeremiah, Baruch, Lamentations, and the Epistle,

u) Ezekiel,

v) Daniel.”

9) St. Epiphanius, bishop of Cyprus (4th c.), speaks three times in his writings of the canonical books of the Old Testament, and each time counts them as only 22, remarking of the rest: “although they are useful and edifying, they are not to be reckoned among the number of the sacred books.”518

10) Blessed Jerome (4th c.), having translated from the Hebrew the books that stood in the Jewish canon, remarks of the rest: “they are not found in the canon, and must be reckoned among the apocryphal.”519

11) Hilary, bishop of Poitiers (4th c.), likewise enumerates the 22 canonical books of the Old Testament, adding: “but some, having added to these also the books of Tobit and Judith, wish to count all the books as 24, according to the number of the letters of the Greek alphabet.”520

12) Rufinus (4th c.) clearly distinguishes the 22 canonical books from the non-canonical books of the Old Testament, which he calls ecclesiastical.521

To all these ancient witnesses may be added yet witnesses of later times, for instance:

13) Leontius of Byzantium, at first an advocate, then a monk (6th c.),522

14) St. John of Damascus (8th c.),523

15) St. Nicephorus, patriarch of Constantinople (9th c.),524

16) Metrophanes Kritopoulos, who had been protosyncellus to the patriarch in the church of Constantinople, and afterward patriarch of Alexandria (17th c.),525 — all of whom speak only of the 22 canonical books of the Old Testament, and demonstrate beyond dispute how strictly the Eastern Church has held to this teaching in every age.

If, indeed, in the 85th Apostolic Canon certain non-canonical books are mentioned alongside the canonical, namely the three books of Maccabees and the Book of the Wisdom of Jesus, son of Sirach: it should be understood that this canon speaks of books revered and holy, not of canonical books; and both canonical and non-canonical books of Holy Scripture, and even certain others held in honor by the Christians, could equally be called revered and holy. This is precisely why, alongside the biblical books, this same canon also mentions two epistles and the ordinances composed by Clement.526

Even if, among certain teachers of the Church in the West—such as blessed Augustine (5th c.), Pope Innocent (5th c.), Pope Gelasius (494)527, and at the Council of Carthage itself (397)528 — the non-canonical books are named directly as canonical, alongside the 22 that stood in the Jewish canon: this too need not perplex us. For —

a) blessed Augustine himself has left us every means of understanding in what sense he used the word canonical in this case. Having said in one place that although the Jews did not count the books of Maccabees as canonical books, the Church nevertheless counts them as canonical,529 he explains his thought elsewhere in this way: “the writing called Maccabean the Jews did not hold in the same regard as the Law, the Prophets, and the Psalms, but the Church has judged this writing not without benefit, if it is read and heard with sound understanding.”530 A plain sign that blessed Augustine used the word canonical in a sense broader than that in which it is taken in the strict sense. By canonical books he meant, in general, books appointed or confirmed by the canons or rules of the Church for the pious reading of the faithful—a description that could rightly apply not only to the strictly canonical books, but to the non-canonical ones as well.531 It is natural to suppose that the term canonical books was sometimes used in this same broader sense generally in the church of Carthage as well, in which Augustine was then one of the most renowned hierarchs. And, consequently, that it was used in this sense also at the Council of Carthage. This latter supposition is the more probable in that the (33rd) canon of this council speaks precisely of books canonical, that is, defined by canon, for reading in church: “it has been decreed that nothing shall be read in church under the name of the divine Scriptures, except the canonical Scriptures; and the canonical Scriptures are these: Genesis…”532 Even if, moreover —

b) suppose that the aforementioned teachers and the council did call the non-canonical books canonical in the stricter, more commonly received sense—even then we need not waver, when we take into account: first, how small the number is of those teachers who held this opinion, compared with the number of those who have left us testimonies to only 22 canonical books of the Old Testament, as received by the Church. And, second, when we observe that this small number of teachers of the first kind belonged, every one of them, to only two particular churches, that of Carthage and that of Rome—whereas among the witnesses of the latter kind are found the most renowned representatives of the whole Church, both Eastern and Western (Jerome, Hilary, Rufinus). And blessed Augustine himself gave the excellent counsel that, in such disagreement over the canon of books, preference ought to be given to the voice of the majority of witnesses and the voice of the whole Church, rather than to that of particular churches.533

Finally, it is of no real importance at all that in certain ancient translations of Holy Scripture—for instance, the Italic—the canonical and the non-canonical books are bound together. So, too, they are still bound together to this day in the Orthodox Church, which, nevertheless, distinguishes between them. They are bound together for the purpose of having, in a single collection, all the books—both the God-inspired ones, and those which, though they do not possess such importance, have nonetheless from ancient times been held by the Church in greater honor than any merely human books, and have been received by her for the edifying reading of the faithful, as good and useful books.

As for the origin of the Old Testament canon: let us first observe that the right to declare any books to be God-inspired, that is, canonical, belonged among the Jews, according to the testimony of Josephus534 and Eusebius Pamphili,535 not to the whole nation, but only to its pastors, and especially to that small number who themselves possessed the Holy Spirit within them. This being so, we may now say that the beginning of the Hebrew canon is contemporary with the very beginning of the God-inspired books themselves. Moses was the first, having written his own books, to publish them as divine books, ordering them placed in the sanctuary beside the ark, and to be read to the Israelites from time to time. So too, afterward, did Joshua, of whom it is said: “and he wrote these words in the book of the law of God” (Josh. 24:26), that is, he added his own writing to the Pentateuch; so too did Samuel, who “wrote” the ordinances of the kingdom “in a book, and laid it up before the Lord” (1 Sam. 10:25); so too, without doubt, did the later sacred writers, though no testimonies of this have been preserved in their books. The Old Testament canon received its final formation (that is, these sacred books were, for the last time, gathered together, examined, and published as divine) already in the days of Ezra, and by Ezra himself, probably with the assistance of Nehemiah (2 Macc. 2:13) and certain of the Prophets then living. This is confirmed by the tradition of the Jews preserved in the Talmud, by the testimony of Josephus, and was accepted by the most renowned Fathers of the Church.536 From that time on, no more Prophets arose among the Jewish people—Prophets who alone had the right to pronounce judgment on the canonical books.537

§ 126. The Canonical Books of the New Testament


The Orthodox Church recognizes as canonical books of the New Testament the following 27: the four Gospels—of Matthew, of Mark, of Luke, and of John; the Acts of the Apostles; seven catholic epistles—of James, two of Peter, three of John, and one of Jude; fourteen epistles of the Apostle Paul—to the Romans, two to the Corinthians, to the Galatians, to the Ephesians, to the Philippians, to the Colossians, two to the Thessalonians, two to Timothy, to Titus, to Philemon, and to the Hebrews; and the Apocalypse of St. John the Theologian.538

These same books are enumerated as the canonical books of the New Testament by the ancient teachers of the Church, both in the East and in the West.

In the East:

1) Origen, in his Seventh Homily on the Book of Joshua, names the four Gospels, written by Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John; the Acts of the Apostles, written by Luke; the Epistle of James; the Epistle of Jude; the two Epistles of Peter; the Epistles (without specifying their number) of John; the fourteen Epistles of Paul; and the Apocalypse of John the Theologian—although in other places in his writings, regarding the Second Epistle of Peter, the Second and Third Epistles of John, and the Epistle to the Hebrews, while agreeing to receive them as canonical, he himself notes that these epistles are not yet received by all, that there is still disagreement concerning them.539

2) Eusebius likewise enumerates all the books of the New Testament, and, though, following Origen’s example, he divides them into two classes—those received by all (ὁμολογούμενα) and those still subject to doubt (ἀντιλεγόμενα)—assigning to the latter the Epistles of James, of Jude, the Second of Peter, the Second and Third of John. He nevertheless says of the latter that they are acknowledged by the greater part of the Church’s teachers (παρὰ πλείστοις τῶν ἐκκλησιαστικῶν γιγνωσκομένας), that they are proclaimed by many in very many churches (ἐν πλείσταις ἐκκλησίαις παρὰ πολλοῖς δεδημοσιευμένα).540

3) St. Athanasius the Great already enumerates all the books of the New Testament without the least doubt or distinction, and, in his Festal Letter and in the Synopsis, concludes the latter with these words: “behold the number and the names of the canonical books of the New Testament! These are, as it were, the first fruits, the anchors, the pillars of our faith: for they were written and set forth by the very Apostles of Christ the Savior, who conversed with Him and were taught by Him.”541

4) St. Cyril of Jerusalem enumerates the New Testament books likewise without the least remark as to any distinction among them within the Church, and equally approves them for reading to his hearers.

5) St. Amphilochius again mentions the disagreements concerning certain epistles, but mentions them only historically, and, having enumerated all the books of the New Testament, concludes his reckoning with these words: “let this be the most unerring canon of the God-inspired writings.”

6) Leontius of Byzantium divides the books of the New Testament into six books (εἰς ἓξ βιβλία), of which the first consists of the Gospels of Matthew and Mark, the second of the Gospels of Luke and John, the third of the Acts of the Apostles, the fourth of the seven catholic epistles, the fifth of the fourteen epistles of the Apostle Paul, and the sixth of the Apocalypse.

7) St. John of Damascus, in his Theology, likewise enumerates the books of the New Testament, every one of them.542

In the West:

1) The Fathers of the Council of Carthage, held in 318, enumerate all the books of the New Testament in the 33rd canon543;

2) Rufinus—every one of them;

3) blessed Augustine—all;

4) Popes Innocent and Gelasius—all;

5) Cassiodorus, at the end of the 6th century—all.544

There are, it is true, two or three ancient catalogues in which certain of the New Testament books are not mentioned, namely: the Apocalypse is not mentioned in the catalogues of the Council of Laodicea (canon 60) and of St. Gregory the Theologian; and the Epistles of James, both of Peter, and one of John are not mentioned in the Muratorian catalogue545 — but this is, of course, because concerning these books, as Origen and Eusebius attest, disagreements long existed among the teachers of the Church. And the existence of such disagreements, up to a certain time, was then natural and unavoidable. It must be remembered that the apostolic writings, written to particular churches, or even to the whole Church, could not all at once spread everywhere and become known to all the faithful; but some spread very quickly through the whole universal Church (which must especially be said of the four Gospels), while others, on the contrary, did not; and of the latter, some (namely all those subject to disagreement) reached certain places earlier, other places later, still others later still546, while to a fourth group, even if they arrived fairly early, they arrived without sufficient proof of their authenticity. On the other hand, the fathers and teachers of the first centuries of Christianity could not but exercise particular caution in discerning the writings that appeared under the names of the Apostles. The very sanctity of the matter demanded this: the more important a thing is, the more distrustfully its authenticity is examined; and what could have been more important to the Christians than the apostolic writings? This was demanded still more by the appearance, in those times, of many spurious writings547, put forth under the names of the Apostles. Consequently, if some of the ancient Orthodox pastors expressed doubt concerning this or that apostolic writing, this, besides being unavoidable, stands also as a monument to their prudent discernment in so weighty a matter.

III. ON THE NON-CANONICAL BOOKS OF HOLY SCRIPTURE


§ 127. The Enumeration of These Books, and Their Importance


There is not a single non-canonical book among the books of the New Testament; non-canonical books exist only among the books of the Old Testament, and they are precisely the following:

1) the Book of Tobit,

2) Judith,

3) the Wisdom of Solomon,

4) the Wisdom of Jesus, son of Sirach,

5) the Second and Third Books of Ezra,

6) all three books of Maccabees.548

Just as certain as it is that these books were never counted by either the Jews or the Christians on an equal footing with the canonical books, so too is it equally certain that among both peoples they have always enjoyed great honor.

The Jews, as is known, in the last period before the coming of the Messiah, were divided into two groups: the Palestinian Jews (whose center was Jerusalem), who spoke the native tongue and made use of the Hebrew Bible, and the Alexandrian Jews, who used the Greek language and read the Bible in the translation of the Seventy Interpreters. Both alike honored the non-canonical books, though less than the canonical.

I. Concerning the Palestinian Jews this is known:

1) From the testimony of Josephus, who had been a priest in Jerusalem. Having said that among the Jews only the Prophets had the right to publish writings concerning the faith, and that such most trustworthy persons, in the period from Moses to the Persian king Artaxerxes, set down the whole history of the Hebrew people in 22 God-inspired books, Josephus adds: “moreover, everything that has occurred from the reign of Artaxerxes down to our own days has likewise been committed to writing; but these writings are not held in the same regard” (πίστεως δὲ ὀυκ ὁμοίας ἠξίωται) “as those mentioned before, because the exact succession of the prophets ceased” (διὰ τό μὴ γενέσθαι τὴν τῶν προφητῶν ἀκριβῆ διαδοχὴν).549 From this it is evident that the non-canonical books, too, enjoyed honor among the Jews, though a lesser honor than the God-inspired canonical books. It is also evident why the former did not possess an importance equal to that of the latter—because they were written during the remaining four hundred years before the birth of Christ, when there were no longer any Prophets in Judea, and after the canon of the sacred Old Testament books had already received its final formation from Ezra and the last Prophets, who lived in the days of the Persian king Artaxerxes.

2) From the honor which the ancient rabbis, or ancient Hebrew sages, showed to the non-canonical books. From all these books they quoted passages in their writings; some books, for instance the Book of Jesus, son of Sirach, they even assigned to the second-rank hagiographa, and some they ascribed directly to God-inspired writers—namely the Book of the Wisdom of Solomon, to Solomon himself.550

3) Finally, from the testimony of Origen, at least in regard to the books of Tobit and Judith—Origen asserts that although the Jews did not include these books in their canon, neither, however, did they assign them to the apocrypha.551

II. As for the Alexandrian Jews, it will suffice merely to repeat that they made use not of the Hebrew Bible, but of the translation of the Seventy. In this translation, already before the Savior’s coming, the non-canonical books had been joined to the canonical, as an addition, and together they usually formed a single codex. And the Jews, making use of it, reading the non-canonical books together with the canonical both in their homes and even in the synagogues, thereby plainly showed that they honored the non-canonical books, at least as sacred, edifying, pious books, even if not on an equal footing with the canonical—honoring them, consequently, above all merely human books.552

The honor which the Christian Church had, and has, for the non-canonical books, is evident:

1) From the fact that, just as she received them at the outset, so from that time she has always held, and still holds, these books in a single codex together with the canonical books; she appointed the former for the edifying reading of catechumens and the faithful, not only in homes but also in churches, for which reason they came to be called ecclesiastical; and sometimes, for this same purpose, she even listed them in her canons (rules) alongside the canonical books—for instance, in the 85th Apostolic Canon and the 33rd canon of the Council of Carthage.

2) From the general judgments concerning these books given by the ancient teachers of the Church. St. Athanasius says that they were appointed by the Fathers to be read to new converts and to those wishing to be instructed in the word of piety; St. Epiphanius calls them useful and beneficial (χρήσιμοι καὶ ὠφέλιμοι); St. John of Damascus, edifying and good.553

3) Finally, from the fact that these books were made use of by the most renowned teachers of the Church themselves, who quote from them numerous passages in their own writings, not infrequently adding: “Scripture says,” “sacred Scripture says.” For example:

a) texts are quoted from the Book of Tobit by: Clement of Alexandria, Cyprian554, Origen555, Ambrose556, Augustine557;

b) from the Book of Judith: Clement of Rome, Tertullian, Jerome, Augustine, and others558;

c) from the Book of the Wisdom of Solomon: Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Cyprian, Epiphanius, Hilary.559

However much the Orthodox Church has honored and does honor the non-canonical books, it must not be forgotten that she has always distinguished them from the canonical books. This distinction consists in this: that the latter, as she teaches, were written by inspiration from the Holy Spirit, and in the proper sense constitute God-inspired Scripture, whereas the former do not possess this weighty privilege, and serve only as, so to speak, an addition to the God-inspired Scripture, as books good, edifying, sacred.

SECTION II. ON SACRED TRADITION


§ 128. The Necessity of Another Divine Source of the Christian Faith Alongside Holy Scripture, and the Concept of Holy Tradition


Holy Scripture, granted to us by God as the first and chief source of revealed faith and theology, by its very nature compels us to desire also another aid, equally divine, in this weighty matter. For in order that we may properly appropriate to ourselves the teaching contained in Holy Scripture, it is essential for us:

1) First to be convinced that the books of Holy Scripture are indeed authentic and constitute that very canon which came from the hands of the sacred writers, and, on the other hand, that they are truly God-inspired. Ordinary human testimony, mere historical belief, in which room always remains for doubt and wavering, is insufficient in the present case: because our whole Christianity must rest upon this unshakable truth. And consequently, there is needed here a testimony on which we could fully rely—a divine testimony.

2) Following upon this, it is equally necessary for us that, in the very reading of Holy Scripture, we should everywhere find only its true meaning, and not a false one, and, moreover, that we should be convinced of this fully and decisively—that is, by a testimony not human, but divine—that we indeed do not err, and rightly understand the Word of God. Otherwise, what would our faith be?

The question arises: who, then, can be our reliable guide in so weighty a matter? Who can satisfactorily fulfill both these conditions for us? Wrong-thinking Christians have devised three principles for this: some point to reason, others to Holy Scripture itself, and still others to an inner illumination from the Holy Spirit. But such a guide cannot be recognized in:

1) Human reason, left to itself alone.

Reason, in the first place, is not capable of determining the canon of the sacred books with unimpeachable precision and finality, because the historical testimonies concerning the canon, on the basis of which alone such a determination by reason is possible, are not sufficiently satisfactory. The ancient catalogues of the sacred books, belonging not only to individual teachers of the Church but even to whole particular churches, as we have seen (§ 125), do not fully agree with one another—and those books which in some catalogues are reckoned among the canonical are sometimes not mentioned at all in others, and in still others are even numbered among the non-canonical. Consequently, here it is possible to decide the question only with greater or lesser thoroughness and proximity to the truth, but it is impossible to decide it in such a way that no room remains for any doubts or disputes whatsoever. Every kind of abuse is possible here, depending on the aims and intentions of each scholar.560 And the example of Luther, who did not hesitate to exclude from the canon books not mentioned in certain ancient catalogues (from the New Testament, namely, the Epistles of James, the Second of Peter, the Second and Third of John, that of the Apostle Paul to the Hebrews, and the Apocalypse)561 — and, above all, the example of the rationalists, who in the end went so far in their disputes over the canonical standing of the sacred books that not a single book remained that was not rejected by one or another of them, or unanimously acknowledged by all as canonical—these serve as striking proofs of this truth.

Reason, in the second place, is not capable of testifying unimpeachably to the God-inspiredness of the sacred books: for what, in this matter, can it point us to? To the inner excellence of the teaching contained in them? But from this we can conclude only with probability, and by no means with certainty, as to their divine origin; and, besides, this very excellence of teaching is, for very many people, still a matter of dispute. To the testimonies of Holy Scripture concerning its own inspiration? But here too only probability is possible: for these testimonies, as we have seen (§§ 123 and 124) —

a) are not sufficiently clear and definite;

b) concern not the whole of Holy Scripture, but only either the Old Testament alone, or certain books, or even isolated passages within this or that book;

c) remain subject to various interpretations and disputes562, and

d) generally cannot, in the strict sense, carry a force of conviction for everyone, being, as they are, Scripture’s testimony to itself. Or shall reason point to the historical testimonies of the ancients concerning the inspiration of the sacred books? But it is known that the ancient testimonies on this subject are of two kinds: the testimonies of Orthodox Christians, who did indeed call the books of Holy Scripture God-inspired, and the testimonies of heretics, which are not infrequently opposed to the former. Why, then, would the mind prefer one of these testimonies to the other—the mind, let us not forget, guided in its inquiries by no higher authority whatsoever?

Finally, reason, subject to no higher authority, but left to itself alone, is decidedly incapable of being for us a correct and fully reliable interpreter of Holy Scripture: on the contrary, in this case the very opposite would have to occur. For —

a) in experience there exist only individual human minds, which, besides the general principles implanted in them, also have their own particular (subjective) principles and convictions. They not infrequently have their own particular aims which they pursue, particular motives by which they are guided in their actions. Consequently, everyone would then begin to explain Holy Scripture in his own way, according to the measure of his own powers and understanding, and sometimes according to his own impure designs and intentions—and interpretations of Scripture would necessarily turn out to be almost as numerous as there are individual minds563;

b) it is known that the convictions even of individual minds change very frequently, and that what one man held to be truth yesterday, he today already holds to be falsehood: consequently, one’s own interpretations of Holy Scripture would then also have to vary from time to time;

c) finally, the mind of itself can explain, in one way or another, without doubt, only those truths in the Bible which are comprehensible to it: how, then, will it explain truths that are incomprehensible? And what guarantee is there that its explanation is correct? Rather, as the experience of the rationalists has also shown, the mind will reject these incomprehensible truths, and interpret them in its own way, in a figurative sense, admitting nothing mysterious. Our words do not mean that reason in general ought to take no part whatsoever in the interpretation of Holy Scripture, that its participation is inevitably harmful. On the contrary, reason both can and ought to take part in this, but only by submitting, in its interpretations, to another, higher authority.564 And the participation of reason can then be for us not only quite useful, but at times even necessary, especially in disputes with opponents. But we are speaking properly of a reason not subject to this higher authority, and guided in its inquiries by the one principle of its own arbitrary will (liberi arbitrii): such reason cannot be accepted as a reliable and sole guide in the interpretation of Holy Scripture.

2) Nor can it be found in Holy Scripture itself alone, as those wish who assert that the Word of God must be explained by the Word of God, and its obscure passages by its clearer ones. For Holy Scripture itself —

a) nowhere determines either the canon, or the authenticity, of the books composing it;

b) even its own testimonies to its inspiration, let us repeat once more, concern only either the Old Testament alone, or only certain books, or even only certain isolated passages within them, and do not clearly concern the New Testament, do not concern the whole of Holy Scripture. Moreover, as Scripture’s testimony to itself, they cannot carry their proper weight or the full force of conviction;

c) finally, it must be remembered that Holy Scripture is precisely Scripture, and not some living being possessing hearing and speech. It cannot hear our questions as to how we are to understand this or that passage in it, nor can it answer us, or resolve our perplexities. This means that the resolving of these perplexities, in explaining Holy Scripture on the basis of Holy Scripture itself, will once again be left to us. And it will depend on us to choose this or that passage for the purpose, to call it the clearer one, and then to interpret it as we please—while others will point to other passages, clearer in their opinion, and explain them in their own way.565 It is plain that here too the principle of explaining Holy Scripture will remain this same reason of ours, and not Holy Scripture at all, and that here too every kind of abuse is possible. We do not mean to say by this that Holy Scripture cannot and ought not to be explained by Holy Scripture itself, its obscure passages by its clearer ones. No—this is one of the essential, though partial, rules of sound biblical hermeneutics, which can have a very broad and most useful application, provided only that, to prevent abuses, it is itself made subject to another, reliable, unimpeachable principle (which we are still in search of). We assert only that this rule of interpreting Holy Scripture cannot be recognized as the chief, fundamental, infallible, and fully trustworthy rule, to which all the others ought to be subordinated.

3) Nor, finally, in an inner illumination from the Holy Spirit, or an inner voice sounding in the heart of each believer, as many sectarians within the bosom of Protestantism teach. This principle of sacred hermeneutics appears, in its essence, to be the very best: for who can testify to us more reliably concerning the canon and the inspiration of Holy Scripture, who can show us more precisely its true meaning, than the Holy Spirit, the true Author of Holy Scripture? But the trouble is that, in application, this principle proves extremely inconvenient and unreliable: the inner illumination or anointing from the Holy Spirit, of which true believers are indeed made worthy (1 John 2:27), is a mysterious action, hidden from all outside observers. And so, to prevent every kind of deception, only one means would here be possible: if those who claimed to have been made worthy of such illumination were to confirm their words with genuine miracles (which, however, they do not in fact demonstrate). Otherwise abuses are unavoidable: this principle opens the very widest door to every kind of license in the interpretation of Holy Scripture, and to endless disputes. For anyone, at his own pleasure, can pass off (as sectarians not infrequently do) his own ravings as inspirations from the Holy Spirit, all the while brazenly straining to confirm his fantasies with biblical texts. On the other hand, these people, in fact, by their own experience, thoroughly refute the very thing they preach: there is no doubt that the Holy Spirit, as the Spirit of truth, cannot contradict Himself; and yet the sectarians, who assert that they explain Holy Scripture under the Holy Spirit’s own guidance, disagree among themselves in the extreme; and not infrequently what one of them puts forth as truth, another rejects as error.566 A plain sign that they are guided not at all by the Holy Spirit, but again by their own reason, by their own particular (subjective) convictions and aims. One final remark: that, given over exclusively to this principle, it is easy to arrive at the complete rejection of Holy Scripture altogether: for if the Holy Spirit Himself inwardly teaches us the truth necessary for salvation, what need then have we of the outward aid of the Bible? And this is indeed precisely what happened with the Anabaptists and the Swedenborgians.567 We do not, however, deny in the least that, as in every good work, so also in the appropriation of revealed teaching, the Christian stands in need568 of the assistance, instruction, and guidance of the Holy Spirit (1 John 2:27, and others); we say only that inner illumination from the Holy Spirit, when taken as the exclusive principle of sacred hermeneutics, is, for the reasons set forth above, insufficient for the purpose.

If, then, none of those aids which heterodox Christians make use of, for appropriating to themselves the divine revelation contained in Holy Scripture, can be called fully reliable—where, then, shall we, as Orthodox Christians, find for ourselves this necessary aid? According to the teaching of the Orthodox Church, it has been granted to the faithful by God Himself, in another source of the Christian faith, sacred Tradition.569

By the name of sacred Tradition is meant the Word of God, not committed to writing by the God-inspired writers themselves, but delivered orally to the Church, and continuously preserved in her ever since.570 In order now truly to justify the thought we have expressed concerning this divine source, in relation to Holy Scripture, we must show —

a) that sacred Tradition indeed must be received as a source of the Christian faith and of Orthodox theology;

b) that it could be, and indeed has been, preserved to us in its entirety;

c) then point out the marks by which the apostolic traditions can be unmistakably recognized even at the present day;

d) finally, determine the very importance and use of this source.

§ 129. Holy Tradition Must Be Recognized as a Source of the Christian Faith


That not Holy Scripture alone was at the beginning, and must now be recognized, as a source of the Christian faith, but sacred Tradition together with it—this is evident:

1) From the history of the first preaching and existence of the Christian faith. This history shows that —

a) Christianity was, at first, spread in a twofold manner: chiefly through the spoken word, and only in part through writing. The Savior Himself, the first Teacher of the heavenly faith, wrote nothing about it; many of the holy Apostles likewise spread it only orally to the very end of their lives, leaving behind no writings of their own. Only some of the first preachers of the Gospel, besides the spoken word, made use also, from time to time, of writing for this purpose.

b) The Apostles who did leave writings behind did not set down everything in them. “There is a teaching,” says one of our own native hierarchs, “written by the Apostles in their epistles, and there is a teaching orally delivered by them to their disciples and followers. John the Theologian writes at the end of his Gospel: ‘and there are also many other things which Jesus did, which, if they were written one by one, I suppose that even the world itself could not contain the books that would be written’ (21:25). This means that there were a great many events in the earthly life of Jesus Christ which, on account of their very number, the Apostles could not write down in detail, but which they surely related and told to their followers by word of mouth. The same must be said of the teaching of Jesus Christ. For forty days after His resurrection He taught the Apostles concerning the things of the faith and of the kingdom of God; but this teaching is nowhere written down in the sacred books, and was surely handed down by the Apostles orally to their disciples. The Apostle Paul likewise says that for three years, night and day, he did not cease teaching, with tears, the Ephesian presbyters, ‘every one of them’ (Acts 20:31); and this teaching, without doubt, was not all written down, but could have passed on by word of mouth from one to another down to our own time.”571

c) The Apostles, in writing their epistles to the Christians, sometimes left certain things for a future oral conversation with these Christians, which was to supply what had been left unsaid in writing. “I had many things to write to you, and I was not willing to do so with paper and ink; but I hope to come to you, and to speak mouth to mouth,” says St. John the Theologian in his second epistle (v. 12); “I had many things to write,” he repeats also in his third epistle, “but I am not willing to write to you with ink and pen; but I trust to see you shortly, and we shall speak mouth to mouth” (vv. 13-14). St. Paul expresses himself similarly in one place: “and the rest I will set in order when I come” (1 Cor. 11:34).

d) Finally, the apostolic epistles, written in different places and to different particular churches, or even to particular individuals, did not become universally known throughout the whole Church of Christ very quickly, and even in Irenaeus’s day (the latter half of the second century) there were whole nations, converted to Christianity, that possessed no sacred writings of their own at all, but were content with tradition alone. “If,” asks the holy father, “the Apostles had left us no writings of their own—would it not still have been necessary to follow the order of tradition, which they left to those to whom they entrusted the churches? Many barbarian nations follow this order—nations which, having come to believe in Christ, possess salvation written on their hearts by the Spirit, without paper and ink, and carefully guard the ancient tradition… Such people, who have come to believe without Scripture, though, in our own tongue, they are called barbarians, yet as regards their way of thinking, their morals, and their manner of life, are, by reason of their faith, exceedingly wise, and please God, passing their lives in all righteousness, purity, and wisdom. Should anyone begin to preach to them some heretical false teaching, they would at once stop their ears, and flee far off, unwilling even to hear such blasphemous talk. Thus they, resting upon the ancient apostolic tradition, do not so much as admit into their thoughts any heretical folly.”572

2) From the example and the perfectly clear statements, and even commands, of the sacred writers themselves. “If oral Tradition were contrary to the Christian faith,” let us say in the words of that same native hierarch, “the Apostles, without doubt, would themselves not have believed it, and would have forbidden us Christians to believe it. But, on the contrary, Luke the Evangelist was not himself a disciple of Christ, yet he wrote an entire Gospel according to the oral tradition received from the disciples of Christ. Read (Luke 1:1): since indeed many have undertaken to compose a narrative of the matters that have been accomplished among us, just as they were handed down to us by those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and servants of the word, it has seemed good to me as well… and so forth. The Apostle Jude believed the tradition concerning the Archangel Michael, who disputed with the devil over the body of Moses (v. 9); yet nowhere in the sacred books is this written. The Apostle Paul likewise believed that the Lord Jesus had said: it is a greater blessedness to give than to receive (Acts 20:35); yet these words are nowhere written down word for word in the Gospels, but he must have heard them from the lips of some disciple of Christ.”573 On the other hand, St. Paul, who wrote more than all the Apostles, says: “brethren, stand firm, and hold to the traditions you were taught, whether by word of mouth or by our letter” (2 Thess. 2:15). What is important here —

a) is that the Apostle directly and decisively commands the Christians to hold fast, among other things, to oral traditions as well;

b) that he commands this at a time when the believers already had his own writings in hand: for he says this in his second epistle to the Thessalonians;

c) that he commands them to hold to the traditions in exactly the same way as to the writings, with equal reverence, firmness, and constancy, forsaking neither the one nor the other source of saving doctrine, but holding both together, inseparably. “I commend you, brethren, that you remember me in everything, and hold fast the traditions just as I delivered them to you,” wrote this same Apostle in his first epistle to the Corinthians, evidently meaning traditions not written but purely oral (1 Cor. 11:2). “O Timothy, guard what has been entrusted to you, turning away from profane chatter and the contradictions of what is falsely called knowledge” (1 Tim. 6:20); “hold to the pattern of sound words that you heard from me, in the faith and love that are in Christ Jesus” (2 Tim. 1:13)—“and what you heard from me in the presence of many witnesses, entrust to faithful men, who will be capable also of teaching others” (2:2): here are yet further commands of this same Apostle concerning oral traditions.

3) From the unbroken, unanimous teaching and example of the holy Fathers and teachers of the Church. Thus, among the men of the first century:

a) St. Ignatius, according to the testimony of Eusebius, urged the faithful to guard themselves against the perverse opinions of the heretics…, and to hold firmly to the apostolic tradition574;

b) St. Polycarp handed down to the faithful the very words spoken by the Lord, which he had heard directly from the Apostles, and, in general, delivered to the Church what he himself had received from the Apostles575;

c) while Hegesippus took special pains to gather the apostolic traditions together into one, and set forth many of them in five books (ὑπομνήμασι), which, unfortunately, have not come down to us.576

In the second century —

a) St. Irenaeus wrote: “all who wish to know the truth ought, in every church, to have recourse to the apostolic tradition, made known throughout the whole world,”577 and he himself, in contending with the many heretics, sought to refute them not only from Scripture, but chiefly from tradition:578

b) Tertullian likewise not only enjoined that men hold fast to the apostolic traditions, but constantly adduced them as testimony against the heretics, as his whole body of writing shows.579

In the third century —

a) Origen enjoined: “let the ecclesiastical tradition, handed down through the order of succession from the Apostles, and remaining even to this day in the churches, be preserved; that alone is to be believed as truth which in no way disagrees with the ecclesiastical and apostolic tradition”580;

b) St. Cyprian said: “it is easy for pious and simple souls to avoid error and find the truth: for as soon as we turn to the source of divine tradition, error vanishes.”581

In the fourth century we likewise hear:

a) from St. Epiphanius: “it is necessary also to hold to tradition, for it is not possible to find everything in the writings alone; the most holy Apostles left some things in Scripture, others in tradition—which very thing Paul himself affirms: even as I delivered to you” (1 Cor. 11:2)582;

b) from St. Basil the Great: “of the doctrines and proclamations preserved in the Church, some we have from written instruction, and some we have received from apostolic tradition, handed down to us in a mystery; and both the one and the other have the same force for piety, and no one, even one but little versed in the ordinances of the Church, will gainsay this: for if we should undertake to reject the unwritten customs as though they carried no great weight, we would unwittingly do harm to the Gospel in its chief matters, or rather would reduce the preaching to a bare name, without the thing itself”583;

c) from St. Chrysostom: “they [the Apostles] did not hand down everything through Scripture, but much also without writing; yet both the one and the other are equally worthy of belief; therefore we hold tradition, too, to be worthy of belief: it is tradition—seek nothing further.”584 To adduce, after this, a whole series of further patristic testimonies would, without any doubt, be superfluous.585

4) Finally, from the example of the whole universal Church, gathered, in the persons of her pastors, at the ecumenical Councils. It is known that at these Councils heresies were exposed and the dogmas of Orthodoxy confirmed on the basis not of Scripture alone, but together with tradition as well—sometimes, indeed, chiefly on the basis of tradition. This was precisely the practice of the Council of Nicaea586, the Council of Constantinople587, the Council of Ephesus588, of Chalcedon589, of Trullo590, and Nicaea II. “We preserve,” say the fathers of this last ecumenical council at the very outset of their dogmatic definition, “we preserve, without any innovation, all the ecclesiastical traditions established for us, whether in writing or without writing… This being so, walking, as it were, along the royal road, following the God-inspired teaching of our holy Fathers and the tradition of the catholic Church… we define…” and so forth.

§ 130. Holy Tradition Could Be, and Indeed Has Been, Preserved to Us in Its Entirety: a) It Could Be Preserved


That sacred Tradition could have been wholly preserved in the Church down to our own days is evident:

1) In part already from the very manner in which the traditions were disseminated—their universality and their reach among the whole people. The holy Apostles preached the revealed teaching not merely in a few places, not before merely a few persons, and by no means in secret. On the contrary, they carried it through all the countries of the world of that time, proclaimed it in every tongue, with the utmost clarity (Matt. 10:27), and, as the very purpose of their preaching required, sought to deliver the divine truths to every single person desiring salvation. Under such circumstances, for any apostolic tradition—especially any weighty one—to become lost or corrupted throughout the whole Church, throughout the whole Christian world, was plainly impossible. “Whoever wishes to know the truth,” said St. Irenaeus, “may discern in every church the apostolic tradition, made known throughout the whole world.”591

2) Far more from the zealous devotion of all Christians to the teaching delivered to them by the Apostles—a devotion which St. Paul so highly praises in the Corinthians (1 Cor. 11:2; cf. 1 Thess. 1:8; Col. 1:4, 6; Rom. 1:8). To such solicitous care for the preservation of the orally delivered apostolic teaching, the Christians were naturally moved by:

a) the very worth of this teaching itself, in which they beheld the Word of God;

b) the injunctions of the holy Apostles to stand fast and hold to the traditions (2 Thess. 2:15), together with their severe warnings against those who opposed them: “though we, or an angel from heaven, should proclaim to you a gospel other than the one we proclaimed to you, let him be accursed,” wrote St. Paul to the Galatians; “as we have said before, I say again now: if anyone proclaims to you a gospel other than the one you received, let him be accursed” (Gal. 1:8-9);

c) the sheer necessity of the traditions: for at first there were as yet no apostolic writings at all, and even after these writings had appeared, before they had been brought to general knowledge, many particular churches made use of, and could exist by, the apostolic traditions alone.592

3) Still more from the duty, and at the same time the zeal, of the heads of the churches for the preservation of Holy Tradition. It was they, above all, in keeping with their very calling to shepherd the Church of the Lord and God (Acts 20:28), whom the holy Apostles sought to instruct and confirm in the truths of the faith (v. 27), just as they themselves had earlier been instructed by the heavenly Teacher in preference to all other people (John 17:6, 8). It was the pastors of the Church whom the holy evangelists especially enjoined to hold fast to the trustworthy word as taught (Titus 1:9), to hold the pattern of sound words… and to guard the good deposit entrusted to you, through the Holy Spirit (2 Tim. 1:13-14). It was they, finally, whom the Apostles charged to entrust the teaching heard among many witnesses to their own future successors as well — to faithful men, who would be able to teach others also (2 Tim. 2:2). “If the Apostles knew hidden mysteries,” writes St. Irenaeus, “which they revealed only to the perfect, and not to all people: then it was above all to those persons to whom they entrusted the very churches that they communicated these mysteries. For the Apostles wished that those whom they left as their successors, and to whom they handed over their own ministry of teaching, should be men of the greatest perfection and blamelessness in every respect: since upon the unerring conduct of these persons a great good was bound to depend, and upon their erring conduct, the greatest evil.”593 And history testifies that the worthy successors of the Apostles fully corresponded to their calling. “What they found in the Church,” says one renowned teacher, “that they held fast; what they themselves had been taught, that they taught; what they had received from the fathers, that they handed down to their children also.”594

4) Especially from the fact that the sacred traditions quite early began to be committed to writing by many teachers of the Church, and thus, with the fullest reliability, to be handed down from generation to generation in the ages that followed.595

5) Finally, from the fact that the Church received many traditions from the Apostles in her very practice, which, for the preservation of truths, is by no means less reliable than the written word. The structure of the divine services, especially of the Liturgy, at least in its principal parts, the manner of celebrating all the most holy sacraments, and certain prayers, without any doubt, took their beginning from the Apostles. Following this, the successors of the Apostles, having received the right and the duty to order all things in the Church decently and in order (1 Cor. 14:40), likewise took care to perpetuate for all succeeding generations, in this same ecclesiastical practice, many truths delivered by the Apostles, through the institution of feasts and rites.

§ 131. b) Holy Tradition Has Indeed Been Preserved to Us in Its Entirety


We can now determine the very sources through which the apostolic traditions have come down to us. These are —

1) The ancient creeds, which, as the pattern of sound words, as the first necessity for believers, without doubt appeared already from the times of the Apostles themselves and existed continuously in all the churches from the very time of their founding. Of such creeds, in use among the Christians during the first three centuries before the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, quite a considerable number are known, and all of them, entirely alike in spirit, though often differing in wording, contain the chief articles of dogmatic teaching that later entered into the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed.596

2) The Canons of the Holy Apostles. The reverence with which these canons were used already in the first centuries of Christianity—used, moreover, not in any one local church, but throughout the whole universal Church—a reverence extending so far that the Councils themselves, both local and ecumenical, made them the foundation of their own decrees and were guided by them as by a law possessing universal and unimpeachable binding force—all this places the divine authority of the Apostolic Canons beyond all doubt. But it is likewise certain that the holy Apostles did not deliver them to the Church in writing (otherwise they would from the very beginning have entered into the canon of the New Testament books), but orally. These canons were written down and reduced to their present order either by the apostolic men themselves, or by their nearest successors.597 Eighty-five Apostolic Canons are known, and they contain the traditions of the Apostles concerning, chiefly, ecclesiastical governance and good order.

3) The definitions and canons of the Councils:

a) local [councils], to which, per the 37th Apostolic Canon, bishops from various places gathered twice yearly to deliberate on matters of faith and piety, and brought with them, preserved in their own churches, this or that tradition; but especially —

b) the ecumenical Councils, where the whole Church of Christ, the guardian of the traditions, gathered in the persons of her own primates. This source is the more precious in that the Councils, as we have noted, in their deliberations indeed always had recourse not only to Scripture, but to Tradition as well. And in the definitions and canons of these Councils there have come down to us traditions not only dogmatic, but moral and ritual as well, and, in general, concerning every matter of the Christian faith and of the Church.

4) The ancient liturgies. Of such liturgies, used, or still used to this day, in the various churches of the East and West, there are a great many598, and many of them, known under the names of the Apostles and of apostolic men, go back to time immemorial, or even to the times of the Apostles themselves—such, for instance, as the liturgy of the holy Apostle James. These liturgies may be reckoned among the most important repositories of apostolic tradition and of the true belief of the primitive Church, judging both by the antiquity of their origin and by their lofty purpose and use within the Church. At the very least, in those features of doctrine on which all these ancient liturgies entirely agree with one another, their voice must carry unimpeachable force. And such features are quite numerous: thus, in all the liturgies the dogmas of the Most Holy Trinity, of the divinity of the Son of God and of the Holy Spirit, of the true incarnation of God the Word, of the ever-virginity of the Mother of God, of the necessity of grace, of the true change or transubstantiation of the bread and wine in the sacrament of the Eucharist, of the invocation of the Saints, and so forth, are confessed.599

5) The most ancient acts concerning the Christian martyrs, such as: the acts of St. Ignatius the God-bearer, of St. Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna, and of many others, written by contemporaries of these men, and even by eyewitnesses of their martyrdoms.600 Going to a voluntary death for the name of Christ, the holy martyrs confessed their faith clearly and openly before their tormentors, and not infrequently explained to them, in considerable detail, various truths of Christianity. These confessions and explanations were, without doubt, of the utmost sincerity and truthfulness. And so, having been recorded by direct eyewitnesses, they now serve as a precious monument of the Church’s belief at that time, and of the apostolic tradition then in use within her. This is all the more certain in that, in ancient times, the acts of the martyrs did not come into use among the faithful until after prior examination and approval by the local bishop, and were read in the public assemblies of the Christians likewise under the oversight of the heads of the churches, who could not allow anything at variance with the Church’s common belief to creep into these acts.601 Among the other confessions found in such acts, we find the clearest confessions of the Most Holy Trinity, of the divinity of Jesus Christ, of the invocation of the Saints, and so forth.

6) The ancient ecclesiastical histories, among which the history of Eusebius Pamphili, who made use of the most ancient and reliable documents, deserves especial regard. Here are gathered many traditions of apostolic times—not only purely historical, ritual, and similar traditions, but dogmatic ones as well, such, for instance, as the tradition concerning the canon of the sacred books of the Old and New Testament.

7) In general, the writings of all the ancient Fathers and teachers of the Church. They wrote either private confessions, to bear witness to their own faith before the Church (such as the expositions of faith by St. Athanasius the Great, Pope Pelagius, and many others), or explanations of the truths of the faith, for the thorough instruction of Orthodox Christians (such as the Catechism of St. Cyril of Jerusalem, the Theology of St. John of Damascus, countless church homilies, commentaries on the books of Holy Scripture, and so forth), or, finally, refutations against pagans, heretics, and schismatics, equally numerous and varied. In all these cases the ancient pastors naturally had to conform unfailingly to the apostolic traditions then preserved and in use in the Church; and they may therefore rightly be called witnesses to these traditions, and to traditions of every kind—dogmatic, ritual, and historical alike. In all their forms, the patristic writings are the richest source of Tradition.602

8) Finally, the whole ancient practice of the Church, to which belong

a) the sacred seasons: the fasts, the Sundays and feast days;

b) the sacred places: the arrangement of churches with all its particulars; and

c) the sacred acts, rites, and ceremonies. And since the manner of hallowing the seasons and of performing the sacred rites is set forth in the liturgical books, to this same category must also be assigned —

d) these very books, that is, the church service-orders.603

But, without any doubt, not everything contained in the sources or repositories of apostolic tradition we have enumerated is, for that very reason, apostolic Tradition itself; on the contrary, they contain a very great deal that can by no means be called by this name. True apostolic Tradition must have its own particular marks, by which we might distinguish it from every other truth, from every error, and, in particular, from every false tradition.

§ 132. The Marks of Sacred, or Apostolic, Tradition


These marks are usually divided into internal and external.

I. Among the internal belong:

1) that Apostolic Tradition should be consistent with itself, that is, contain no internal contradiction—a mark common to all truths, but necessary in Apostolic Tradition as well, to distinguish it, in general, from the many errors, and, in particular, from certain false traditions.

2) That it should be consistent with other Apostolic traditions already known and undoubted; for the Apostles themselves could not contradict themselves—a further mark, necessary in tradition for this same purpose.

3) Finally, that it should be consistent with Holy Scripture, for the author of both is one and the same—the Holy Spirit. The holy Church herself points to this mark, when she teaches us in the Orthodox Catechism: “tradition must be observed, that is consonant with divine revelation and with Holy Scripture.”604 And in the Rite of Orthodoxy she pronounces, among other things: “to those who reject the Councils of the holy Fathers and their traditions, consonant with divine revelation and piously preserved by the Orthodox catholic Church, anathema.”605 But since the holy Church herself teaches us that “to her alone belongs the right to judge concerning the true understanding and interpretation of the holy Scriptures,”606 and that she alone is infallible in this matter,607 it is evident that, according to the spirit of her own teaching, the final decision of the question—whether a given tradition is consonant with Holy Scripture or not—belongs not to private persons, but to her alone. This is precisely why the Rite of Orthodoxy adds: “to those who reject the traditions consonant with divine revelation and preserved by the Orthodox catholic Church, anathema.” However important this mark may be, it, like the two preceding it, enables us to distinguish true Apostolic tradition only from errors and false traditions, and nothing more: for all truths, whether of divine or of human origin, not only can but must necessarily be consonant with Holy Scripture.

Consequently, all the internal marks of Apostolic Tradition we have set forth are only negative, not positive: by them we may always recognize what cannot be called Apostolic Tradition, but we shall not thereby learn what should be so called. Here, then, the external marks of Apostolic Tradition come to our aid—marks drawn from external testimonies, which positively determine the character of truly apostolic traditions.

II. According to these external marks:

1) Only that can be recognized as truly Apostolic Tradition which can be traced back to apostolic times, and which, from the very beginning (in the 1st and 2nd centuries), was in use in the churches founded directly by the Apostles. St. Irenaeus and Tertullian pointed to this mark of traditions. “If any dispute should arise concerning something,” says the former, “would it not be necessary to have recourse to the most ancient churches, in which the Apostles themselves were present, and to receive from them whatever is certain and plainly clear regarding the present matter in dispute?”608 “Only that tradition,” says the latter, “is to be recognized as Apostolic which is held today in the churches founded by them.”609 But it is plain that this mark, readily applicable in the days of Irenaeus and Tertullian, is today, on account of our distance from apostolic times and the loss of many writings of the first teachers of the Church, alone insufficient for determining all the Apostolic traditions. And so it is enough for our conviction of the truth if —

2) something is unanimously handed down to us as Apostolic Tradition by all, or even only by many, teachers of the Church of the 3rd, 4th, and 5th centuries: for these teachers could base their statements on the testimonies of still more ancient teachers, whose writings were then still intact, and they themselves were, moreover, close to apostolic times, and expressed, as Augustine observes, only what they found in the Church.610 “What is found to be one and the same among many,” says Tertullian, “was not invented, but handed down.”611 “What all, or many, hold, keep, and pass on with one accord, openly and constantly, as though by some prior agreement of their teachers,” says Vincent of Lérins (a 5th-century teacher), “this must be considered fully trustworthy and beyond doubt.”612

3) Finally, that must without dispute be recognized as Apostolic Tradition which the whole universal Church has held and still holds, and which, meanwhile, cannot be found in Holy Scripture at all—or, at least, not in precisely the form in which it is held by the holy Church. “Truth is not to be sought from others,” writes St. Irenaeus, “but is to be learned within the Church, into which, as into a rich treasury, the Apostles have deposited everything that is true… And therefore the Tradition of truth which the Church holds must be loved and received with all diligence.”613 “What the whole Church holds,” remarks blessed Augustine, “and what, without any conciliar decree, has always been held within her, this we most justly regard as having been handed down from the Apostles.”614 Let us recall too the words of the Rite of Orthodoxy: “to those who reject… the traditions… piously preserved by the Orthodox catholic Church, anathema.”

§ 133. The Importance and Use of Holy Tradition


From the very concept of sacred Tradition, as the oral Word of God, it follows necessarily that, in its dignity, it is entirely equal to the written Word of God. This equal honor of both sources of the Christian faith, which contain within themselves one and the same divine revelation —

1) was clearly attested to by St. Paul the Apostle, when he enjoined the Christians to hold equally to both, without drawing between them the slightest distinction: “brethren, stand firm, and hold to the traditions you were taught, whether by word of mouth or by our letter” (2 Thess. 2:15).615

2) It was clearly confessed by the holy Fathers of the Church, for instance:

a) St. Basil the Great: “of the doctrines and proclamations preserved in the Church, some we have from written instruction, and some we have received from apostolic tradition, handed down to us in a mystery; and both the one and the other have the same and self-same force for piety, and no one, even one but little versed in the ordinances of the Church, will gainsay this”616,

b) St. Chrysostom: “they [the Apostles] did not hand down everything through the epistle, but much also without writing: but the one and the other are equally worthy of belief; therefore we hold tradition, too, to be trustworthy: it is tradition—seek nothing further.”617

3) Finally, the whole Church herself clearly attested to it, when, not only at local, but also at ecumenical Councils, she was guided, in defining and confirming dogmas, with equal reverence by both Scripture and Tradition (see § 129).

As for the use of Holy Tradition: in this respect it must be said that sacred Tradition fully satisfies those conditions which we pointed out when speaking of the necessity of a Divine source of the Christian faith, alongside Holy Scripture (§ 128). Namely:

I. Holy Tradition is absolutely necessary for the unimpeachable resolution of questions concerning the authenticity of the canon and the inspiration of the sacred books: none of these questions, as we have seen (§ 128), can be resolved with full satisfaction either by reason or by Holy Scripture itself; all of them, let us add here, have indeed, from the very beginning of Christianity, been resolved chiefly on the basis of Holy Tradition. Thus —

a) Origen, in beginning to enumerate the books composing the Old Testament canon, remarks: as handed down by the Jews…; and, turning to the New Testament books, begins: “concerning the four Gospels, received without contradiction throughout the whole Church, I have learned the following from tradition…”618;

b) the Fathers of the Council of Carthage, having enumerated the canonical and God-inspired books of Holy Scripture, conclude: “for we have received from the fathers that these books are to be read in church” (canon 33);

c) Rufinus, in a similar case, says: “we have thought it timely to enumerate them (the sacred books), as handed down to us from the fathers, which we have received from the monuments of the fathers”;

d) Pope Innocent I states that he wishes to set forth the canon of the God-inspired writings, “following the tradition (secundum traditionem) preserved in the Roman church from the very times of the Apostles themselves”619;

e) St. Cyril of Jerusalem and Eusebius likewise based themselves in this matter solely upon sacred Tradition.620

II. Holy Tradition is absolutely necessary for the correct and infallible understanding of the very truths contained in Holy Scripture. And —

1) It is necessary for the precise determination and explanation of those truths which are not expressed with full completeness in Holy Scripture, but are found only in the form of hints, or are contained in other truths as in their own first principles, from which they can be deduced only by inference. Such are the truths: concerning the descent of Jesus Christ into hell, the ever-virginity of the Mother of God, the veneration and invocation in prayer of Angels and Saints, the veneration of holy relics and icons, the state of souls after death until the universal judgment, the commemoration of the departed, the sevenfold number of the sacraments, the baptism of infants and the unrepeatability of baptism, the celebration of the most holy sacrament of the Eucharist and of the other sacraments.621 We now deduce these dogmatic truths as consequences from certain passages of the Bible, and consider them important. But why? Because in the Church there is, concerning these truths, a reliable Tradition going back to apostolic times themselves. And, without holding to tradition, we —

a) would either not deduce these dogmas from Holy Scripture at all, as the Protestants do, who, though they make use of the very same sacred codex that we do, yet, rejecting dogmatic traditions in general, reject these dogmas as well, striving at the same time to prove the injustice of our own deductions;

b) or would even reject the enumerated dogmas, on the basis of other passages of Holy Scripture—of which too we find living testimony among these same Protestants. They do not acknowledge, for instance, the dogma of the veneration of Angels and Saints, not only because there is supposedly no basis for this truth in Holy Scripture, but still more because, as it seems to them, there are passages in Scripture that entirely overthrow it;

c) or would deduce them, just as we do now, but would not regard our deductions as dogmas, but as mere opinions, which one may hold or not hold as one pleases;

d) finally, even if we did deduce all the aforementioned truths from Holy Scripture properly, and ourselves acknowledged them as dogmas—our own private regard for them would still not communicate to these truths, in the eyes of others, the necessary binding force… Apostolic tradition alone, as divine, determines and confirms these dogmas unimpeachably for all believers.

2) It is necessary for the precise determination and explanation even of those truths which are set forth in Holy Scripture in full. For —

a) although we can explain these truths ourselves, directly from Holy Scripture, yet in our explanation there will always remain room for doubt as to whether we have correctly understood what we are explaining;

b) these truths, when determined and explained without the guidance of Holy Tradition, have always been subject to countless disagreements, according to the whim of individuals622, and it is often altogether impossible to put an end to such disagreements until sacred Tradition, possessing divine authority, is called upon for aid. How natural it is, in explaining Holy Scripture, to have recourse to sacred Tradition, may be understood:

a) From the fact that the holy Apostles set forth their teaching in writing, at first, for people to whom this same teaching had already been delivered orally, in all clarity, precision, and fullness, and to whom, for this reason, they enjoined equal adherence to both Holy Scripture and sacred Tradition (2 Thess. 2:15). Consequently, if the oral tradition of the Apostles served as a necessary aid to the proper understanding of their writings for the first Christians, then, having been preserved unimpaired in the holy Church down to the present day, should it not serve the very same purpose for us as well?

b) From the fact that both the Savior Himself, especially after His resurrection before His disciples (Luke 24:27), and the holy Apostles (Acts 2:25-32, and others) before all the believers, did indeed explain the Old Testament writings, pointing out the true meaning of the promises, prophecies, and prefigurations found there. And some of the Apostles—for instance, Peter, who read the epistles of the Apostle Paul, and found in them certain things hard to understand (2 Pet. 3:16), and John the Theologian, who lived longer than all the Apostles and, as tradition tells us, examined and confirmed all their writings—without any doubt, on occasion, explained the books of the New Testament to the Christians as well. If, then, the oral explanations of Holy Scripture, which proceeded from the Lord Himself and His disciples, have been preserved and have come down to us intact—what right have we to depart from these traditions?

3) Thus does the holy Church herself regard sacred Tradition: “even now,” she enjoins us, “Tradition is needed as a guide to the correct understanding of Holy Scripture, for the correct performance of the sacraments, and for the observance of the sacred rites in the purity of their original institution.”623 So has she regarded sacred Tradition always as well—which can be seen:

a) from the testimony of certain of her individual teachers, and

b) from the testimony of the Councils.

a) From the teachers: St. Irenaeus flatly denies that “those who do not know the tradition could find the truth from the writings [alone].” Clement of Alexandria teaches that “those who interpret the writings contrary to the tradition of the Church have lost the rule of truth.” Origen says that we “must not depart from the original and ecclesiastical tradition, nor believe [the writings] in any other way than as the churches of God have handed them down to us through succession,” and that “that alone must be acknowledged as true which in no way disagrees with the ecclesiastical tradition.” St. Basil the Great and Gregory the Theologian, according to the testimony of Rufinus, in explaining the divine writings, sought to be guided not by their own private reasoning, but by the traditions of their forefathers. St. Cyprian says: “if we turn to the source of divine tradition, human error will cease.”

b) From the holy Councils: the Sixth Ecumenical Council (in 680) condemned the Origenists precisely because they (as the letter of Sophronius, Patriarch of Jerusalem, read and approved at the 13th session, showed) had dared to interpret the writings contrary to the tradition of the forefathers; while the Fifth-Sixth, or Trullan, Council (in 691), by its 19th canon, decreed: “the heads of the churches must, every day, and especially on Sundays, instruct the whole clergy and people in the words of piety, drawing from the divine Scripture the meanings and reasonings of truth, and not overstepping the limits already fixed and the tradition of the God-bearing Fathers; and if a word of Scripture is examined, let them explain it in no other way than as the luminaries and teachers of the Church have set it forth in their own writings, and let them be satisfied with these rather than with the composition of their own words, lest, from lack of skill in this, they should stray from what is fitting.”

III. To all this must be added that sacred Tradition is absolutely necessary for the determination and confirmation of many historical and ritual truths, which are contained in it alone, and are not mentioned at all in Holy Scripture—truths concerning various aspects of ecclesiastical structure, good order, and divine worship, such as: the institution of certain feasts and fasts, the use of priestly vestments, the arrangement of churches, the conduct of clergy and laity, and so forth. The existence of traditions of this historical and ritual kind has always been admitted not only by Orthodox Christians, but by the Protestants themselves. And it is all the more necessary for us to mention these traditions here, in that there exist whole branches of Orthodox theology—such as ecclesiastical Archaeology and canon Law—which are founded chiefly upon them, and for which, consequently, sacred Tradition, apostolic and ecclesiastical, serves as the chief source.

SECTION III. ON THE ORTHODOX CHURCH AS GUARDIAN AND INTERPRETER OF HOLY SCRIPTURE AND SACRED TRADITION


§ 134. Connection with What Precedes, and the Parts of the Present Section


In order to be fully convinced of the authenticity, canon, and inspiration of the sacred books, and to understand and interpret Holy Scripture correctly, it is necessary, as we have seen, to hold to Holy Tradition; and in order to be convinced of the authenticity and integrity of Holy Tradition itself, and to be able to distinguish true apostolic traditions from false ones, it is necessary, as we have likewise already noted, to follow the testimony of the Orthodox Church. The conclusion from this is evident: it follows that the Orthodox Church is the true guardian of the whole of divine revelation, that is, not only of sacred Tradition, but, through Tradition, of Holy Scripture as well. The question now arises:

I) is this indeed just—did the Lord and Savior Himself indeed appoint His Orthodox Church to be the guardian and interpreter of His divine Word? And if this is just:

II) is this guardian and interpreter so reliable that she herself could not err, and could not lead us into error? If this too is beyond doubt—further, unavoidable questions arise:

III) where, then, is this Orthodox Church, to whose guidance we could confidently entrust ourselves, and

IV) where precisely can we hear the voice of her teaching, which we could take for our own guidance in appropriating divine revelation?

I. THE ORTHODOX CHURCH HAS BEEN APPOINTED TO BE THE GUARDIAN AND INTERPRETER OF DIVINE REVELATION


§ 135. The Unfolding of This Truth, and, Beforehand, the Concept of the Church


Before we proceed to unfold this truth, it is necessary for us to establish the concept of it.

I. The Church of Christ is the society of believers in Jesus Christ: in this all are agreed (see § 16). But some Christians teach that the Church is a society in which two classes of members exist: first, the God-instituted hierarchy (the sacred order), or the class of pastors, to whom the Lord Himself entrusted the keeping of His divine Word, and to whom He gave the right to explain and preach it to others; and, second, the class of the shepherded, who do not possess this right, but are obliged to learn the faith from their pastors and to make use of divine revelation under their guidance. Others, on the contrary, assert that no such division of members ought to exist in the Church, that there is no God-instituted hierarchy, that all believers are equal to one another, that all possess the same right to teach, that all can directly, without any outside guidance whatsoever, make use of the Word of God, explain it according to their own utmost understanding, and thus build up their own faith and salvation. We, as children of the Orthodox Church, hold to the first view, and so, when we say that the Church has been appointed to be the guardian and interpreter of divine revelation, we mean, properly speaking, only the teaching Church, that is, the sacred hierarchy.630 Consequently, to confirm this view, we must show that Christ the Savior indeed instituted within His Church a special order of men, whom alone He empowered to be the guardians and interpreters of His divine Word for all who seek salvation, and to whom alone—by no means to all believers—He granted this right.

II. In this we are convinced —

1) From the history of the Savior Himself. For the present purpose, it presents to us the following three undoubted truths:

a) Having appeared on earth to accomplish the great work of our redemption, the Savior at first ascribed to Himself alone the right to teach people the true faith, a right received by Him from the Father: “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me,” He says, “for He has anointed me to bring glad tidings to the poor; He has sent me to heal those crushed in heart, to proclaim release to those held captive and sight to the blind, to set free those who are crushed, to proclaim the year of the Lord’s favor” (Luke 4:18-19), and, going through cities and villages preaching the Gospel, He added: “for this I was born, and for this I came into the world…” (John 18:37), “for this I have been sent” (Luke 4:43), while at the same time commanding the people and His disciples: “but you are not to be called teachers: for you have one teacher, Christ…, nor are you to be called guides: for you have one guide, Christ” (Matt. 23:1, 8 and 10).

b) Then He handed over His own divine right of teaching to His disciples, the twelve and the seventy, whom He Himself expressly chose for this great ministry from among all who heard Him (Luke 6:13; cf. 10:1 and following)—entrusting it to them at first only temporarily, still in the days of His earthly life, when He sent them to preach the Gospel of the kingdom only to “the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Matt. 10:5-16 and following), and then permanently, after His resurrection, when, having Himself accomplished the whole of His work on earth, and departing to heaven, He said to them: “as the Father sent me, so I send you” (John 20:21), “go, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit” (Matt. 28:18). And, moreover, He very clearly, and with terrible threats, bound all people, present and future Christians alike, to receive the teaching of the Apostles and to obey them: “he who hears you hears me, and he who rejects you rejects me; and he who rejects me rejects Him who sent me” (Luke 10:16. See also Matt. 10:14; 18:15-19; Mark 16:16).

c) Finally, at that very same time when the Lord handed over His divine right of teaching to the Apostles, He expressed the desire that this right should pass directly from the Apostles to their successors as well, and that, passing on from these successors from generation to generation, it should be preserved in the world until the very end of the world. For He said to His disciples: “go into all the world, and proclaim the gospel to every creature—go, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to keep all that I have commanded you: and behold, I am with you all the days, even to the end of the age” (Mark 16:15; Matt. 28:18-20). But these disciples, without doubt, could not live until the end of the age, and, though they could preach the Gospel to all the nations then contemporary with them, they could not preach it to the peoples of succeeding ages. Consequently, in the persons of His Apostles, the Savior sent forth to the work of universal preaching, and likewise assured of His own presence, all their future successors as well: this is not a mere conjecture of the mind, but the positive teaching of one of the Apostles themselves, who says that Christ Himself gave to His Church not only apostles, prophets, evangelists, but also pastors and teachers (Eph. 4:11).

2) From the history of the holy Apostles. The Apostles, without doubt, knew the will of their Lord best of all; they were guided by His Spirit, and, as in everything else, so here too, they undoubtedly conformed themselves entirely to it. How, then, did the Apostles act? They —

a) constantly retained for themselves the right of teaching, received by them from the Lord (Acts 5:42; 6:1-5), notwithstanding all the threats of their enemies (Acts 4:19; 5:28 and 29), and each testified of himself: “if I proclaim the gospel, this gives me no grounds for boasting, for necessity is laid upon me; woe is me if I do not proclaim the gospel” (1 Cor. 9:16);

b) they then handed over their divine right to their own successors, the bishops and presbyters, whom they themselves chose and appointed (Acts 14:23; 20:28), enjoining them to teach in season and out of season, with all patience and insistence (2 Tim. 4:2-5; 1 Tim. 4:6, 14);

c) they likewise enjoined these expressly chosen and consecrated persons (Acts 20:28) to hand over their divine authority of teaching to still other, similarly chosen and prepared persons (2 Tim. 2:2; Titus 1:5 and 9), as their own successors;

d) and, on the other hand, forbade the seizing of this authority by persons not called to it: “how shall they preach, unless they are sent?” asks the great teacher of the nations (Rom. 10:15). “Are all apostles? are all prophets? are all teachers?” (1 Cor. 12:29)—and answers in another epistle: “no one takes this honor upon himself, but he who is called by God, just as Aaron was” (Heb. 5:4), and

e) charged and exhorted all believers in general: “obey your leaders and submit to them, for they keep watch over your souls, as those who must give account” (Heb. 13:17, and others).

3) From the whole subsequent history of Christianity. As the Apostles taught, so afterward taught the apostolic men as well, who, without doubt, knew the will of their teachers best of all—such as St. Clement of Rome, St. Ignatius the God-bearer631; so too taught the pastors who came after them: Cyprian632, Gregory the Theologian633, Chrysostom634, Ambrose, Jerome, Augustine, Gregory the Great635, the Fathers of the Sixth Ecumenical Council (in canon 64), and others. All of them unanimously affirmed that the pastors of the Church are the true successors of the Apostles, and that they alone have received, through succession from the Apostles, the lawful authority and duty to be the guardians and interpreters of divine revelation, while all the laity must obey the voice of their pastors and have no right to teach. “It is not fitting for a layman,” says precisely the 64th canon of the Sixth Ecumenical Council, “to speak a word publicly, or to teach, and thus assume for himself the dignity of a teacher, but to obey the order handed down from the Lord, to open his ear to those who have received the grace of the teaching word, and to be instructed by them in divine things. For in the one Church God has made different members, according to the word of the Apostle (1 Cor. 12:27), which, in explaining, Gregory the Theologian clearly shows the order existing among them, saying: let us honor this order, brethren, let us keep it. Let this one be the ear, and that one the tongue: this one the hand, and another something else. Let this one teach, that one learn. And after a few more words he goes on to say: let the one who is taught be in submission, let the one who distributes, distribute with gladness, let the one who serves, serve with zeal. Let us not all be the tongue, even though this is the readiest of all members, nor all be apostles, nor all prophets, nor all interpreters. And after some further words he says again: why do you make yourself a shepherd, when you are a sheep; why do you become the head, when you are the foot. Why do you attempt to command an army, having been placed in the ranks of the soldiers. And in another place wisdom commands: “be not rash in your words” (Eccl. 5:1): “do not, being poor, vie with the rich” (Prov. 23:4): do not seek to be wiser than the wise. And should anyone be found transgressing the present canon, let him be excommunicated from church communion for forty days.”

It is understandable, after this, in what sense above all the word Church must be understood, when speaking of her infallibility in the matter of teaching. Infallible, without doubt, is the whole Church of Christ in general, consisting of pastors and the shepherded. But since the guarding, preaching, and interpreting of divine revelation to the people is entrusted properly to the order of pastors636; since the shepherded are obligated unswervingly to follow, in this holy matter, the voice of their God-appointed guides (Eph. 4:11-15; Acts 20:28; Heb. 5:4, 13 and 17): it is evident that, in unfolding the teaching on the infallibility of the Church, one must have chiefly in view the teaching Church637, joined, however, inseparably to the taught Church.638 “The Holy Spirit teaches the Church through the holy Fathers and teachers of the catholic Church,” say the Orthodox Eastern Patriarchs, “the Church is instructed by the Life-giving Spirit, but not otherwise than through the mediation of the holy Fathers and teachers… The catholic Church cannot err or go astray, and pronounce falsehood in place of truth: for the Holy Spirit, always working through the faithfully-serving Fathers and teachers of the Church, preserves her from every error.”639 This, however, will become clearer from what follows.

II. ON THE INFALLIBILITY OF THE CHURCH


§ 136. Proofs of the Infallibility of the Church


I. For anyone who believes in the divinity of revelation, the teaching on the infallibility of the Church must be beyond doubt. For in the Word of God:

1) To sayings of the first kind belong above all —

a) The Savior’s words on the Church’s inexhaustibility and invincibility: “I will build my Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it” (Matt. 16:18). This invincibility of the Church would plainly be impossible, if the Church were not exempted from every possibility of erring in the doctrine of the faith. For her deviation from the truth of doctrine would necessarily entail also deviations in the sacred rites, in governance, and in everything else; and all this would incontestably testify that the gates of hell had prevailed against the Church, and that she was no longer the Church of Christ, pure and holy.

b) The words of St. Paul the Apostle on the appointment of the teaching Church, or the teachers of the faith: “And he gave some to be apostles, and some prophets, and some evangelists, and some pastors and teachers, for the equipping of the saints, for the work of ministry, for the building up of the body of Christ…, that we should no longer be children, tossed to and fro and carried about by every wind of doctrine, by the trickery of men, in the craftiness of deceitful scheming” (Eph. 4:11-15). That is, the appointment of teachers of the faith within the Church consists, among other things, in this: that we should no longer be children, tossed to and fro and carried about by every wind of doctrine, by the trickery of men. How, then, could this lofty purpose of the teaching Church be achieved, if even the whole of her were not exempted from the possibility of erring?

c) The words of this same Apostle concerning the Church, where he directly and clearly calls her the pillar and ground of the truth (1 Tim. 3:14-16). That you may know, wrote the teacher of the nations to his beloved Timothy, how one ought to conduct oneself in the household of God, which is the Church of the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth. And confessedly great is the mystery of piety: God was manifested in the flesh… (ἵνα εἰδῇς, πῶς δεῖ ἐν οἴκῳ Θεοῦ ἀναστρέφεσθαι, ἥτις ἐστὶν ἐκκλησία Θεοῦ ζῶντος, στύλος καὶ ἑδραίωμα τῆς ἀληθείας. Καὶ ὁμολογουμένως μέγα ἐστὶ τὸ τῆς εὐσεβείας μυστήριον. Θεὸς ἐφανερώθη). It must be observed:

aa) That the pillar and ground of the truth, in the passage before us, denotes not the great mystery of piety, as some suppose, but precisely the Church: this is evident, first, from the Greek reading of the passage in question, where, after the words Θεοῦ ζῶντος, στύλος follows directly without the article, whereas after the words καὶ ὁμολογουμένως μέγα ἐστί the article τὸ τῆς εὐσεβείας is placed, which, as those versed in the Greek language observe, marks a new subject; second, from the very expression στύλος καὶ ἑδραίωμα: in parallel passages of the Bible a similar thing is said of the Church (Matt. 16:18; Eph. 2:20); finally, from the testimony of the ancient teachers of the Church—Origen, Cyril of Jerusalem, Eusebius, Chrysostom, Ambrose, Augustine, and others—who read the passage under discussion in the most ancient manuscripts precisely as we read it.640

bb) That the Church of which the Apostle speaks here is not the particular church of Ephesus, but the Church of Christ in general. For to her alone belongs the name Church of the living God, and she alone is likened in Holy Scripture to the house of God (Acts 20:28; 1 Cor. 3:16-17; 2 Cor. 6:16); and

cc) that by the word truth, of which the Church is here called the pillar and ground, must be understood the whole of Christian teaching, according to the usage of this word in Holy Scripture (John 1:17; 14:16; Gal. 3:1; 5:7, and others), and not some particular truth.

2) To sayings of the latter kind must be assigned the passages expressing the closest relation of the Lord Jesus Himself and of the Holy Spirit to the Church, and especially to the teaching Church. Such are —

a) All those passages in which the Lord is called the Head of the Church. Him (that is, Jesus Christ), says the holy Apostle, God the Father gave to be head over all things to the Church, which is his body, the fullness of him who fills all in all (Eph. 1:22-23; see also Eph. 4:15; 5:23; Col. 1:18). If, then, the Savior, as the true Head of the Church, is always present to His body, unceasingly gives it life, and Himself invisibly governs it, it cannot be that He should allow His whole Church to depart from the truth and to err—He who is the very truth itself (John 14:6). Such a departure could occur either without His knowledge, or with His knowledge and consent: but both alike are absurd.

b) Passages where the Savior is called the supreme Ruler of the Church, to whom it belongs to reign, until he has put all his enemies under his feet (1 Cor. 15:25). And to attain this end, it is necessary for the Lord to keep His kingdom of grace, that is, the Church, from errors of faith, in consequence of which this kingdom might, little by little, inevitably be destroyed; and then He would be conquered by His enemies, rather than Himself conquering them.

c) The promise which the Savior uttered to His disciples before His ascension into heaven, sending them out to preach to the whole world: and behold, I am with you all the days, even to the end of the age (Matt. 28:20). This promise applies also to all the bishops and pastors of the Church: for the duty of spreading and preserving Christ’s teaching was laid not on the Apostles alone, but on all their successors as well; and it is precisely for this purpose, as the whole structure of the passage shows, that the promise in question was given. This is likewise evident from the very expression to the end of the age, which in Holy Scripture denotes the end of the Christian economy (Matt. 13:40 and 49; 1 Cor. 15:25).

d) Another promise of Christ the Savior to His disciples: and I will ask the Father, and he will give you another Comforter, that he may be with you forever…, he will teach you everything, and will bring to your remembrance all that I have said to you (John 14:16, 26). The words that he may be with you forever already show that the Savior, in uttering this promise, had in view not the Apostles alone, but their successors as well in the work of preaching the holy faith. And if we recall that the Apostles themselves attributed this special assistance of the Holy Spirit not to themselves alone, but, in general, to the pastors of the Church whom they themselves appointed (2 Tim. 1:14; Acts 20:28): in that case this truth will present itself to us in its full light.

II. And it must be noted that this teaching on the infallibility of the Church is not some new teaching, unknown to the Christians of old. No—it is as ancient as the Church herself: this teaching was unanimously proclaimed to the faithful, in every age, by the Christian pastors and teachers. Thus —

St. Ignatius the God-bearer says: “for this reason the Lord received the anointing upon His head, that He might impart to the Church incorruptibility (ἀφθαρσίαν).”641

St. Irenaeus: “Truth is not to be sought from others, but is to be learned from the Church, into which, as into a rich storehouse, the Apostles have deposited everything that is true. Here let whoever wishes draw for himself the life-giving drink. Here is the door of life; all others are thieves and robbers, and therefore they must be shunned, while what proceeds from the Church must be loved, and the tradition of truth (veritatis traditionem) received from her.”642 “Where the Church is, there is the Spirit of God also; and where the Spirit of God is, there is the Church, and every grace, for the Spirit is truth.”643 “The Church everywhere proclaims the truth, and she is the seven-branched lampstand, shining with the light of Christ.”644

Origen: “those must not be heeded who say: here is Christ, but point to him outside the Church—which is filled with splendor from east to west, filled with true light, and is the pillar and ground of the truth, and in which is the perpetual presence of the Son of man, saying to all and everywhere: behold, I am with you all the days, even to the end of the age.”645

St. Cyprian: “the true, saving, and holy water of the Church” (thus does the holy father call her teaching) “cannot be altered or corrupted, even as the Church herself is uncorrupted (incorrupta), pure, and chaste”; and elsewhere: “those who have fallen away from Christ will perish through their own fault, but the Church, which believes in Christ, and holds fast what she has once known, will never wholly fall away from Him (nunquam ab eo omnino recedere).”646

St. Alexander of Alexandria: “(we confess) one catholic and Apostolic Church, ever unconquered, though the whole world should arm itself against her, and victorious over every impious uprising of the unorthodox.”647

Theophilus of Alexandria: “God grants His Church, in every age, one and the same grace, that the whole body may be preserved, and that in nothing should the poison of heretical dogmas gain the upper hand.”648

St. Chrysostom: “by the mountain (the Prophet) means the Church, and the invincibility of her dogmas.649 In truth, the Church is a mountain in firmness, strength, and indestructibility: for as a mountain cannot be shaken, so neither can the Church of God.650 The Church is not bound by the character of the times, but is governed by the grace of the Holy Spirit, and therefore does not grow old, nor grow weak, nor is overcome, however hard pressed by many.”651

St. Isidore of Pelusium: “by the gates of hell the Word of God meant the assemblies of the godless and the blasphemies of the heresies, all of which the Church of God resists, herself conquering them, but never being conquered by them (οὐ κατακυριεύεται).”652

Blessed Augustine: “the Church shall never depart from the truth, to the ages of ages: for she is the foreordained pillar and ground of the truth.”653

St. Cyril of Alexandria: “the Church is wholly invincible (ἀκλόνητος παντελῶς), having Christ as her foundation and unshakable support.”654

Exactly the same testimonies concerning the infallible teaching authority of the Church are found also in very many other teachers: in Clement of Alexandria, Eusebius of Caesarea, Athanasius and Basil the Great655, Ambrose656, Epiphanius657, Jerome658, in our own Metropolitan Philip659, St. Demetrius of Rostov, and others.660

§ 137. Explanation of the Concept of the Infallibility of the Church


From everything said thus far concerning the infallibility of the Church, it emerges that —

1) The author and sole source of the Church’s infallibility is the three-hypostatic God: the heavenly Father, who sanctifies Christians in His truth (John 17:17); the Son of God, Jesus Christ, who promised to remain with His followers all the days, even to the end of the age (Matt. 28:20); and the Holy Spirit, who guides them into all truth (John 16:13). Consequently, it is not, properly speaking, the people who compose the Church—the body of Christ—but, let us repeat, the three-hypostatic God Himself, or more precisely the Lord Himself, the Head of the Church, who, by the power of His all-holy Spirit, preserves within her, in all purity and integrity, His divine teaching, and guards her from error.

2) The instrument through which the Holy Spirit teaches the Church and guards her from every error is the successors of the Apostles, the pastors and teachers of the Church (Encyclical of the Eastern Patriarchs on the Orthodox Faith, art. 12), and, moreover, not any single pastor, or even only some of them, but all together, that is, the whole teaching Church.

I) They are the pastors of the Church. For:

a) it is precisely they who, among other purposes, were raised up in the Church by the Lord for the very purpose of teaching others the faith, so that believers should no longer be children, tossed to and fro and carried about by every wind of doctrine (Eph. 4:14); the pastors have been entrusted to guard, preach, and interpret divine revelation, while the shepherded are bound to obey the voice of their pastors and have no right to teach (§ 135)—so that a departure from the truth by all the pastors would necessarily and inevitably be followed by a departure from it by the whole flock as well, that is, by the whole Church. Let us recall too that

b) all the passages of Scripture we have examined, in which the Savior speaks of aid from on high, of His own assistance and that of the Holy Spirit, apply most directly to the holy Apostles. And, through them, directly to their successors, the pastors as well (see, in § 135, the explanations on the words: behold, I am with you…, and He will give you another Comforter…). This is precisely how all Christian antiquity regarded the pastors as well: “We are the successors of the Apostles, governing the Church of God with that same authority,” St. Cyprian greeted the bishops at the Council of Carthage.661 “Among us the place of the Apostles is occupied by the bishops,” said another renowned teacher of the Church.662 “One must obey the pastors who are in the Church,” wrote St. Irenaeus still earlier, “who have succession from the Apostles, and who, by the good pleasure of the Father, have received, together with the succession of the episcopate, the sure gift of truth.”663

II) They are all the pastors together, that is, the whole teaching Church. For:

a) it is not any particular church, but the universal Church, that is called in the Word of God the pillar and ground of the truth, and it was of her that the Savior said that the gates of hell shall not prevail against her;

b) whereas, in respect of particular pastors and teachers, it is clearly said in Holy Scripture that they can err in the faith: “and from among your own selves,” remarked the holy Apostle to the pastors of the church of Ephesus, “men will arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away the disciples after them” (Acts 20:30). In like manner, too —

c) particular churches, according to the revelation given to John the Theologian (Rev. 2:5) and according to the testimony of history, can fall away from the truth of Christ: in them the lampstand can be removed from its place. Consequently, if, in the matter of the doctrine of the faith, the true representative of the whole Church is indeed the teaching Church, or the primates of the Church: then it follows that not each one of them separately, but only all of them together, can be recognized as free from the danger of falling into error. And this truth —

d) the whole Church has constantly recognized, in that, in the weightiest matters touching the holy faith, she has had recourse to the ecumenical Councils. This is why “we” (let us say in the words of the most holy Eastern Patriarchs) “are not only convinced, but also, without doubt, confess it as a firm truth, that the catholic” (and not any particular one) “Church cannot err or go astray, and pronounce falsehood in place of truth. For the Holy Spirit, always working through the faithfully-serving Fathers and teachers of the Church, preserves her from every error” (Encyclical on the Orthodox Faith, art. 12).

3) The object of the Church’s infallibility comprises all the truths of the Christian faith in general, contained in revelation, that is, both in Holy Scripture and in sacred Tradition. For:

a) the Savior promised to remain with the preachers of the Gospel all the days, even to the end of the age, and, consequently, to be their constant, invisible guide, having commanded them precisely to teach the world to keep all that He had commanded (Matt. 28:20);

b) so too, concerning the Holy Spirit, the new heavenly Instructor, who, having descended, according to the Savior’s promise, upon the Apostles, has ever since abode in the Church forever and guards her from every error, the Savior said to His disciples: the Comforter, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in my name, he will teach you everything, and will bring to your remembrance all that I have said to you (John 14:26). It would therefore be unjust to expect infallibility from the Church even in all those truths which have no basis at all either in Holy Scripture or in sacred Tradition, and which do not pertain to the essence of the Christian faith—such, for instance, as philosophical or historical truths, and, in general, such truths for which the only basis can be the testimonies or reasonings of men, and not divine revelation.

4) And, consequently, the infallibility of the Church consists in this: that the Lord Jesus, having entrusted to the order of pastors the guarding and preaching of divine revelation, never, by the grace of His all-holy Spirit, permits, and never will permit, all of them together to depart from the truth in this great matter, and, through the pastors, of course, will not permit their whole flock to depart from it either. Thus it is by no means ascribed to the Church that she receives any new revelations whatsoever from God; it is said only that she preserves, in all its fullness and truth, the revelation formerly bequeathed to her. And, consequently, there is by no means ascribed to her the gift of inspiration (inspiratio), which the holy Apostles possessed, but only the accompanying presence of the Holy Spirit (assistentia), which guards her from error.

§ 138. The Ways in Which the Church Expresses Her Infallibility


If the Holy Spirit teaches the catholic Church and guards her from errors in no other way than through the mediation of the faithfully-serving Fathers and teachers (bishops and pastors in general): then the sole means for expressing, when needed, the infallible testimony of the Church concerning this or that revealed truth is the unanimous agreement, in respect of this truth, of the whole teaching Church, upon which the agreement of all the faithful must then naturally follow. For the teaching Church to express such agreement, two means are possible: the primates of the particular churches can express it by expressly gathering together, all as one, at an ecumenical Council; but they can also express it without gathering at Councils, but rather by means of mutual communications, each remaining in his own place, under the ordinary condition of the Church (in statu quo).

§ 139. The Infallibility of the Ecumenical Councils


The infallibility of the ecumenical Councils in their definitions concerning the truths of divine revelation —

I. Is directly evident from the fact that these Councils represent the whole Church of Christ in general. For at them there are present the bishops (together with the other pastors), so far as possible, of all the local churches. And it is known, from the mutual relation of bishops and their flocks, that “the bishop,” as St. Cyprian says, “is in the church, and the church is in the bishop, and whoever is not with the bishop is not in the Church.”664 This is why even Tertullian, in his own time, called the Councils, composed of pastors from everywhere, the representatives of the whole Christian world;665 blessed Augustine likewise affirmed that the judgment of a full Council is the agreement of the whole Church;666 and the First Ecumenical Council itself concluded its own creed with the following words: these the catholic and apostolic Church anathematizes.667 And therefore, to admit the fallibility of the ecumenical Councils is to admit the fallibility of the whole Church.

II. Is explained by the fact that the Lord Jesus Himself, with the Holy Spirit, was present at the Councils. We base this our belief:

a) on the Savior’s promise to the Apostles, and, in their persons, to their successors as well: and behold, I am with you all the days, even to the end of the age (Matt. 28:20). How, then, is it possible to suppose that He would have left the teachers of the faith only in those very days when they gathered at Councils, and when His assistance was most necessary to them? —

b) on His other promise: where two or three are gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst of them (Matt. 18:20). How, then, could it be that He was not present at the ecumenical Councils, where there gathered not two or three, but whole assemblies of pastors, so far as possible, from the whole world—and gathered precisely for the glory of His name, for the defense of His holy faith, for the explanation and definition of dogmas concerning, above all, His own Person, for the establishment and confirmation of His Church and of the eternal salvation of souls redeemed by His priceless blood?668 We base it —

c) finally, on His third promise: and I will ask the Father, and he will give you another Comforter, that he may be with you forever…, he will guide you into all truth (John 14:16; 16:13). But nowhere, and never, was it more necessary for the pastors of the Church to be guided into all truth by the Spirit of truth than at the ecumenical Councils. For here, so far as possible, all the supreme pastors of the Church gathered together. Consequently, had they all here departed from the truth and erred, the whole universal Church would then have erred as well. Here, moreover, were examined truths that may be called foundational among all the other truths of Christianity, and with whose fall the whole of Christianity would have fallen as well.

III. And this faith in the infallibility of the ecumenical Councils, this faith in the invisible presence at them of the Lord Himself with the Holy Spirit, the Orthodox Church has always held and confessed, as can be seen:

1) From the testimonies of her individual teachers of various places and times, for example:

a) St. Athanasius: “the Word of God, through the ecumenical (Nicene) Council, abides forever”669;

b) St. Basil the Great: “confess the faith set forth by our Fathers who assembled at Nicaea, and reject not a single one of the Nicene expressions, but know that these three hundred and eighteen fathers spoke this not without an unmistakable agreement, and not without the prompting of the Holy Spirit”670; and further: “where spiritual men take the lead in deliberations, and the people of the Lord follow them by unanimous verdict, will anyone doubt that the council is formed in communion with our Lord Jesus Christ, who poured out His blood for the churches?”671;

c) St. Gregory the Theologian: “at the holy Council in Nicaea, among that number of chosen men whom the Holy Spirit gathered together as one, he” (St. Athanasius the Great), “so far as it depended on him, put an end to the malady”672;

d) St. Ambrose: “I follow the definition of the Council of Nicaea, from which neither sword nor death can separate me”673;

e) St. Cyril of Alexandria: “with them” (the Fathers of the First Council of Nicaea), “in very truth, there sat also Jesus Christ Himself, who once said: where two or three are gathered together in my name, there am I in the midst of them…; how, then, can it be doubted that He invisibly presided at this holy and great Council, when here, for the world, was laid the immovable and unshakable foundation, the confession of the pure and blameless faith?”—and elsewhere: “the Holy Spirit Himself inspired the truth in them” (that is, in the Fathers of the Council) (Matt. 10:20); “for it was not they themselves who spoke, but the Spirit of God and the Father spoke in them”674;

f) St. Gregory the Great: “I confess that I receive and revere the four Councils in exactly the same way as the four books of the Holy Gospel”675;

g) Nicephorus, Patriarch of Constantinople (806-815): “I reverently honor and receive the seven holy and ecumenical Councils, and all the supernatural dogmas and definitions established and confirmed at them by our holy and divine Fathers.”676

2) From the testimonies of the ecumenical Councils themselves, which affirmed that they are gathered together with the Holy Spirit (Council of Ephesus, canon 7); that the Lord Jesus Himself is invisibly present in their midst, as the Head of the Council677, in token of which the Gospel was customarily placed in the midst of the Council upon a special elevated stand678; that their pious pronouncements are uttered from the Spirit (Sixth Ecumenical Council, canon 1); that the Councils established all things at the prompting of the Holy Spirit (Seventh Ecumenical Council, canon 1)—and their own decrees, beginning them, after the example of the Apostolic Council, with the words it seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us, called now sacred and divine canons (Sixth Ecumenical Council, canon 2, and Seventh Ecumenical Council, canon 1), now immutable ordinances. Thus, concerning the Creed of the First Ecumenical Council, the Fathers present at the Second decreed: “let not the Creed of Faith of the 318 Fathers who were at the Council in Nicaea, which is in Bithynia, be set aside, but let it remain immutable” (canon 1). The very same thing, concerning the definitions of the Council of Nicaea, was likewise decreed, in its seventh canon, by the Third Ecumenical Council; it was then repeated, in its first canon, by the Trullan Council, now concerning all the Councils that had preceded it. Finally, the Seventh Ecumenical Council says: “the canons and ordinances set down by the former ecumenical Councils remain unbroken and unshaken…; we receive the divine canons with delight, and hold entire and unshaken the ordinance of these canons, set forth by the all-praised Apostles, the holy trumpets of the Spirit, and by the six holy ecumenical Councils, and by those gathered locally for the promulgation of such precepts, and by our holy Fathers. For all of them, having been enlightened by one and the same Spirit, established what is profitable” (canon 1).

3) From the practice of the Orthodox Church. She:

a) has honored the memory of all seven ecumenical Councils with special spiritual observances679;

b) in her hymns magnifies them as seven pillars, on which the truth of her Orthodoxy stands immovably against every heresy680, and, moreover, confesses: “the seven spirits that rested upon Christ, Isaiah spoke of this: upon the seven Councils Christ rested, with the Father and the Divine Spirit”681;

c) requires faith in all the decrees of the Councils, both ecumenical and the local ones she has received, from every person entering into the number of her members682; and

d) has decreed that confession of this faith be read in the Episcopal Oath, as one of the chief articles of Orthodoxy.683

The definitions of particular, or local, Councils, though they cannot be considered infallible, nonetheless possess great importance for the local churches whose bishops were present at those Councils. But if these definitions are examined and confirmed by an ecumenical Council and received by the whole Church, in that case they acquire for us an importance equal to that of the ecumenical Councils’ own definitions. This is why our Orthodox Church believes that “everything that the holy Fathers decreed at all the ecumenical (seven) and local (nine) Orthodox Councils, wherever they may have been convened, proceeds from the Holy Spirit, just as the Apostles said at their own Council: it seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us.”684

§ 140. The Infallibility of the Church in Her Ordinary Condition (in statu quo…)


It must also be admitted that the unanimous teaching of all the hierarchs and pastors of the Church in general, even should they not be convened at a Council, but remain each in his own place, and, consequently, the unanimous belief of the whole Church concerning the truths of divine revelation, is equally infallible as the definitions of the ecumenical Councils. For this proposition too —

1) Is a necessary consequence of our faith in the infallibility of the Church. And the Savior promised His own invisible presence and the assistance of the Holy Spirit to the teaching Church not at Councils alone, but precisely in that form in which He instituted her. And, in instituting this Church, He appointed her members to be scattered across the whole earth: go into all the world, proclaim the gospel to every creature; go, teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, He said to the holy Apostles, and, in their persons, to all their successors as well.

2) Is reinforced by the constant belief and practice of the Church. The ancient teachers regarded the unanimous testimony of all the particular churches as decisive proof of the truth of any given teaching, and affirmed that there is no better or more effective way to confound heretics than to set against them the authority of the universal Church, in her ordinary condition: “the Church,” says St. Irenaeus, “since she received the teaching of Christ, though scattered throughout the whole world, zealously guards it, as though inhabiting a single house. She believes in accord with the Apostles, as though possessing one soul and one heart, and unchangingly proclaims, explains, and teaches her faith, as though possessing but one mouth.”685 “It is known,” says Tertullian likewise, “that any teaching which agrees with the belief of the original (matricibus et originalibus) apostolic churches must be held for truth, in the full assurance that the Church received this teaching from the Apostles, the Apostles from Christ, and Christ from God.”686 This is why, on the basis of just such universal agreement of the particular churches, already in the first three centuries, before the ecumenical Councils had begun, the heresies of the Ebionites, the Marcionites, Paul of Samosata, and others were already condemned and unanimously rejected, and the universal Church remained infallible. “Is it really still necessary to convene a Council,” says blessed Augustine, discussing the heresy of the Pelagians, “to expose so manifest a ruin? As though no heresy had ever been condemned without the calling of a Council—when, on the contrary, very few heresies are known for whose exposure such a necessity arose, while many, and indeed by far the greater number, were, wherever they appeared, subjected in those very places to just exposure and condemnation, and word of it was already sent from there to all the other churches, as a warning.”687

How, then, is one to learn the agreement or disagreement of all the particular churches concerning this or that revealed truth? This can be learned:

a) from the symbolic books received in those churches, from their established belief and constant practice; or one may —

b) request, should the need arise, written answers to the questions proposed, from all the primates of the particular churches.

§ 141. The Importance of the Teaching of the Holy Fathers and Teachers of the Church


I. It is now not difficult to determine the importance of the teaching of the holy Fathers and teachers of the Church with respect to the truths of the Christian faith. This importance can be expressed in the following proposition: “the unanimous agreement of all the Fathers and teachers of the Church in the teaching on the subjects of divine revelation, or the Christian faith, is an undoubted mark of truth.” For —

1) the holy Fathers and teachers, who lived in various places and at various times, are representatives of their particular churches. And, consequently, the unanimous agreement of all the Fathers and teachers expresses the unanimous agreement of all the particular churches in which they were primates, that is, of the universal Church—and, moreover, not at one time only, but at various times.

2) The concordant testimony of all the Fathers and teachers, as we have seen (§ 132), is an unimpeachable proof of Apostolic tradition, that is, that the teaching thus affirmed by them without doubt traces its origin to the Apostles themselves.

3) To this must be added the special antiquity of some of the Fathers, the zeal of all of them for Orthodoxy, and the abundance of the spiritual gifts they possessed. Some of the holy Fathers were direct disciples of the Apostles. St. Paul instructed Hermas and Dionysius the Areopagite in the faith; St. John the Theologian instructed Ignatius and Polycarp; Barnabas and Clement were, moreover, fellow-workers of the Apostles. “And the Apostles,” as Irenaeus attests, “if they possessed certain hidden mysteries, which they not infrequently revealed only to the perfect—imparted these mysteries especially to those to whom they entrusted the churches themselves. For they desired to render perfect, and blameless in every respect, their future successors, appointing them to the teaching office.”688 The apostolic men, following the example and injunction of their divine teachers, handed down the whole apostolic teaching to their own disciples and successors, such as Pantaenus, Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, and the rest; these, in turn, to their own, and so on.689

The zeal for Orthodoxy of the holy Fathers is known from their individual biographies, from the history of the Councils, and, in general, from the history of the whole Church. Countless proofs testify that these renowned pastors held it their most essential duty to guard the Orthodox faith and to sacrifice everything for it: “I have resolved to allow myself no rest, and to endure anything for the faith of Christ,” wrote St. Cyril of Alexandria, at the appearance of the Nestorian heresy.690 “I gladly forget wrongs and slanders,” he says in another of his letters, “God will be their judge! Let only the faith be preserved. But should anyone betray the faith, we must not alter our conscience, even should our very lives be threatened.”691 “Neither persecutions, nor torments, nor the threats of Emperors,” wrote the Fathers of the First Council of Constantinople to the Western bishops, “nor the cruelty of rulers, nor any other calamity or oppression from the heretics, can turn us aside from the Orthodox faith defined at the Council of Nicaea—which faith we counsel you, and all the faithful, to follow.”692 And we know, indeed, that some of the holy Fathers, for their zeal for Orthodoxy, were sent into exile (for instance, St. Hilary, St. Chrysostom); others were deprived of their episcopate (for instance, St. Gregory of Nyssa, for eight years, until the death of Valens); still others endured persecution their whole life long (St. Athanasius); a fourth group even tasted a martyr’s death (St. Barnabas, Clement of Rome, Ignatius, Polycarp, Justin, Cyprian, Irenaeus).

The abundance of spiritual gifts (1 Cor. 12:3-14; cf. 1 John 2:20), which the holy Fathers of the Church possessed, is likewise known from the history of their lives, and attested by the holy Church herself, who has adorned them with the titles divine, God-bearing, God-wise, God-speaking,693 and, besides this, calls some of them great, others wonderworkers, others golden-mouthed, and so forth.

4) This same importance the whole Church clearly ascribed to the teaching of the Fathers, when, at the ecumenical Councils, in her deliberations on matters of dispute, she always had the custom, after Holy Scripture, of having recourse to the unanimous agreement of these ancient renowned teachers of hers, and followed it in her definitions. The Council of Chalcedon, the Fourth Ecumenical Council, begins its dogma thus: following the divine Fathers, we all with one accord teach.694 The Fifth Ecumenical Council expresses its confession thus: “we follow, in all things, the holy Fathers and teachers of the Church of God as well: Athanasius, Hilary, Basil, Gregory the Theologian, Gregory of Nyssa, Ambrose, Theophilus, John of Constantinople, Cyril, Augustine, Proclus, Leo, and we receive everything that they wrote on the Orthodox faith and for the condemnation of heretics. We receive also the other holy and Orthodox fathers, who to the end of their lives proclaimed the right faith without reproach in the holy Church of God.”695 The Sixth Ecumenical Council confirmed the dogma of the two wills and operations in Jesus Christ, likewise according to the teaching of our holy Fathers.696 Finally, the Seventh Ecumenical Council too confirmed its dogma, following the God-speaking teaching of the holy Fathers.697

5) This same importance was ascribed to the concordant teaching of the Fathers by particular renowned pastors of the Church as well, for example:

a) St. Cyril of Alexandria: “all who possess sound judgment strive to follow the teaching of the Fathers: for they themselves too were instructed by the apostolic and evangelical tradition, and expounded the teaching of the faith from the holy Scriptures with complete correctness, without error or fault, having been lights in the world”698;

b) Vincent of Lérins, a respected writer of the 5th century (around 460), who lays down this rule concerning the use of patristic testimony: “what all, or many, hold, keep, and pass on with one accord, openly and constantly, as though by some prior agreement of their teachers, must be considered fully trustworthy and beyond doubt.”699 Let us recall too that many holy Fathers had the custom of proving Christian truths by a chain of testimonies drawn from the writings of earlier holy Fathers—for instance, St. Athanasius the Great, when he wrote against the Arians on the consubstantiality of the Son of God with the Father700; St. Basil the Great, in his book on the Holy Spirit against Macedonius701; St. Cyril of Alexandria, in his work against Nestorius702; blessed Theodoret, in many of his writings703; St. John of Damascus likewise in many, especially in his Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith and in his Discourses on the Holy Icons.

II. But, in thus ascribing full authority to all the Fathers and teachers together, when they concordantly affirm something in the teaching on the subjects of divine revelation, we must bear in mind:

1) that no such authority whatsoever may be ascribed to each Father taken separately. For all their holiness, for all the abundance of their spiritual gifts, the holy Fathers were not God-inspired, as were the holy Prophets and Apostles, and therefore the patristic writings must never be equated with the canonical books of Holy Scripture. The holy Fathers were not infallible each one separately; on the contrary, they could err, and some indeed did err, whereas the holy Prophets and Apostles were infallible each one separately, and set forth for us, in their God-inspired writings, only the one pure truth. “We must by no means,” says blessed Augustine on this occasion, “regard the reasonings of certain men, even Orthodox and praiseworthy ones, on the same level as the canonical Scriptures. Nor should we suppose that it is not permitted us, while showing due respect to these persons, to decline, and even to reject, certain things in their writings, should we come to know with certainty that they thought otherwise than the truth requires, as that truth has been understood either by others, or by ourselves with God’s help. This is how I regard the writings of others; this is how I wish my own to be regarded.”704

2) that no such authority whatsoever may be ascribed to the Fathers and teachers in those instances where they disagree among themselves; on the contrary, the voice even of the Fathers themselves must then be tested by the voice of the universal Church. This is sufficiently well known to everyone from the practice of the Councils.

3) that no such authority whatsoever may be ascribed to the holy Fathers and teachers when they discourse on matters that do not concern divine revelation. It is known that many renowned teachers of the Church—for instance, blessed Augustine, St. John of Damascus—not infrequently wrote on truths that do not pertain at all to the essence of the Christian faith, and are not contained in revelation. Such are their writings on philosophy, history, grammar, astronomy, and other natural sciences, on music, poetry, and so forth. In all writings, or even isolated thoughts, of this kind, the holy Fathers appear not as teachers of the Church, but as ordinary scholars, and could err just as all men err. These subjects, as we have already noted (§ 137), do not belong to the sphere of those matters in respect of which infallibility is ascribed to the universal Church herself.

III. One must not be scandalized by the occasional disagreement one meets with, on the part of this or that ancient, respected teacher of the Church, concerning certain revealed truths, with the unanimous teaching of all the other pastors; rather, this disagreement must be regarded as the teacher’s own private opinion: “everything,” remarks Vincent of Lérins, who discoursed at length on this very subject, “everything that any saintly and learned man, whether bishop, confessor, or martyr, thought contrary to all the rest, or even in contradiction to all—all such must be assigned to personal, private, hidden opinions, and distinguished from the authority of the common, public, and universal belief.”705 Truly regrettable are those among the Christians themselves who deliberately collect the various unintentional errors of the ancient renowned pastors and Fathers of the Church, thereby making themselves like Ham, who, having seen the innocent nakedness of his father, not only failed to cover it, but, to mock him, even told his brothers of it. This same judicious writer (Vincent of Lérins) observes that, in order to ascertain the concordant teaching of the Fathers, there is no need to gather the testimonies of every single one of them, but it suffices to adduce the testimonies of many of them. And in confirmation of his thought he points to the example of the ecumenical Council of Ephesus, which recognized as the unanimous agreement of all the Fathers the testimonies of only ten of the most renowned among them, as representatives of the whole Church.706 And one cannot but agree with such a remark. For not all the Fathers had occasion to write on every revealed truth, and many of their writings have not come down to us. Finally, it must be remembered that the canons of the holy Fathers, recognized and confirmed by the ecumenical Councils, possess for us an importance equal to that of the canons of these Councils themselves.707

III. ON THE ORTHODOX CHURCH


§ 142. Connection with What Precedes, and the Divisions of the Present Inquiry


Now that we have unfolded the truth that the holy Church has been appointed to be the guardian and interpreter of the Word of God for all people, and that this teacher of the faith is infallible, and, consequently, wholly reliable, it would remain for us only to say: therefore, it is the duty of every believer to entrust himself wholly to this infallible guide… But the question arises: where, then, is this true Church of Christ, to whom we could entrust ourselves entirely? At the present day there exists on earth not one, but several Christian Churches, or communities, of which, moreover, each calls only itself the true Church, and all the rest false. To say that all of them are true is, without doubt, impossible: for truth is one, and these churches and communities differ from one another in many respects, and mutually exclude one another. To say that all of them are false is likewise impossible: for the Church of Christ, as we have seen (§ 136), is infallible, inexhaustible. Consequently, it must necessarily be admitted that one of the churches now existing, and only one, must without fail be the true, Orthodox one. Which one, then, precisely?

In order to preserve impartiality in resolving so weighty a question, we shall not directly and deliberately set out to prove the Orthodoxy of our own Church, but shall first examine the various principles which the theologians of the chief Christian confessions employ in judging this matter, and shall show which among them is the best principle. We shall then apply, or show how to apply, this principle not to our own Church alone, but to all the rest as well. Following upon this, the consequences concerning the truly Orthodox Church of Christ will of themselves become evident.

§ 143. The Principle for Judging the Orthodox Church


The chief and most commonly used of the principles on the basis of which one usually attempts to prove the truth, or Orthodoxy, of some church, are the following:

First: “the true Church is that to which the properties indicated in the words of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed fully belong: I believe in one, holy, catholic, and apostolic Church.” This principle is employed chiefly by the theologians of the Roman church708, and sometimes by our own as well.709

Second: “the true Church is that in which the pure preaching of the Word of God and the correct administration of the sacraments are preserved.” This principle is held by the Protestants.710

Third: “the true Church is that which rightly and unchangingly preserves the infallible teaching of the ancient universal Church, and remains faithful to it in everything.” This principle has been stated and expounded by some of our own theologians711, and is plainly indicated by the very name our Church has been accustomed to use to distinguish herself from the rest—the Church Orthodox, that is, the rightly-believing Church.

I. At first sight, one cannot but recognize the merit of the first principle. It appears just: the properties of the Church indicated in the Creed can indeed be ascribed only to the one true Church among all the churches now existing. But when? Only when it has first been proved, by some other means, that a given church is indeed the true one—and by no means the reverse. That is, it is by no means possible to prove, directly on the basis of the properties of the Church indicated in the Creed, the Orthodoxy of any church now existing. Why? Because:

a) the properties in question do not, for this purpose, constitute a wholly clear and definite principle: the Creed says that the true Church is one, holy, catholic, and apostolic; but how each of these properties is to be understood is not defined. This is why Roman writers explain these properties in their own way, in order to prove by them the truth of their own church. We explain them somewhat differently712, in order to prove the truth of our own Church. The followers of other confessions can explain them differently still, each according to his own predetermined aim. This principle:

b) is not the final, fundamental principle, but itself presupposes yet another, further, and unknown one. The Papists, for instance, say: the Roman church is holy, catholic, and apostolic, among other reasons, because it supposedly holds the holy, catholic, and apostolic teaching. We say the very same thing of our own Church, and point to the very same reason… But the question arises: how is it known that their Church, or ours, holds such teaching? What principle is there for judging this? And is it possible, without this further, here-unnamed principle, to pronounce anything decisive on the disputed matter? In applying the principle drawn from the properties of the Church indicated in the Creed, it is in no way possible —

c) to preserve complete impartiality, because here the determining of the principle’s meaning and its application to the matter is left to the will of each individual investigator, who already belongs to some particular church or Christian community, and is, consequently, more or less predisposed in its favor. And therefore —

d) with this principle it is impossible to put an end to disputes over the Orthodoxy of the churches: for everyone, of course, will insist on the correctness of his own explanation of the properties of the true Church, so as to apply them more conveniently to his own church alone—as experience itself attests.

II. At first sight, too, the Protestant principle appears just: one could hardly refuse to call true that church of which it had been proved that in it the pure, true preaching of the Word of God and the lawful administration of the holy sacraments are indeed preserved. But how do the Protestants themselves explain this principle? And, first, what do they mean by the Word of God, and by the pure preaching of this Word? The Word of God, according to their teaching, is Holy Scripture alone, and the pure preaching of God’s Word is the interpretation of Holy Scripture—guided by Holy Scripture itself, or, more precisely, according to the free understanding of each individual interpreter. Second, to whom is it left to judge whether, in this or that church, the pure preaching of the Word of God and the lawful administration of the sacraments are preserved? It is left to the arbitrary judgment of each individual, on the basis of Holy Scripture. If this is so, then —

a) this principle is not true in itself: for the Word of God is contained not in Holy Scripture alone, but in Holy Tradition as well (§ 129); and the true interpretation of Holy Scripture is not whatever each person may construct according to his own private understanding of Scripture (§ 128), but that which agrees with Holy Tradition, preserved in the Church (§ 133), which has been appointed to be the guardian and interpreter of both (§ 135);

b) it is also entirely inconvenient in application: for this principle in no way prevents the possibility of partiality, when each person will decide the question in his own way; it in no way affords the possibility of settling the dispute conclusively, for this same reason.

III. Quite different is this last principle: it is not only free of the defects found in the two principles examined, but, on the contrary, possesses all the properties of a true principle. It is, in the first place, entirely clear and definite. When it is said that the Orthodox Church is that which rightly and unchangingly preserves the infallible teaching of the ancient universal Church, no room whatsoever is left for the questions: what, then, does this infallible teaching mean, and where shall we find it? It exists in the universally known dogmatic definitions of the ecumenical Councils and in the unanimous teaching of all the holy Fathers of the Church. No room whatsoever is left for arbitrary, deliberate reinterpretation of this teaching; all the dogmatic definitions of the ecumenical Councils are so precise and exact even in their wording, and the unanimous teaching of all the Fathers on any given subject can never bear more than one meaning. In the second place, it is the most fundamental principle, and the one of greatest importance for all. To determine the true meaning of Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition unerringly and unimpeachably, to resolve conclusively questions touching the matters of the faith—there is, as we have seen, no other means than the voice of the universal Church, which the Lord Himself appointed to be the guardian and interpreter of His Word (§§ 128, 135-138). Consequently, to her alone belongs the right to appear as the supreme judge also in deciding the question of the Orthodoxy of this or that particular church; and if we reject the voice of such a judge, we shall find no higher or better tribunal on earth. And this importance, this infallibility of the universal Church, we ourselves acknowledge, and the Roman Catholics acknowledge as well. The Protestants, too, ought to acknowledge it, as indeed some of them did at the beginning, at least in applying their thought to the ancient universal Church. For the teaching on the infallibility of the Church is very clearly grounded in Holy Scripture itself (see § 136), which the Protestants accept, and must necessarily be admitted by every Christian who believes at all in the divinity of Christ the Savior and in the divine origin of His faith. This principle, finally, is the most reliable in application. Here there can be no partiality toward any particular church, for the judges will not be representatives of these very churches, but the ancient universal Church, with her unchanging, strictly defined teaching, will be the judge. Here there opens the full possibility of hearing a final verdict, to which all believers must submit, since it is pronounced by a judge authorized for this by God Himself, and an infallible judge.

Let us now state this principle distinctly. Its essence is as follows: “only that church can be called Orthodox which rightly and unchangingly preserves the infallible teaching of the universal Church, and, consequently, remains faithful to it in everything.” But —

1) it is known that the universal Church expressed her infallible voice concerning all the chief articles of the faith at the ecumenical Councils, chiefly in the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed and other dogmatic definitions concerning doctrines subjected to conciliar examination on the occasion of heresies, and that this Creed and these dogmatic definitions she then bequeathed to all future generations as an inviolable and unchangeable rule of faith.713 From this follows the first particular principle: “the name of the Orthodox Church must belong only to that one of the churches now existing which has preserved this most sacred rule in its entirety, without the slightest addition or subtraction; while all those churches and Christian communities which have departed, even in one point, still more in many, of the fundamental articles of the faith set forth in it, have already gravely erred, and are not Orthodox.”

2) it is known that, concerning all the remaining dogmas about which there was no occasion to deliberate, or even to touch upon, at the ecumenical Councils, the universal Church expressed her infallible voice in the concordant teaching of all her renowned Fathers and teachers. And this Faith of the Fathers she likewise bequeathed to all future generations as inviolable and unchangeable.714 From this follows the second particular principle: “only that one of the churches now existing which can, and rightly does, ground all the dogmas it proclaims on the concordant belief of the Fathers, or of all ancient Christendom, is truly the Orthodox Church. But churches and Christian communities that confess certain new dogmas, of which sacred Christian antiquity never even heard, dogmas disagreeing with the teaching of the ancient teachers, and even contradicting it, certainly do not deserve the name of Orthodox churches.”

One could point also to a third means for resolving the question of which of the present-day churches is the Orthodox Church: this a new ecumenical Council would have every right to decide, were one expressly to be convened, and it would, without doubt, decide it infallibly. But there is no need at all to resort to such a means: a new ecumenical Council, truly lawful, cannot decide the matter contrary to the ancient ecumenical Councils and the unanimous teaching of the Fathers, for there and here the author of infallibility is one and the same, the Holy Spirit. Consequently, whichever of the churches now existing should be found in the right before the tribunal of the ancient ecumenical Councils and the holy Fathers, that church, without question, would be found in the right before the tribunal of a new ecumenical Council as well. And a church found in the wrong before the tribunal of the ancient ecumenical Councils and the holy Fathers, a new ecumenical Council would never vindicate, would never call true, or Orthodox.

§ 144. Application of the Chosen Principles to the Eastern Orthodox Church


The application of the first principle alone already clearly demonstrates the Orthodoxy of the Eastern Orthodox Church, and the non-Orthodoxy of all the rest. For, of all the churches now existing, she alone, in keeping with the bequest of the universal Church, has preserved in its entirety, without the slightest alteration, addition, or subtraction, the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed and all the dogmatic definitions in general of the seven ancient ecumenical Councils. Whereas among the rest of the churches there is not one that has not altered this sacred Rule of Faith.

In proof of the constant, most perfect reverence of the Eastern Orthodox Church for the seven ecumenical Councils and their dogmatic definitions, it will suffice to point (beginning from the time when, upon the separation of the Roman patriarchate from her, she alone remained the guardian of ancient Orthodoxy):

1) To the Creed delivered to us by the Greeks already at the very beginning, at the baptism of the great prince Vladimir, where this reverence is plainly bequeathed.715

2) To the series of Confessions read by the pastors of the Eastern Church at the Councils, such as, for instance, the Confession of St. Gregory Palamas, Metropolitan of Thessalonica, read at the Council of Constantinople in 1350, in which this same reverence is expressed.716 Or the Confession of St. Mark of Ephesus, composed by him at Florence, on the occasion of the Council held there, containing, among other things, the following memorable words: “Following in all things the seven holy ecumenical Councils and the God-wise Fathers who shone at them, I believe in one God the Father Almighty, and so forth. This sacred teaching, this Creed, composed at the first and second Councils, sealed and confirmed by the rest, I receive and hold with my whole soul, accepting and maintaining, besides the aforesaid seven Councils, also the last one, convened by the pious Basil, Emperor of the Romans, and the most holy Patriarch Photius, and called the eighth ecumenical, at which, in the presence of the legates of John, blessed pope of ancient Rome—Paul and Eugenius, bishops, and Peter, presbyter and cardinal—the Seventh Ecumenical Council was confirmed and approved, it was determined to be in accord also with the Councils that came before it, the most holy Photius was restored to his throne, and those who dared to make any addition, subtraction, or complete alteration to the aforesaid Creed were condemned and given over to anathema, just as at the ecumenical Councils that preceded it. If anyone, it is said there, dares to write another (Creed), or to add anything to it, or to take anything from it, and to call this a definition of faith (ὅρος), let him be condemned and cut off from every Christian communion! The same is said also by Pope John, in his letter to the most holy Photius, and with still greater detail and clarity, concerning any addition to that Creed. This Council also set forth canons, which may be found in all the canonical books. Thus, by the definition of this Council, as of those that preceded it, the sacred Creed must be kept inviolate in the form in which it was published. And I, receiving those whom the aforesaid Councils receive, and rejecting those whom they reject, will never receive into communion those who have dared to attach to the Creed a new teaching concerning the procession of the Holy Spirit, so long as they hold to that teaching.”717

3) To the series of Confessions customarily read by our own hierarchs before their consecration to the episcopal rank: “I accept,” they said, “and confess the exposition (of the faith) of the seven ecumenical Councils, and I resolve to love and observe the canons and ordinances established by them, in whatever measure our sacred Fathers, at various times and years, have set them forth, and I accept all those whom they accepted, and I reject all those from whom they turned away. I likewise confess to preserve the peace of the Church, and in no manner whatsoever to think contrary to it throughout the whole of my life, in all things following and obeying the holy Apostles and the seven ecumenical Councils.”718

4) To the answering letters of certain Eastern Primates to those of contrary mind, occasioned by their questions—such as the letter of the most holy Jeremiah, Patriarch of Constantinople, to the Lutherans, in which the seven ecumenical Councils are laid down as the foundation of the whole of Orthodox teaching719; and the letter of all the Eastern Patriarchs and clergy, in 1723, to the church of Great Britain, which begins thus: “Our dogmas and the teaching of our Eastern Church have already, from ancient times, been examined, rightly and piously defined, and confirmed by the holy and ecumenical Councils; it is not permitted to add to them or to take anything from them. Therefore, those who wish to be in accord with us in the divine dogmas of the Orthodox faith must, with simplicity, obedience, and without any inquiry or curiosity, follow and submit to everything that has been defined and decreed by the ancient tradition of the Fathers, and confirmed by the holy and ecumenical Councils, from the time of the Apostles and their successors, the God-bearing Fathers of our Church.”720

5) To the Rite of Confession, which all who enter into the bosom of the Orthodox Church are obliged to pronounce: “and likewise all the rest,” says the new convert, “that has been delivered, established, and expounded by the holy Fathers at the holy seven ecumenical and local Councils, I accept and confess without any doubt whatsoever.”721

6) Finally, to the Orthodox Confession of the canonical and apostolic Eastern Church, where in one place we read: “the articles of the catholic and Orthodox faith, according to the Creed of the First Council of Nicaea and the Second of Constantinople, are twelve. In them everything belonging to our Faith is set forth so clearly that we must believe neither more, nor less, nor otherwise than in accord with the understanding of those Fathers”722; and in another place: “it must be believed that everything the holy Fathers decreed at all the ecumenical and local Councils, wherever they may have been convened, proceeds from the Holy Spirit.”723

And it must be observed that all this is kept not in confession alone, but in deed as well: no one, and in no way, can convict the Eastern Orthodox Church of having allowed even the slightest alteration in the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed or in the other dogmatic definitions of the ecumenical Councils. On the contrary, even the Christians who differ from us in belief involuntarily render her this honor, and regard it as her distinguishing character, though sometimes, in their view, as a reproach to her.724

§ 145. Application of the Same Principles to Other Churches


and Christian Communities

As for the other confessions, nothing similar can be said of them: for all these confessions have, to a greater or lesser degree, altered the dogmatic definitions and canons of the ecumenical Councils, and departed from the truth of Orthodoxy.

To confirm this thought, we have no need to go through the various Christian churches or communities existing in the East, separately from the Orthodox Church, which to this day hold to certain ancient heresies already condemned by the ecumenical Councils. We mean, first, the Nestorians, condemned by the Third Ecumenical Council, who now live in Mesopotamia, chiefly along the river Tigris, in India, Persia, and Kurdistan; and, second, the Monophysites, condemned by the Fourth Ecumenical Council, who now form two churches in Africa—the Coptic and the Abyssinian—and two in Asia—the Syro-Jacobite, along the river Euphrates, and the Armenian. Let us, therefore, turn directly to the churches of the West.

I. Of these, before all others, the Roman church has departed from the dogmatic definitions of the ancient ecumenical Councils. For —

A) Contrary to the plain prohibition of these Councils against altering, in any manner whatsoever, the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, she altered it, inserting into the article on the procession of the Holy Spirit from the Father the addition: “and from the Son (Filioque).” All the justifications that her defenders have been able to devise on this occasion, in defense of the Roman church, come down to the following two. The first: that the 7th canon of the Third Ecumenical Council, afterward confirmed by the subsequent Councils, the Fourth, Fifth, and Sixth, forbids, properly speaking, only the composing of creeds contrary to, or different from, the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed—and, consequently, forbids the inserting into this Creed of false additions, disagreeing with it, but by no means true additions, which could serve merely as an explanation of it—such as, indeed, the addition Filioque truly is. The second: even granting that the canon in question strictly forbids making any kind of alteration or addition whatsoever to the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, this prohibition, of course, falls only upon private persons, but by no means upon the whole Church, nor upon the ecumenical Councils; and the addition Filioque has been confirmed at ecumenical Councils. These are justifications that would be entirely sufficient for their purpose, were they to prove just. But the whole matter is that both of them are unjust.

1) The first is unjust: namely, that the Council of Ephesus forbade making only false, and not every kind of, addition to the Nicene Creed. Who could have interpreted the canon of the Council of Ephesus now under our consideration better than St. Cyril of Alexandria, who presided at it? And here is how he interprets this canon in his letter to John, Patriarch of Antioch: “we do not permit, under any pretext whatsoever, that the faith—or, what is the same thing, the Creed composed once by the holy Fathers at Nicaea—be distorted by anyone; we do not permit either ourselves or others to alter even a single word contained in it, or even to omit a single letter—remembering the words of him who said: do not transgress the ancient boundaries which your fathers have set.” And it must be added that this letter of St. Cyril was read and approved afterward at the Fourth Ecumenical Council. Who could have understood the sense of the canon of the Council of Ephesus now under our consideration more infallibly than the subsequent ecumenical Councils themselves, which confirmed it? Meanwhile, the ecumenical Councils themselves understood and respected the prohibition set forth in this canon so strictly that they did not even permit themselves to insert into this Creed their own dogmatic definitions—entirely true, and indeed serving only to explain the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed—but published them separately, though they could have inserted them, had they wished, being of equal authority with the Council of Ephesus. We point also to the confession of the Orthodox faith of the Emperor Justinian, written against the Three Chapters, where he says: “the holy Fathers, who assembled at Ephesus against the impious Nestorius, and the holy Fathers, who assembled afterward at Chalcedon against the impious Eutyches, anathematized those who set forth, for those approaching baptism, or converting from any heresy, some other definition of the faith, or another Creed, than the one delivered by the 318 holy Fathers (of the Council of Nicaea) and expounded by the 150 holy Fathers (of the Council of Constantinople).” We call, on the other hand, as witnesses to our opinion, certain respected Western writers or pastors themselves, such as:

a) Pope Agatho (679), who, in his letter to the Emperor Constantine, afterward read at the Sixth Ecumenical Council, says: “with simplicity of heart and with the firmness delivered to us by the Fathers of the faith, we observe everything that has been rightly defined by our holy and venerable predecessors and by the five ecumenical Councils. Desiring always the one chief good, and being concerned about but one thing—that nothing of what has been rightly defined be altered, diminished, or increased, but that it be kept inviolate in the very same words and in the very same sense.”

b) The renowned Alcuin, who, when a dispute arose in the West over the addition to the Creed of Filioque, already existing in the Spanish church, wrote to the brethren of Lyons: “Most beloved brethren, with all your strength beware of the new Spanish teaching; in your belief follow in the footsteps of the holy Fathers, and remain in most holy union with the Church: for it is written, do not transgress the boundaries set by the Fathers, and add nothing new to the Creed of the catholic Church; do not follow traditions hitherto unheard of.”

c) Paulinus, Patriarch of Aquileia, who at the Italian Council (in 791) decisively rejected this addition, saying: “on account of the various errors of heretics and the diverse conjectures of the ignorant, I consent to confess and to teach only that faith which has been delivered to all ages by the holy Fathers. I know that in certain conciliar scrolls it is decreed” (he means the canon of the Council of Ephesus) “that, to forestall new and manifold heresies, no one should be permitted to compose or to teach another Creed. Therefore let the intention to compose and teach the Creed, or the faith, otherwise than they” (the holy Fathers) “established it, be far from us, far from the heart of every believer. But we determine only to explain, in accordance with their meaning, that which, on account of its brevity, simple and unlearned people do not understand properly—retaining, nevertheless, this same text of the Creed… For to add anything to what the holy Fathers piously bequeathed, or to take anything away, is already incompatible with the faith.” We call as witnesses:

d) Pope Leo III, who, when the envoys of the Council of Aachen (809) proposed to him that “and from the Son” be inserted into the Creed, not only did not consent to this, but even ordered the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed, without any addition, to be engraved on two silver tablets, with the inscription: haec Leo posui amore et cautela orthodoxae religionis. And to the envoys’ remark that, in this way, a true, and not a false, addition would be made to the Creed, he replied: “the Fathers did not decree that whoever thinks rightly may make an addition, while whoever does not think rightly may not; rather, they said that no one may do this.” Finally, we point to:

e) The whole Council of pastors, held at Constantinople under the Emperor Basil and Patriarch Photius (867) and long considered in the East to be the Eighth Ecumenical Council, which did indeed represent the whole universal Church, since at it, besides a great multitude of bishops, all the ecumenical Patriarchs, and the pope himself, were present in the persons of their legates. And it was here, once more, before the eyes of the whole world, as though expressly against the Latins, who had already by then admitted Filioque, that the universal Church repeated, with all definiteness, the prohibition of the Council of Ephesus concerning the unalterability of the Creed: “We confess with mind and heart,” said the Fathers of this Council, having mentioned the immutability of the definitions of all the seven previous ecumenical Councils, “and we proclaim aloud to all and everywhere the pattern of the purest Christian faith, which has come down to us from our forefathers, taking nothing away, adding nothing, altering and perverting nothing. For such subtraction and addition, even should it not raise up any heresy by the wiles of the evil one, causes an unintended and unpardonable offense to the Fathers, who are blameless in all things. Still more ruinous than this is it, if we substitute counterfeit words for the definition of the Fathers. Wherefore this holy Ecumenical Council, receiving, by divine inspiration and with right thinking, the original definition of the faith, and laying in it the firm foundation of salvation, proclaims that all should likewise think and confess: I believe in one God the Father, Almighty, Maker of heaven and earth, and of all things visible and invisible, and so forth” (the whole Creed to the end). “All of us think thus; in this confession we were baptized; through it the word of truth renders every heresy weak and powerless. Those who think thus we number among brothers, fathers, and fellow-heirs of the heavenly fatherland. But if anyone should dare to draw up another pattern of faith besides this holy Creed, which has come down to us from the beginning from the blessed and holy Fathers, should dare to call something of his own a definition of the faith, and to disparage the dignity of the confession of those God-enlightened men, incorporating into it his own inventions and putting it forth to the faithful, or to those newly converted from some heresy, as the common teaching of the faith, or should boldly attempt to corrupt, with counterfeit words, additions, and subtractions, the antiquity of this holy and venerable pattern of faith—then, by the definition proclaimed now, as also before us, by the holy Ecumenical Councils, if such a one holds sacred orders, we subject him to utter deposition, and if he is a layman, to anathema.” At this Council, we repeat, the legates of Pope John VIII were also present, whom he himself mentions, and even names; and they too, for their part, on this occasion, gave the following voice: “it is right that no other definition of the faith (ὅρος) should henceforth be composed.”

Unjust, in particular, is the notion that the addition Filioque is a true, and not a false, addition: here it is enough to note that the ancient universal Church knew and acknowledged no such truth whatsoever, as our renowned theologians, Adam Zoernikav and Theophan Prokopovich, have incontestably shown. Whereas Western writers, for all their efforts, are scarcely able to gather ten or twenty patristic passages, and those rather unclear and indefinite, in defense of their addition—of which, moreover, the greater part, if not all, have been deliberately corrupted—our aforementioned writers have adduced, from the ancient Fathers, whole hundreds of passages entirely opposed to this addition. And from Augustine alone, whom the Latins regard as the chief defender of their teaching, they have adduced more than fifty. And what sort of passages? Some of them clearly express the thought that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father, making no mention whatsoever, in doing so, of the Son. Others say that the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father alone, and reject procession from the Son as well. Others still, finally, are silent about this procession—and from the Son—in circumstances in which they could not possibly have been silent, had the writers of these passages believed that the Holy Spirit proceeds from other than the Father alone. Unjust, too, is the notion that this supposedly true addition serves only as an explanation of the article of the Creed on the procession of the Holy Spirit. To say: the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father, that is, from the Father and the Son, is contrary to every rule of sound reasoning, when it is known that the Father and the Son are two Persons in God, distinct from one another.

2) Equally false is the second justification of the Western writers, that the addition to the Creed, Filioque, was unanimously confirmed by Latins and Greeks alike at two ecumenical Councils, the Second of Lyons in 1274 and that of Florence in 1437. Neither of these Councils was in the least ecumenical: for they took place in a wholly unlawful manner and were received neither at the time, nor afterward, by the whole Orthodox Greek Church, but were accepted, at the outset, on the Greek side, only by a very few betrayers of Orthodoxy, and that, for the most part, under compulsion.

At the Council of Lyons, the chief actor on the Greek side was the Emperor Michael Palaiologos, who, having usurped the throne from its lawful heir, John Laskaris, was compelled, given the straits of his own circumstances and those of his empire, to promise the pope under oath to subject the Eastern Church to him. To achieve his purpose, he took timely care to depose, by force and deceit, the Orthodox Patriarchs Ambrose, Germanus, and John, who would not consent to the betrayal of Orthodoxy. And, setting out for the Council, he took with him only his own accomplices, of whom even the most learned, Bekkos, he could scarcely draw over to his side and compel to union with the Romans—by imprisonment and the promise of the patriarchal throne. And this supposed union ended thus: the Emperor, who died soon after, was not deemed worthy of burial by the Orthodox Church; Patriarch Bekkos was again cast into prison; and the Council of Constantinople, in 1285, pronounced anathema upon the pope and upon all the Latin decrees.

At the Council of Florence, certain of the Greeks present (numbering 12, or, according to others, 17) consented to the union of the churches and to the acceptance of the Roman addition to the Creed. But why did they consent? On the one hand, they were compelled to this by the will and authority of the Emperor, who, wishing to aid his fatherland, then in extreme peril, strove by every means to persuade his pastors to submit to the pope, who had promised to extend a helping hand only on this condition. On the other hand, they were still more compelled by the cunning of Pope Eugene IV, who, having undertaken from the very start to provide for the Greeks’ maintenance at his own expense, when he observed their inflexibility, ordered so meager an allowance to be given them that they were reduced to the utmost poverty, and had no means at all of returning to their homeland unless they consented to the required submission to the Roman pontiff. But some, and indeed the most important, of the Greek pastors, notwithstanding all these pressures, did not sign the definitions of the Council of Florence—namely: Joseph, Patriarch of Constantinople, who did not live to see the matter concluded; the renowned Mark, Metropolitan of Ephesus, who, besides holding a place among the patriarchal legates, representing the person of the Patriarch of Antioch, was chosen by the Greeks as exarch of the Council, and was, therefore, as Balsamon says, regarded as the mouth of all the Greeks; the legate of the see of Jerusalem, Dionysius, bishop of Sardis, who died still at Ferrara; Gregory, Metropolitan of Georgia, and the bishop of Stavropol, who fled from the Council; Sophronius of Anchialus; two further bishops, Isaac and Sophronius; and our own bishop of Suzdal, Abraham. Finally, when the Eastern Patriarchs—of Jerusalem, Antioch, and Alexandria—heard of such an outcome of the Council of Florence, they hastened to convene their own Council in 1443, at which they rejected the Council of Florence and excommunicated all its adherents. The definitions of this Council were likewise rejected at that time in Constantinople, in Russia, in Georgia, in Moldavia, and in the other Orthodox lands.

B) The Roman church has devised a new dogma of the papal primacy—of his supreme authority, as vicar of Christ, over the whole Church and all her hierarchs—a dogma manifestly contrary to many canons of the ecumenical Councils, namely:

a) to the sixth canon of the First Ecumenical Council, which confirms the ancient equality of all the bishops of the chief cities of the Roman Empire—namely, of Rome, Alexandria, and Antioch—and their complete independence from one another within their own respective districts: “let the ancient customs prevail,” the canon states, “which have obtained in Egypt, Libya, and the Pentapolis, so that the bishop of Alexandria has authority over all these—since this is customary also for the bishop of Rome. Likewise also at Antioch, and in the other provinces, let the prerogatives of the churches be preserved. And, in general, let this be known: that if anyone be made a bishop without the consent of the metropolitan, the great Council has decreed that such a one ought not to be a bishop.”

b) to the third canon of the Second Ecumenical Council, which reads: “let the bishop of Constantinople have the primacy of honor after the bishop of Rome, because that city is New Rome”—and, consequently, clearly expresses that the bishop of Rome possessed in the Church a primacy of honor only, not of authority, and possessed it, properly speaking, on account of the location of his see, that is, on account of ancient Rome.

c) to the twenty-eighth canon of the Fourth Ecumenical Council, which defines this same thought still more precisely—that the see of Rome possessed its prerogatives only on account of the imperial city. It further attests that these prerogatives were fittingly given to the bishop of Rome by the Fathers, and by no means handed down by St. Peter the Apostle; and, finally, it grants equal prerogatives to the see of Constantinople as well, as New Rome. “Following in all things the definitions of the holy Fathers, and acknowledging the canon, just read, of the hundred and fifty God-beloved bishops who assembled at the Council in the days of Theodosius of pious memory, in the imperial city of Constantinople, New Rome, we ourselves also define and decree the very same thing concerning the prerogatives of the most holy church of this same Constantinople, New Rome. For to the see of Old Rome the Fathers fittingly gave its prerogatives, since that was the imperial city. Moved by this same consideration, the hundred and fifty God-beloved bishops granted equal prerogatives to the most holy see of New Rome, rightly judging that the city honored with the imperial power and the senate, and enjoying equal prerogatives with the ancient imperial Rome, should also be magnified as she is in ecclesiastical affairs, being second after her.”

d) to the thirty-sixth canon of the Sixth Ecumenical Council, which repeats these very same decrees concerning the equal prerogatives of the see of Constantinople with the see of ancient Rome: “renewing the legislation of the hundred and fifty holy Fathers who assembled in this God-protected and imperial city, and of the six hundred and thirty who assembled at Chalcedon, we decree that the see of Constantinople shall have equal prerogatives with the see of ancient Rome, and shall, like her, be magnified in ecclesiastical affairs, being second after her. After her, the see of the great city of Alexandria shall be reckoned, then the see of Antioch, and after this the see of the city of Jerusalem.”

e) to the eighth canon of the Third Ecumenical Council, which, confirming the rights of independence of bishops and metropolitans within their own provinces, directly opposes any such power and dominion in the Church as the Romans now ascribe to their bishop: “let not the canons of the Fathers be transgressed; let not the arrogance of worldly power steal in under the guise of sacred ministry; and let us not, little by little and imperceptibly, lose that freedom which our Lord Jesus Christ, the liberator of all mankind, bestowed upon us by His own blood. It is, therefore, the pleasure of the holy and ecumenical Council that every province shall preserve, pure and unhindered, the rights that belonged to it from the beginning, according to the custom that has long since prevailed.”

There is no need to speak of the other departures of the Roman church from ancient universal Orthodoxy: it is enough to have pointed out these two, as the chief ones, of which the one plainly violates the ancient Creed, and the other, the ancient constitution of the Church, as both were confirmed at the ecumenical Councils.

II. Following the Roman church, the Protestants (Lutherans and Reformed), who separated from her, have likewise departed from the immutable teaching of the ancient ecumenical Councils—only they have departed far more. For:

a) besides the fact that they too contain the unlawful addition to the Creed, Filioque, they —

b) have entirely rejected, contrary to the teaching of the ecumenical Councils, sacred Tradition, as one of the sources of the Christian faith;

c) have rejected the divinely-established character of the church hierarchy, and, following upon this, the authority of the Church herself as the infallible teacher of the faith, the authority of the holy Fathers and of the ecumenical Councils themselves; and, having rejected one of the sources of Christian teaching and the guidance of the divinely-instituted guardian and interpreter of divine revelation, they have inevitably —

d) rejected or distorted many other dogmas as well, chiefly those resting on Tradition, such as: the veneration of icons, contrary to the dogmatic definition of the Seventh Ecumenical Council; the veneration and invocation of the Saints and Angels; prayers for the departed; likewise certain of the sacraments: chrismation, confession, marriage, and the Eucharist itself, and so forth. To judge the teaching of the Protestant communities on the basis of the principle we have chosen is by no means unjust. For the infallibility of the universal Church in the matter of doctrine, and, consequently, the infallibility of the ecumenical Councils as well, can be clearly proved (§§ 136 and 139) even from Holy Scripture, which the Protestants themselves accept as a source of the faith. It can be proved, indeed, even from the simple reasonings of reason itself, provided only that reason believes in these two truths: in the divinity of the Founder of the Church, the Lord Jesus, and in the divine origin of His faith.

III. Still more, finally, have many communities departed from the teaching of the ecumenical Councils—communities that arose still later, within the very bosom of Protestantism itself (the Quakers, Anabaptists, Swedenborgians, Socinians, and others), which have distorted and perverted almost all the dogmas of the ancient Church already. And of these, moreover, some reject not only sacred Tradition, but even the importance of Holy Scripture itself, acknowledging as the source of the Christian faith only an inner illumination from the Holy Spirit, or reason itself; while others do not even accept the dogma of the divinity of the world’s Redeemer, and consequently are not worthy even to be called Christian.

When, then, it is evident from the application of the first principle alone that, of all the churches now existing, the Eastern Orthodox Church alone remains on the ancient, unshaken foundation, while all the rest have, to a greater or lesser degree, shifted from it: there is no longer any particular need to apply here, in its full extent, the second principle as well—that is, to go through in detail all the individual dogmas of the various Christian confessions now existing and to test whether these dogmas agree with the unanimous teaching of the ancient Fathers. For even if it should turn out (which, however, cannot be the case) that, in the churches that have already departed from the infallible teaching of the ecumenical Councils, all the individual dogmas were indeed in agreement with the ancient patristic Faith—this alone would not restore to these churches the right to be called Orthodox. And, on the other hand, to suppose that there might be found, in the Orthodox Church, dogmas not in agreement with the ancient teaching of the Fathers, is altogether impossible, since it is known that she alone remains faithful today to the ancient ecumenical Councils, and is, consequently, the sole representative of the true universal Church of Christ, which is infallible. That is, to admit such a supposition is to reject the infallibility of the Church. We consider it superfluous, however, to demonstrate here in detail the application of this second principle; in its proper place it will be, and must be, carried out. Two special theological disciplines must serve as this application:

a) on the positive side, the whole of Dogmatic Theology, whose object is to show the agreement of all the dogmas held by the Orthodox Church with the ancient teaching of the holy Fathers, or of the universal Church,

b) on the negative side, the whole of Polemical Theology, whose essential task is to show that those supposed dogmas by which the other confessions differ from us are not in agreement with the teaching of the universal Church.

§ 146. Consequences from the Teaching Set Forth Concerning the Orthodox Church: a) Concerning the Orthodox Church Herself


From the teaching on the actual Orthodoxy of the Eastern Church it follows, concerning this Church herself, that she justly appropriates to herself the names: one, holy, catholic (catholic) and apostolic Church.725 For the ecumenical Council, of course, defined by these names the properties of the Church of Christ, in distinction from every false and heretical body. And the sole representative of this Church at the present time is the Eastern Orthodox Church.

§ 147. b) Concerning the Relation of Believers to Her


If, by the will of the Lord, our instructress in the matter of the faith must be His true, that is, His Orthodox Church, to whom alone He entrusted, for perpetual keeping and interpretation to mankind, His divine teaching, contained both in Scripture and in Tradition; and if, moreover, this teacher of the faith is an infallible teacher: then it follows that all Christians are equally obligated to learn their faith from the Orthodox Church, and to follow her guidance with filial submission.726 In particular, they are obligated —

1) to acknowledge, without doubt, precisely those divine sources of Christian teaching which she acknowledges: first, precisely those books of Holy Scripture which she receives727, saying, in the words of blessed Augustine: “I would not have believed the Gospel, had not the voice of the catholic Church persuaded me to it”728; and, second, precisely those apostolic traditions which she holds, bearing in mind the words of confession on this subject which every convert to Orthodoxy pronounces at her requirement: “all the Apostolic and holy patristic traditions, which the holy, catholic, and ecumenical Church holds, I believe, confess, and accept to be holy and profitable for the soul.”729

2) to understand divine revelation, that is, both Holy Scripture and sacred Tradition, without doubt, exactly as she understands it: “we must believe the divine and holy Scripture,” say the Eastern Patriarchs, “unquestioningly, and, moreover, not in any way each according to his own private judgment, but precisely as the catholic Church has explained and handed it down.”730 “Likewise the holy Scripture,” confess those of other faiths, on entering into the bosom of Orthodoxy, “according to the understanding which the holy, Eastern Church has held and holds—to whom alone it belongs to judge concerning the true understanding and interpretation of the holy Scriptures—I accept.”731 They must also believe Tradition unquestioningly, and in no other way than according to the understanding and explanation of this same holy teacher of the faith: for it is known that not writings alone, but traditions too, can be perversely interpreted at will—for instance, the traditions concerning the veneration of holy icons and relics, the invocation of Angels, and others. To avoid this, as the holy Church herself enjoins—“nothing may be added to, or omitted from, the Holy Tradition of our Orthodox faith”732 — one must hold the traditions in precisely that form and sense in which they are held by the Church.733

A remark is necessary here: in the article on the importance and use of sacred Tradition (§ 133), it was shown, among other things, that Holy Scripture must be explained in accordance with sacred Tradition… But since Tradition does not possess, so to speak, an independent existence (as Holy Scripture does), but is entirely contained in the writings and practice of the Orthodox Church, and is, as it were, fused with her teaching; since, consequently, the very importance of Tradition rests solely on the authority of the Church; and since, finally, Tradition itself, like Scripture, we must understand according to the understanding of the Orthodox Church as well: it follows that the proposition, Holy Scripture must be explained in accordance with sacred Tradition, and the other, Holy Scripture must be understood according to the explanation of the Orthodox Church, are one and the same. This is confirmed also by the testimonies of the teachers of the Church presented in that article, who call Tradition ecclesiastical, likewise by the canon of the Trullan Council, which decrees that Scripture is to be explained in no other way than as the luminaries and teachers of the Church have set it forth. And, finally, by the dogma of the 367 holy Fathers of the Seventh Ecumenical Council on the veneration of icons, which begins thus: “we preserve, without any innovation, all the ecclesiastical traditions established for us, whether in writing or without writing,” and ends with these words: “thus is confirmed the teaching of our holy Fathers, that is, the tradition of the catholic Church, which has received the Gospel from one end of the earth to the other.”

§ 148. c) Concerning the Use by Believers of Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition


However, from what has been said —

1) it by no means follows that the believers themselves, who do not belong to the members of the teaching Church, have no right to make use of divine revelation, to read Holy Scripture and the sacred Traditions contained in the patristic and other ecclesiastical books. The Church of Christ has always been a stranger to the notion of forbidding her children to read Holy Scripture. This is evident:

a) already from the fact that she herself, from the earliest centuries, has always offered, and still offers, them in the churches many, sometimes very extensive, readings—both from the Old Testament, and, chiefly, from the New; and —

b) from the fact that, from the very earliest centuries, she has, through her pastors, constantly urged, and still urges, the flock to exercise themselves in reading Scripture, as much and as often as possible, in their own homes as well. “I am always urging, and will not cease to urge,” said the Golden-Mouthed teacher to his hearers, “that you should not only attend (in church) to what is said, but also constantly occupy yourselves at home with the reading of the divine Scripture… We, who are tossed about as it were in the midst of the sea, and who have occasion for countless sins, stand in need, at every moment, of constant and unceasing consolation from the Scriptures… Even should you not understand what is contained there, yet from the very reading a great sanctification comes to pass. It is, moreover, impossible that you should fail to understand everything equally.”734 “To search the divine writings is the best and most soul-profiting of works,” says another holy Father…, “let us, then, knock at this most perfect paradise of the Scriptures…; let us knock not lightly, but zealously and constantly, and let us not lose patience by knocking long: for only then will it be opened to us…; let us draw from this paradisal fountain of unfailing and purest water, flowing into eternal life.”735 Still more must this be repeated concerning the sacred traditions, contained chiefly in the writings of the holy Fathers and teachers of the Church. It is known to everyone that these writings, held in high honor by all true Christians, have always been and remain, for the Orthodox, by the Church’s own direction, the chief and most beloved reading for the soul’s profit.

2) It follows only that all believers (the pastors themselves included), especially if they are unable, or scarcely able, to examine the writings, ought not to read divine revelation without the guidance of the Church. Such a thought was expressed by the most holy Eastern Patriarchs in their Encyclical on the Orthodox Faith: “we know that all Scripture is God-inspired and profitable, and so necessary that without it it is altogether impossible to be pious: yet not all are capable of reading it, but only those who know how one ought to examine, study, and rightly understand the Scripture. Thus, every pious person is permitted to hear the Scripture, that he may believe with the heart to righteousness and confess with the mouth to salvation, but not everyone is permitted, without guidance, to read certain parts of the Scripture, especially of the Old Testament. To permit the unskilled, indiscriminately, to read Holy Scripture is the same as to offer infants the use of strong food” (answer to question 1). Thus, too, taught the ancient hierarchs of the Church: St. Irenaeus736, St. John Chrysostom737, and others.738

3) It does not follow, either, that believers themselves have no right expressly to study divine revelation, and, in particular, Holy Scripture, in every possible respect—historical, archaeological, philological, hermeneutical, and others—and then to have no right to interpret the Word of God according to the rules of sound Orthodox hermeneutics. And this the Church has never forbidden her children, as is evident from the example of the holy Fathers themselves, and of the ancient Christian writers in general. Many of them, incontestably, studied Scripture in all the aforementioned respects, studied its philology, its archaeology, its hermeneutics (blessed Augustine even composed his own sacred hermeneutics, as a guide for others), and, with the aid of all these means, wrote numerous commentaries on the various books of Holy Scripture. This is, in a certain sense, even necessary: for the Church herself has nowhere indicated how each of the countless passages of Holy Scripture is to be understood, has not given an express commentary on the whole Bible, in which the true sense of every text would be determined with complete precision.

4) It follows only that we must always study the Word of God under the guidance of the Church, in whatever respect—historical, archaeological, philological, exegetical, or otherwise. The Church’s own positive teaching, firm and unchanging, must be both the starting point, the rule, and the goal of all our investigations of this kind, and of all our interpretations of Holy Scripture. The starting point, to which we should constantly return, to test our thoughts against it. The rule, which should indicate to us the lawful bounds of our inquiries, and remind us: so far you may come, and no farther. The goal, in whose service all our labors should be devoted. Under these conditions, biblical archaeology, philology, criticism, hermeneutics, and exegesis not only cannot be harmful (as they inevitably become when, having unlawfully rejected, in the matter of divine revelation, every guidance of the divinely-instituted guide, they are grounded on the one arbitrary principle of arbitrary opinion, liberi arbitrii)—but, on the contrary, can be exceedingly useful, both to the believers and to the Church herself: to the believers, in that they clarify for them many of the dogmas and truths of the Orthodox confession they hold; and to the Church herself, in that they furnish important, necessary weapons for the defense of her teaching against her enemies, who wield this same weapon, and can be overcome by no other.

IV. ON EXPOSITIONS OF FAITH IN WHICH THE SYMBOLIC TEACHING OF THE ORTHODOX CHURCH MAY BE FOUND


§ 149. Their Division


If the Orthodox Church is Orthodox for this reason alone, that she remains wholly faithful to the ancient universal Church, it follows that the expositions of faith she holds, whether brief or extensive, are most justly divided into two kinds:

a) expositions received by her from the ancient, infallible universal Church, possessing an unconditional authority, and

b) her own expositions, which appeared in later times, and which possess their own authority only from their agreement with the former, just as she herself possesses her own importance from her agreement with the ancient universal Church.

§ 150. Expositions of the First Kind


To the expositions of the first kind belong:

1) On the one hand, the dogmatic definitions composed at the ecumenical Councils, such as:

a) the patterns of the faith: the Creed of the 318 holy Fathers of the First Ecumenical Council; the Creed of the 150 holy Fathers of the Second Ecumenical Council; the dogma of the 630 holy Fathers of the Fourth Ecumenical Council on the two natures in the one Person of our Lord Jesus Christ; the dogma of the 170 holy Fathers of the Sixth Ecumenical Council on the two wills and operations in our Lord Jesus Christ; the dogma of the 367 holy Fathers of the Seventh Ecumenical Council on the veneration of icons; and

b) definitions concerning the faith in general, contained in the canons of the holy Apostles, of the holy ecumenical and local Councils, and of the holy Fathers named by the Trullan Council.739

2) On the other hand, expositions of faith which, though not expressly examined and confirmed at the ecumenical Councils, have nonetheless been received by the whole universal Church. Such are:

a) the Creed of St. Gregory, Wonderworker of Neocaesarea, and

b) the Creed known under the name of St. Athanasius of Alexandria.740

§ 151. Expositions of the Second Kind


Among the expositions of faith that have appeared in the Eastern Orthodox Church, some are common to the whole of this Church, while others belong properly to the Russian Church.

Among the common ones, the best known are:

1) Two confessions of the Orthodox faith, composed expressly to serve as a guide for all the Orthodox:

a) The one—around the middle of the 17th century (1640), at Kiev, for the preservation of the purity of Orthodoxy both from the opinions of the Lutherans and Calvinists, and still more from those of the Roman Catholics and the former Uniates. This is the Orthodox Confession of the Catholic and Apostolic Eastern Church.741 It was first examined at the Council of Kiev, and shortly afterward (in 1643) at the Council of Iași; it was then examined and approved by all four Eastern Patriarchs742, and unanimously received by the whole Greek Church.743 Finally, it was also approved and confirmed for the whole Russian Church by the Patriarchs Joachim (in 1685) and Adrian (in 1696), who even called this book God-inspired — not, of course, in the strict sense—and by the Most Holy Governing All-Russian Synod, which, besides having published it repeatedly for the universal guidance of the Orthodox744, confirmed in 1840 a special decree of the former Commission of Theological Schools concerning the teaching of this book745 in all Seminaries (in the lower divisions). And in 1845 it decreed that one additional weekly class be devoted to its thorough study, and that students, upon passing into the higher division, should expressly review it once more just before the beginning of the course, as a necessary guide in the study of Theology.746

b) The other—in the latter half of the same century (1672), at the Council of Jerusalem, for the preservation of the purity of Orthodoxy from the errors of the Calvinists, under the title: The Exposition of the Orthodox Faith of the Eastern Church. The truth and purity of this Exposition was again attested by all the most holy Patriarchs and other primates of the Eastern Church, when they sent it forth (1723) in answer to the Christians of Great Britain, as a true exposition and confession of the Orthodox faith, and at the same time communicated it, for this same purpose, to our own holy Synod as well; and it was received and attested also by the All-Russian Holy Synod, which published this confession in Russian in 1838, under the title: The Encyclical of the Patriarchs of the Orthodox Catholic Church on the Orthodox Faith, for the guidance of all the Orthodox747, and in 1845 decreed that this book be distributed free of charge to all theological students, for their constant use not only in the Seminaries, but after leaving the Seminaries as well.748

2) Certain particular Confessions, composed and preserved by the Church in the liturgical books for special occasions, such as:

a) The Episcopal Oath. It is important already simply as an oath in the faith. But also because it is pronounced by a person appointed to be the chief pastor and teacher of an entire local church; pronounced solemnly in church, in the presence of numerous Christians, before a council of hierarchs, from whom this person is to receive the divine grace of the right to administer the word of truth and to shepherd the spiritual flock entrusted to him.

b) The Dogmatic Questions, proposed to those coming to the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic Church from among the Jews and the Saracens, where the distinction of the Christian faith from the new-Jewish and Mohammedan is clearly marked out.

c) The Confession of Faith, pronounced by one converting to the Orthodox Church from other Christian confessions, where the distinguishing marks of Orthodoxy from the non-Orthodox beliefs are set out.

d) the formula of excommunication from the Church in 12 articles, pronounced on the Sunday of Orthodoxy.

Among the patterns of confession composed properly within the Russian Church —

1) belong the positive expositions of Orthodox Christian teaching, published, and still published, in the name of the holy Synod for the instruction in faith and piety of every Christian, that is, the Catechisms. The foremost place among them is held by the Longer Christian Catechism of the Orthodox, Catholic, Eastern Church, examined and approved by the Holy Governing Synod, and published for teaching in the schools and for the use of all Orthodox Christians, by the supreme command of His Imperial Majesty.

2) One may also reckon here certain polemical (controversial) works, published by the decree or blessing of the holy Synod, against those of other faiths, to warn the Orthodox against their errors, such as:

a) against the Papists: Dialogues between an Inquirer and an Assured Believer Concerning the Orthodoxy of the Eastern Catholic Church;

b) against the Reformed: The Rock of Faith of the Orthodox Catholic Eastern Church;

c) against the schismatics: The Rod of Governance, The Spiritual Admonition, and others.749

It must be observed, however, that not all these expositions of the second kind possess an equal importance: in all of them, since they are published in the name of the Orthodox Church, her teaching can, without doubt, be heard; but as an express guide for the thorough setting forth of this teaching, as a touchstone for testing one’s own belief, only three of them must be recognized:

a) the Orthodox Confession of the Catholic and Apostolic Eastern Church,

b) the Encyclical of the Eastern Patriarchs on the Orthodox Faith, and

c) the Longer Christian Catechism, published by decree of the holy Synod—in accordance with the very intention of the Church herself, which publishes them precisely for this purpose, as a guide for her children.

A thorough treatment of the teaching on the Church—on her foundation, structure, hierarchy, composition, properties, purpose, means to that purpose, and so forth—must, by its very nature, find its place in Dogmatic Theology. See our Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, vol. II, §§ 167-182.

The Rite of Reception of Persons of Other Faiths, fol. 71 verso, Moscow, 1757. Many other testimonies of this kind we shall see hereafter.

In Part 1, when we demonstrated the historical reliability: a) of the miracles and prophecies of the patriarchal period, b) of the miracles and prophecies of Moses, c) of the miracles and prophecies of the later Prophets, d) of the miracles and prophecies of Christ the Savior, and e) of the Apostles (see §§ 61, 71, 74, 98, 102, and 104).

Here belong: 1) Meyer, Apologie der geschichtlichen Auffassung der histor. Bücher des A. T., besonders, des Pentateuchs, im Gegensatze… Sullzb. 1811; 2) Hengstenberg, Die Authentie des Pentateuches, Berlin, 1836; 3) Du Yoisin, L’autorité des livres de Moïse, établie et défendue contre les incrédules, Paris, 1778, and others.

Λέγετο δ'δτι τὴν πολιτέιαν καὶ τούς νὸμους ἀυτοῖς καταβαλόμενος ίερεύς, τὸ γένος Ηλιουπολίτης, ὅνομα Ὀσαρσὶφ ἀπὸ τοῦ ἐν Ήλίου πὸλει Θεοῦ Όσίρεως, ὡς μετέβη ἐις τοῦτο τὸ γένος, μετετέφη τοῦνομα καὶ προσηγορέυθη Μωῡσῆς. See in Josephus—Contra Apionem, lib. 1, § 16. And Josephus’s own remarks on this Manethonian account of Moses, see in the following §§ 27 to 32.

He calls Moses — ἱερογραμματέα. See in this same Josephus, Contra Apion, lib. I, §§ 32-33.

Ibid., § 34.

Μωῡσῆς, ὡς ἤκουσα παρὰ τὼν πρεσβυτέρων τῶν Ἀιγυπτίων, ἧν Ἡλιουπολίτης, ὅς πατρίοις ἔθεσι κατηγγυημένος, ἀιθριους προσευχὰς...

Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1, c. 21; Eusebius, Praeparat. Evang. lib. X, c. 10.

Eusebius, Praeparat. Evang. lib. X, cap. 10.

Ἐυπόλεμος δέ φησι τὸν Μωσῆν πρώτον Σοφὸν γενέσθαι, καὶ γράμματα παραδοῡναι τοῖς Ἰουδάιοις πρῶτον, παρὰ δὲ Ἰουδαίων Φοίνικας παραλαβεῖν, Ἒλληνας δὲ παρὰ Φοινίκων, νόμους τὲ πρῶτον γράώαι Μωσῆν τοῖς Ἰουδάιοις. In Eusebius, Praepar. Evang. lib. IX, cap. 26.

Παρά μὲν τοῖς Ἀριμασποῖς Ζαθραύστην ίστοροῦσι τὸν ἀγαθὸν δαίμονα προσποιήσασθαι τούς νόμους ἀυτῷ διδόναι, παρὰ δὲ τοῖς ὀνομαζομένοις Γέταις Ζάμολξιν ωσαύτως τὴν κοινὴν Ἐστίαν, παρὰ δὲ τοῖς Ἰουδάιοις Μοσῆν τὸν Ἰαῶ ὲπικαλόυμενον Θεόν. Diodor. Sicul. Biblioth. hist. lib. 1, pag. 59, edit. 1559.

In Photius, Biblioth. cod. 244.

Antiqu. lib. I, cap. 4.

Strab. — Rerum geograph, lib. XVI.

Eusebius, Praepar. Evang. lib. IX, cap. 26 and 27; lib. X, cap. 9-13; Cyril of Alexandria, Contra Julian, lib. 1.

Histor. lib. XXXVI, c. 2.

Histor. lib. V, cap. 3.

Juvenal. Satir. XIV, 95-100.

These testimonies, as well as all the numerous testimonies concerning Moses from pagan writers, are examined in their full extent by Petrus Dan. Huetius in his Demonstrat. Evangelica, propos. IV, c. 2, edit. Lips. 1703, pag. 83-114.

This argument against the pagans was used in their own time by Josephus, Justin Martyr, Tatian, Julius Africanus, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, and Lactantius. See also Eusebius, Praeparat. Evang. lib. X, cap. 9-14; Augustine, De civitate Dei, lib. XVIII, cap. 37 and 39, and blessed Theodoret, in his work On the Beginning, Khr. Cht. 1845, II, 196.

Flavii contra Apion. lib. I, §§ 25-35.

See in the Demonstr. Evangel. of Huetius, pp. 96 and 100.

Diodor. Sicul. Bibl. lib. I.

See above, note 322.

We have by no means cited all the passages from the Old Testament books that point to the content of the Pentateuch: such passages are exceedingly numerous, as may be seen from the parallel tables in the Bible.

Here are a few more passages from the Pentateuch of Moses mentioned in the New Testament: 1) From the Book of Genesis: Matt. 19:4-5; Rom. 9:8; 1 Cor. С, 16; Heb. 4:4. 2) From the Book of Exodus: Matt. 5:38 cf. Exod. 21:23 and 24; Matt. 15:4 cf. Exod. 20:12; Luke 2:23. 3) From the Book of Leviticus: John 2:8 cf. 19:18; 1 Pet. 1:16 cf. 19:2; 2 Cor. 6:16, cf. 26:11-12. 4) From the Book of Numbers: John 3:14 cf. 21:8-9; 2 Pet. 2:16 cf. 22:28; 1 Cor. 10:9 cf. 21:5-6. 5) From the Book of Deuteronomy: Matt. 4:7 cf. 6:16; John 8:17 cf. 19:15; Acts 3:22, cf. 18:15, and so forth.

At first these were pagans, resettled by Shalmaneser from various regions of Babylon into the cities of Samaria, in place of the sons of Israel, whom he had carried away captive into Assyria (2 Kings 17:24). They afterward requested from the Assyrian king one of the captive Israelite priests, that he might teach them the faith in the true God, which they did indeed accept, without, however, abandoning their former pagan superstitions (verses 26-31). As a consequence of this, at the building of the second temple at Jerusalem, the Samaritans already represented themselves to the Jews as fellow believers. Finally, from the time of the building of the Samaritan temple on Mount Gerizim, when, following Manasseh, the first high priest at this temple, many Jews also resettled in Samaria, the Samaritans, mingling with them, entirely abandoned their ancient idolatry, forgot their pagan origin, and began constantly to represent themselves as true Israelites, keepers of the law of Moses in all its purity. Dwelling to this day in ancient Shechem, they hold with the utmost strictness to the precepts of this law, believe that true worship may be offered to God only on Mount Gerizim, and await the Messiah.

Today this alphabet is called Samaritan, whereas the Pentateuch properly belonging to the Jews of today, though it contains the Hebrew text, is written in Chaldean letters.

See Coguel, Origine des lois, des sciences et des arts; also Fleury, Moeurs des Israélites.

In the work of Wiseman—Discours sur les rapports entre la science et la religion révélée, edit. Paris, 1813—several particular accounts of Egypt from the Pentateuch are presented, fully confirmed and explained by these discoveries. See Introduct. analytique, pag. XXXII, et Discours IX, pag. 342-344. And incomparably more such confirmations may be found in the book: Commentaire géographique sur l’Exode et les Nombres, par Léon de Laborde, Paris et Leipzig, 1811.

The well-known three passages from Holy Scripture itself (2 Kings 22 and 23; 1 Macc. 1:56-57; and 3 Ezra 14:21 and following), commonly cited by opponents, can in no way serve as proof of the loss of the Pentateuch. Cf., with the first passage, 2 Chron. 34:14; with the second, 1 Macc. 3:48; 12:9; with the third, 1 Ezra 7:6 and Dan. 9:2 and 11. For more detail, see the Ecclesiastical-Biblical History of Metropolitan Philaret, pp. 562-563.

Some of these we have already seen in examining the authenticity of the Pentateuch (in § 110).

Philo apud Evseb. Praeparat. Evang. lib. VIII.

This is, in particular, Benjamin Kennicott, who, after ten years of labor devoted to collecting manuscripts of the Hebrew Bible from every country of Europe (numbering as many as 501) and to their strict collation, published his astonishing discoveries before the learned world between 1776 and 1780; and still more, the Parma professor Giovanni Bernardo De Rossi, who, with rare perseverance, collected and collated as many as 680 Hebrew manuscripts, and published his findings between 1784 and 1808.

Here mention must also be made of a recent astonishing discovery, confirming the truth we are examining. Dr. Buchanan brought to Europe a most ancient scroll, containing the greater part of the Pentateuch, which had been used by the black-skinned Jews living in India from time immemorial, and who for many centuries already had had no contact whatsoever with the Jews of other lands. Upon collating this copy with the printed Hebrew Pentateuch of the best edition, no more than forty variants were found, of which the greater part concern mere letters, and not one is of the slightest importance. Discours sur les rapp. entre la science et la relig. révélée, par Nic. Wiseman, Paris, 1843, pag. 365.

What the canon of the sacred books is will be discussed in detail in its proper place (see § 122).

The Law (Thôrâth) consists precisely of the five books of Moses: 1) Genesis, 2) Exodus, 3) Leviticus, 4) Numbers, and 5) Deuteronomy.

To the division called the Prophets (Nebî’îm) belong the following books: 6) Joshua, 7) Judges, 8) the First and Second Books of Kingdoms, 9) the Third and Fourth Books of Kingdoms, 10) Isaiah. 11) Jeremiah, 12) Ezekiel, 13) the Twelve Minor Prophets.

The Hagiographa (Kethûvîm) are called the books: 14) Job, 15) Ruth, 10) Psalms, 17) Proverbs, 18) Song of Songs, 19) Ecclesiastes, 20) Daniel, 21) Lamentations of Jeremiah, 22) Ezra and Nehemiah, 23) 1 and 2 Chronicles, 24) Esther.

Philo, tom. II, pag. 475; Joseph, contra Apion. lib. I, § 8.

Namely: 1) From the Book of Joshua: 1:5, cf. Heb. 13:5. 2) Judges: 2:16, cf. Matt. 2:23 and Acts 13:20. 3) the First and Second Books of Kingdoms: 1 Sam. 8:5; 13:14, cf. Acts 13:21. 22; 2 Sam. 7:12, cf. Acts 2:30. 4) the Third and Fourth Books of Kingdoms: 1 Kings 17:1 and 7, cf. John 5:17; 2 Kings 5, cf. Luke 4:27. 5) the First and Second Chronicles: 2 Chron. 24:21. 22, cf. Matt. 23:35. 6) Job: 5:13, cf. 1 Cor. 3:19; 22:29, cf. James 4:6. 7) Psalms: 91:11. 12, cf. Matt. 4, 6; 69:10, cf. John 2:17; 61:10, cf. Acts 1:16; 116:11, cf. Rom. 3:4, and so forth. 8) Proverbs: 1:16, cf. Rom. 3:15; 25:21. 23, cf. Rom. 12:20; 9) Song of Songs: 8:6, cf. James 4:5. 10) the Prophet Isaiah: 7:14, cf. Matt. 1:22; 4:9, cf. Mark 1:3; 42:10, cf. Luke 3:6, and many others. 11) Jeremiah: 31:15, cf. Matt. 2:17; 9:28, cf. 1 Cor. 1:31; 31:31, cf. Heb. 8:8, and others. 12) Ezekiel: 34:31, cf. 1 Pet. 2:25; 34:17, cf. Matt. 25:32; 37:26-27, cf. 2 Cor. 6:16, and so forth. 13) Daniel: Matt. 24:15; Mark 12; Luke 21:14) Hosea: Matt. 2:16; 9:13; 12:1; 1 Cor. 2:9. 10; Rom. 9:25 and 27; 1 Cor. 15:54. 55 15) Joel: Acts 2:16-22; Rom. 10:16. 16) Amos: Acts 7:42; 15:15-18. 17) Jonah: Matt. 12:39-42. 18) Micah: 5:2, cf. Matt. 2:6. 19) Nahum: Rom. 10:15. 20) Habakkuk: 2:9, cf. Acts 13:41; Rom. 1:17; Heb. 10:38. 21) Haggai: 2:11, cf. Heb. 12:26. 22) Zechariah: 13:7, cf. Matt. 16:31; Matt. 27:9-10; Mark 14:27; John 16:14-15; 19:37. 23) Malachi: Mark 1:2; Luke 7:27; Rom. 9:13, and so forth. Only concerning four Old Testament books—Ecclesiastes, Esther, Ezra, and Nehemiah—is there no mention anywhere in the New Testament. But this, without doubt, is only because the New Testament writers had no occasion, no need, to mention them, and by no means because these books either did not then exist in the Old Testament canon, or were not acknowledged as canonical by the Savior and the Apostles: such a conclusion could be drawn only if we knew that the New Testament writers, in quoting passages from the Old Testament books, or referring to them, had as their aim to confirm their canonical importance; but they had, as is evident from their writings, no such aim at all.

Jahn, Introduct. in lib. Veter. Testament, pag. 463, 464, edit. 2.

Irenaeus, Adversus haeres. lib. III, c. 21; Clement of Alexandria, Strom. lib. 1; Tertullian, De habit. mul., c. 3; Chrysostom, homily on Romans, ch. 8; Theodoret, preface on the Psalms.

Contra Apion. lib. I, §§ 7 et 8.

See Talm. Babylon. Baba Bathra, fol. 13, col. 2; fol. 15, col. 2.

Antiqo. lib. XI, cap. 1.

Baba Bathra.

Numerous examples of this astonishing precision are adduced by Hengstenberg in his work: Die Authentie des Daniels, where he examines this important subject in its full extent, overturning the crafty objections of the rationalists.

Fairness requires us to note that, as regards the authenticity of certain Old Testament books—for instance, the prophecies of Hosea, Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, and Malachi—even the rationalists themselves no longer dispute it, but readily agree, differing among themselves only in determining the time in which this or that Prophet lived.

Coment. in Esaiam cap. 6.

Philo, apud Evsebium — Praepar. Evang. lib. VIII; Joseph. contr. Apion. lib. I, § 8.

Justin, Dialogue with Trypho, ch. 73; Augustine, De civitate Dei lib. XVIII, cap. 46; in Psalm. 66.

Absit, says blessed Augustine, ut prudens quispiam, vel Judaeos cujuslibet perversitatis atque malitiae tantum potuisse credat in codicibus, tam multis et tam longe lateque dispersis (De civitate Dei lib. XV, cap. 13).

As for the discrepancies now observed between the Hebrew text and the translation of the Seventy (whatever their origin), it must be remembered: a) that these discrepancies are by no means substantial, that is, they in no way affect the substance of the Old Testament prophecies, the sacred history, the rules of morality, or the whole of Old Testament teaching in general, which remain one and the same in both the Hebrew text and the Greek translation; b) that the greater part of these discrepancies, upon reasonable comparison, are easily reconciled with one another, as many recent well-intentioned scholars attest, and as blessed Augustine himself already noted earlier, saying: in qnibus ab hebraica veritate putantur septuaginta interpretes discrepare, et bene intellecti inveniuntur esse concordes (De civit. Dei lib. XVIII, c. 44); and c) that it is, consequently, unjust to represent these discrepancies as a matter of too great importance, or to be scandalized by them in any way in the matter of the faith. The dispute over these discrepancies among scholars, as is known, was rather protracted and quite heated, and, for this reason, perhaps not free of extremes and exaggerations. Some maintained the integrity and incorruption of the Hebrew text, such as: Fabricius (Des titres primitifs de la révélation…, in 2 volumes), Martianay (Défense du texte hébreu et de la chronologie…), Le Quien (Défense du texte hébreu et de la version Vulgate…), Carpzov (Critica Sacra), Bellarmine (De Verbo Dei…), Walton (Prolegom. ad Bibl. polyglott.); others, on the contrary, suspected, or even directly asserted, that the present Hebrew text is corrupted, and that it must be restored according to the translation of the Seventy: namely Morin (Exercit. Biblicae…), Cappel (Critica Sacra…), Vossius (De septuaginta interpret…), and Pezron (Antiquité des temps, rétablie et défendue contre les Juifs…).

Among the best works on this subject are the following: 1) J. B. Duvoisin—L’autorité des livres du Nouveau Testament, défendue contre les incrédules, Paris, 1775; 2) W. Paley—Tableau des preuves évidentes du Christianisme, trad. de l’anglais par D. Lewad, Lausanne, 1806; 3) J. L. Hug—Einleitung in die Schriften des Neuen Testaments, Stuttg. und Tübing., 1821; 4) H. Olshausen—Die Echtheit der vier kanonischen Evangelien…; 5) Tholuck—Die Glaubwürdigkeit der Evangelischen Geschichte, zugleich eine Kritik des Lebens Jesu von Strauss, Hamburg, 1638.

See a collection of these passages at the end of his works.

For example: “and that this is correct is clearly stated in the Gospel of Luke: in the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius Caesar… the word of God came to John, the son of Zechariah” (Strom. lib. I, pag. 407, edit. Potter); or: “and in the Gospel of Matthew the genealogy begins from Mary, the Mother of the Lord” (ibid., p. 490).

Origen, In Matth. lib. 1, in Eusebius, Church History, bk. VI, 25.

Athenagoras, Legat. pro Christ., n. 32—Matt. 5; n. 11-12 — Luke 5; n. 33 — Matt. 19 and Luke 16.

Jerome, Catalog. viror. illustr., under the word: Theophilus; also Jerome, Commentar. in Matth., in proem, oper. tom. IV, p. 1 et 3, edit. Martinay.

Ad Autolic. lib. III, 11, 13, and 14 — Matt. 5:32, 44, 46; 6:3. Ibid. lib. II, n. 13 — Luke 18:27. Ibid. lib. II, n. 22 — John 1:1-13.

Constituimus inprimis, evangelicum instrumentum apostolos auctores habere, quibus hoc munus Evangelii promulgandi ab ipso Domino sit impositum, sic apostolicos viros, non tamen solos, sed cum Apostolis et post Apostolos. Quoniam praedicatio discipulorum suspecta fieri posset de gloriae studio, si non adsistat illi auctoritas magistrorum, immo Christi, qui magistros apostolos fecit. Denique nobis fidem ex Apostolis Johannes et Matheus insinuant, ex Apostolicis Lucas et Marcus instavrant (Adversus Marcion. lib. IV, c. 2). In summa, si constat, id verius, quod prius, id prius, quod et ab initio, id ab initio, quod ab Apostolis; pariter utique constabit, id esse ab Apostolis traditum, quod apud ecclesias apostolorum fuerit sacrosanctum… Dico itaque apud illas, nec solas jam apostolicas, sed apud universas, quae illis de societate sacramenti confoederantur, id evangelium Lucae ab inilio editionis suae stare, quod cum maxime tuemur… Eadem auctoritas ecclesiarum apostolicarum caeteris quoque evnngeliis patrocinabitur, quae proinde per illas et secundum illas habemus, Johannis dico et Mathaei; licet et Marcus, quod edidit, Petri adfirmetur, cujus interpres Marcus: nam et Lucae digestum Paulo adscribere solent (Ibid. c. 5).

Non enim per alios dispositionem salutis nostrae cognovimus, quam per eos. per quos evangelium pervenit ad nos; quod quidem tunc pracconaverunt, postea vero per Dei voluntatem in scripturis nobis tradiderunt, fundamentum et columnam fidei nosirae futurum… Ita Mathaeus in Hebraeis ipsorum lingua scripturam edidit evangelii, cum Petrus et. Paulus evangelizarent et fundarent ecclesiam. Post vero horum excessum Marcus, discipulus et interpres Petri, et ipse, quae a Petro annunciata erant, per scripta nobis tradidit. Et Lucas autem, sectator Pauli, quod ab illo praedicabatur evangelium, in libro condidit. Postea et Johannes, discipulus Domini, qui et supra pectus Ejus recumbebat, et ipse edidit evangelium, Ephesi Asiae com·morans (Contr. haeres. lib. III, cap. 1).

Nec autem plura numero, quam haec sunt, neque rursus pauciora capit esse evangeliä quoniam enim quatuor regiones mundi sunt, in quo sumus, et quatuor principales spiritus, et disseminata est ecclesia super omnem terram; columna autem et tirmamentum ecclesiae est evangelium et spiritus vitae. Consequens est, quatuor habere eam columnas, undique flantes incorruptibilitatem, et vivificantes homines (Ibid. cap. II, n. 8).

Tanta est circa haec evangelia firmitas, ut et ipsi haeretici tectimonium reddant eis, et ex ipsis egrediens unusquisque eorum conetur suam confirmare doctrinam… Cum ergo hi, qui contradicunt nobis, testimonium perhibeant, et utantur his, firma et vera est nostra de illis ostensio (Ibid. cap. IV, n. 7).

See the fragment of his letter to Florinus, preserved by Eusebius, in Church History, bk. V, ch. 20.

Assemani Bibliothec. Orient, tom. II, pag. 282.

Muratorii Antiqu. italic, med. aevi, tom. III, pag. 851-854; Olshausen Die Echtheit der vier kanonischen Evangelien. s. 280-281.

Origen, contr. Cels. lib. VI, n. 40, ed. de la Rue.

Ibid., lib. II, n. 74 et lib. II, n. 13.

Ibid., lib. II, n. 27. This word is used in the same sense by Tertullian and Irenaeus in the passages cited above. Irenaeus, in particular, uses the expression: Ἐυαγγέλιον τετράμορφον.

Origen, contr. Cels. lib. II, n. 28, 34, 59, 61, 66, and 74.

Ibid., lib. VI, n. 16; VII, n. 18, 61; VIII, n. 7-8; I, n. 65; II, n. 9, 12, 18, 20, 24, 37, 18, 49, 53, 55, and 72.

— lib. II, n. 55 and 59.

— lib. II, n. 32.

— lib. II, n. 31 and 36; lib. I, n. 67; cf. John 1:1; 19:34; 2:18; lib. I, n. 50; lib. II, n. 13 and 49, cf. John 3:31; 8:23.

Irenaeus, Advers. haeres. lib. I, praef. c. 1, 3, 8; lib. III, c. 11.

Clement of Alexandria, Strom. c. 9. Ex scriptis prophetarum Eclogae c. 25; Grabe, Spicileg. Patrum, tom. II, p. 83-117; Neander, Entwicklung der vornehm. gnost. System., s. 156, Berlin, 1818.

See in detail in Einleitung in die Schriften des N. T. von Hug, th. 1, s. 63, Aufl. 2.

Epiphanius, Haeres. XXXIII.

Irenaeus, Advers. haeres. lib. I, c. 18.

Οἱ γὰρ ἀπόστολοι ἐν τοῖς γενομιένοις ὑπ' ἀυτῶν ἀπομνημονέυμασιν, ἃ καλεῖται ἐυαγγέλια, ὅυτως παρέδωκαν ἐντετάλθαι ἀυτοῖς τὸν Ἰησοῦν, λαβόντα ἄρτον, ἐυχαριστήσαντα ἐιπεῖν' τοῦτο ποιεῖτε ἐις τὴν ἀνάμνησίν μου. καὶ τὸ ποτήριον δμόιως λαβόντα καὶ ἐυχαριστήσαντα ἐιπεῖν' τοῦτο εστι ἆιμά μου, καὶ μόνοις ἀυτοῖς μεταδοῦνα:. Justin, Apolog. 1, n. 66.

It will suffice to point out a few passages: for instance, in his First Apology, under n. 15, he points to a text from Matthew ch. 5 on the subject of temptation, as well as from Matthew ch. 19, Mark ch. 10, and Luke ch. 16, on the adultery of a man who marries a divorced woman; under n. 16 he points to a text from Matthew ch. 9, that Jesus Christ came to call not the righteous, but sinners, and from Luke ch. 5, on love toward all, on laying up treasure in heaven, and so forth; under n. 17—from Matthew ch. 19, Mark ch. 10, and Luke ch. 18, that no one is good but God alone; under n. 18—from Matthew ch. 22, the Savior’s words: render to Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s. And in his Dialogue with Trypho, for instance on p. 316, he cites the words of John the Baptist: I am not the Christ, but a voice crying out, found only in the Gospel of John (1:20). On p. 342 he uses the expression living water, found only in this same evangelist, in Christ’s conversation with the Samaritan woman (ch. 4:10), and so forth. One must not be troubled by the fact that the holy martyr does not quote the texts of our four Gospels word for word, and sometimes even quotes the very same saying of the Savior, in different works of his, not word for word either. This is, of course, because the holy father composed his works in various places, during his travels, and could not always have the Gospel with him, and quoted the texts from memory, not directly from the sacred books, taking care only to preserve the Gospel thought, without troubling himself over the exact words. This happens very often among us too, in composing sermons and the like, whether from haste or from not having a Bible at hand. And it by no means follows from this that the holy father drew these passages from something other than the Gospel books, or that these did not yet exist at that time: for he cites, in exactly the same way, many passages from the Old Testament books as well, which without doubt did already exist at that time.

Here are the words of the fragment: Rationabiliter Evangelistae principiis diversis utuntur, quamvis una eademque evangelizandi eorum probetur intentio. Mathaeus, ut Hebraeis scribens, genealogiae Christi ordinem texuit, ut ostenderet, ab ea Christum deseendisse progenie, de qua eum nasciturum universi prophetae cecinerant. Johannes autem ad Ephesum constitutus, qui legem tanquam ex gentibus ignorabant, a causa nostrae redemptionis Evangelii sumpsit exordium: quae causa ex eo apparet, quod Filium suum Deus pro nostra salute voluit incarnari. Lucas vero a Zachariae sacerdotio incipit, ut ejus filii miraculo nativitatis, et tanti praedicatoris officio, divinitatem Christi gentibus declararet. Unde et Marcus antiqua prophetici mysterii eompetentia adventus Christi declarat: ut non nova, sed antiquius prolata ejus praedicatio probaretur. Aut per hoc Evangelistis curae fuit, eo uti prooemio quod unusquisque judicabat auditoribus expetere. Nihil ergo contrarium reperitur, ubi licet diversis scriptis, ad eandem tamen patriam pervenitur. Vid. Gott. Lumperi. Histor. Theologico-Critic. de vita, scriptis atque doctrina S. Patrum… trium primorum saeculorum, edit. Augustae Vindelicorum, 1783, p. 347-352; also S. Clementis Rom., S. Ignatii, S. Polycarpi… quae supersunt, ed. a Guielm. Jacobson. Oxonii 1838, tom. II, p. 492-495.

Eusebius, Church History, bk. III, ch. 39.

Namely the following: 1) all things came to be through him, and apart from him not one thing came to be that has come to be, and 2) the darkness has not mastered it (the light) (Orat. ad Graecos n. 19 et n. 13).

Eusebius, Church History, bk. IV, ch. 19; Chronic. Paschal. ad Olympiad. 238; Epiphanius, Haeres. XLVI; Theodoret, lib. 1, Haeret. fabul. cap. 20.

Biblioth. Orient. Assemani tom. 1, 1, pag. 568.

Eusebius, Church History, bk. IV, ch. 29.

Et super haec id, quod est secundum Lucam, evangelium circumcidens, et omnia, quae sunt de generatione Domini conscripta auferens, et de doctrina sermonem Domini multa auferens…, semetipsum veraciorem, quam sunt hi, qui Evangelium tradiderunt, Apostoli, suasit discipulis suis, non Evangelium, sed particulam Evangelii tradens eis… Apostolos enim admiscuisse ea, quae sunt legalia, Salvatoris verbis… (Contra haeres. lib. I, cap. 27; lib. III, cap. 2).

Qui (Christianus) cum fuisses, exscidisti rescidendo quod retro credidisti, sicut et ipse confiteris in quadam epistola, et tui non negant, et nostri probant (De carne Christi cap. 2).

Si scripturas opinioni tuao resistentes, non de industria alias rejecisses, alias corrupisses, confudisset te in hac specie Johannis Evangelium (ibid. cap. 3).

Ego meum dico verum, Marcion suum; ego Marcionis adfirmo adulteratum, Marcion meum. Quis inter nos determinabit, nisi temporis ratio, ei praescribens auctoritatem, quod antiquius reperietur, et ei praejudicans viliationem, quod posterius revincetur… and so forth (Adversus Marcion. lib. IV, cap. 4 et 5).

Irenaeus, Adver. haeres. lib. I, cap. 25; Tertullian, De praescr. haeret. cap. 38; Epiphanius, Haeres. XXVII, cap. 5. Tertullian, for instance, says: Si Valentinus integro instrumento uti videtur, non callidiore ingenio, quam Marcion, manus intulit veritati. Marcion exerte et palam machaera, non stylo usus est: quoniam ad materiam suam caedem scripturarum confecit. Valentinus autem pepercit: quoniam non ad materiam scripturas, sed materiam ad scripturas excogitavit; et tamen plus abstulit, et plus adjecit, auferens proprietates singulorum quoque verborum, et adjicens dispositiones non comparentium rerum.

Irenaeus, Adver. haeres. lib. I, cap. 25; Epiphanius, Haeres. XXVII, cap. 5.

In Eusebius, Church History, bk. IV, ch. 7.

Προσφυγών, he says of himself, τῷ ἐυαγγελίῳ ὡς σαρκὶ Ἰησδυ, καὶ τοῖς Ἀποστόλοις ὡς πρεσβυτερίῳ ἐκκλησίας, and he immediately continues, addressing the believers: καὶ τούς προφήτας δὲ ἀγαπῶμεν διὰ τὸ καὶ αὐτὸυς ἐις τὸ ἐυαγγέλιον κατηγγελκέναι... Epist. ad Philadelph. cap. 5.

Παρακαλῶ δὲ ὑμᾶς μηδὲν κατ' ἐριθέιαν πράσσειν, ἀλλὰ κατὰ χριστομαθίἀν. ἐπεὶ ἥκουσά τινων λεγόντων, ὅτι ἔαν μὴ ἐν τοῖς αρχάιοις ἔυρω, ἐν τᾦ ἐυαγγελίῳ ὀυ πιστέυω, καὶ λέγοντός μου ἀυτοῖς, ὅτι γέγραπται, ἀπεκρίθησαν μοι, ὅτι πρόκειται. Ibid., cap. 8.

Ἐξάιρετον δέ τι ἔχει τὸ ἐυαγγέλιον, τὴν παρουσίαν τοῦ Κυρίου ὑμῶν Ἰησδυ Χρίστοῦ, τὸ πάθος ἀυτδυ καὶ τὴν ἀνἀστασιν. Οἱ γὰρ ἀγαπητοὶ προφήται κατήγγειλαν ἐις ἀυτήν' τὸ δε ἐυαγγέλιον ἀπάρτισμά ἐστιν ἀφθαρσίας. Ibid., cap. 9.

For example, in one place he says that Christ was baptized by John, that he might fulfill all righteousness (Epist. ad Smyrn. n. 14 — Matt. 3); in another he recalls the Savior’s words that a tree is known by its fruit (Epist. ad Ephes. n. 13; Luke 6:44; Matt. ch. 12); in a third he repeats the Savior’s counsel: be wise as serpents, and innocent as doves (Epist. ad Polyc. n. 3; Matt. 10:16, and so forth).

Ότε δἐ τὀυς Ἀποστόλους, τὀυς μέλλοντας κηρύσσειν τὸ ἐυαγγέλλιον ἀυτοῦ ἐξελέξατο, ὅντας ὑπὲρ πάσαν ἀμαρτὶαν ἀνομωτέρους, ἵνα δέιξη, ὅτι ὀυκ ἤλθε καλὲσαι δικάιους, ἀλλὰ ἀμαρτωλούς ἐις μετάνοιαν. Epist. c. 5.

Παντὶ ἀιτδυντι σε δίδου. Ibid. c. 19.

Attendamus ergo, ne forte, sicut scriptum est: multi vocati, parvi electi, inveniamur. Ibid. cap. 4. We quote the words according to the ancient translation, because the first 4 chapters of this epistle have not come down to us in the original. It should be recalled that St. Barnabas was by birth a Jew, and the Jews used the expression as it is written only with reference to the sacred books of Scripture alone.

For example: Μάλιστα μεμνημένοι τῶν λόγων τοῦ Κυρίου Ἰησδυ, oὗς ἐλάλησε διδάσκων ὲπιείκειαν καὶ μακροθυμίαν. ὅυτως γὰρ εἷπεν' ἑλεεῖτε, ἵνα ελεηθῆτε, ἀφίετε, ΐνα ἀπεθῆ ὑμῖν... ᾧ μέτρῳ μετρεῖτε, ἐν ἀυτῷ μετρηθήσεται ὑμῖν. Epist. 1, cap. 13. — Luke 6:35-36. Or: μνήσθητε τῶν λόγων Ἰησδυ τοῦ Κυρίου ἡμῶν, εἷπε γὰρ' οὐαὶ τῷ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐκέινῳ, καλὸν ἧν ἀυτῷ, ἐι οὐκ ἐγεννήθη... ἣ ἔνα τῶν ἐκλεκτῶν μου σκανδαλίσαι, κρεῖττον ἧν ἀυτῶ περιτεθῆναι μύλον, καὶ καταποντισθήναι ἐις την θάλασσαν, ἣ ἕνα τῶν μικρῶν μου σκανδαλίσαι. Ibid. cap. 46. cf. Matt. 26:24; 18:6; Mark 9:42; Luke 17:2.

Cf., e.g., Epist. II, cap. 2, 3, 4, 6, 8, 9 with Matt. 9:21; 10:32; 7:21 and 23; Luke 13:37; Matt. 6:24; 16:26; Luke 16:12; Matt. 12:50.

Καὶ ἑτέρα δὲ γραφὴ λέγει' ὅτι ὀυκ ἧλθον καλέσαι δικαίους, ἀλλὰ ἁμαρτολὸυς. Epist. II, cap. 2.

Λέγει γὰρ ὁ Κύριος ἐν ἐυαγγελίῳ' ἐι τὸ μικρὸνὀυκ ἐτηρήσατε, τὸ μέγα τίς ὑμῖν δώσι; λέγω γὰρ ὑμῖν, ὅτι ὁ πιστός ἐν ἐλαχίστω, καὶ ἐν πολλῷ πιστός ἐστιν. cap. 8, — Luke 16:10; Matt. 25:21.

Lumperi Hist. Theologico-Critic. de vita, scriptis et doctrina S. Patrum… trium primorum saeculorum. Aug. Vindelic. 1783, pag. 1-3.

Jacobson. S. Clementis, S. Ignatii, S. Polycarpi, quae supersunt. Oxon. 1838, tom. I, p. 244-253 et tom. II, pag. 454-461.

Namely, up to 30 passages. See, in the above-mentioned edition of Jacobson, tom. II, pag. 597: Index S. Scripturarum, toto opere citatarum, and compare with this the passages we have enumerated in the other apostolic men whose writings are not included in Jacobson’s edition.

Up to eleven passages. See ibid.

Two passages: one in St. Polycarp, the other in St. Clement.

In St. Clement and Barnabas.

Papias speaks of Matthew and Mark; St. Polycarp—of all the Evangelists and Gospels.

The chief objections against the authenticity of the Gospels, and the refutations of these objections, may be read in the small book: Certitude des preuves du Christianisme ou réfutation de l’examen critique des Apologistes de la religion Chrétienne, par Bergier, Paris, 1838, chap. 1 et 11.

The Gospel of Matthew, though written in the Hebrew language, has come down to us only in Greek translation.

The best works in which these testimonies are gathered and surveyed are: 1) Pezron—Histoire Évangélique, confirmée par la Judaïque et la Romaine, included in vol. 27 of Cursus completi Sacrae Scripturae… Paris, 1843, and 2) William Paley—in German translation under the title: Übersicht und Prüfung die Beweise und Zeugnisse für das Christentum, mit einer Vorrede von Nösselt, Leipzig, 1792, th. II, cap. 6.

Antiqu. lib. XVIII, cap. II, sect. 2, cap. V, sect. 3. Also De bello Judaico, lib. II, cap. 20.

Antiqu. lib. XVII, cap. 8, sect. I, et cap. 13, sect. I; lib. XVIII, cap. 5, sect. 6, et cap. 6, sect. 1 et 4.

Heineccii Antiqu. jur. Rom. illustr. lib. IV, tit. 4, n. 1; cf. tit. 6, 14, and 16.

Productique onmes, virgisque caesi ac securi percussi… Tit. Liv. lib. XI, cap. 15; Joseph, de bello Jud. pag. 1247, edit. Huds.

Plutarch, de iis, qui sero puniuntur, pag. 554, Paris, 1624.

Svet. Domit. cap. 10; Cass. lib. IV; Joseph, de bello Jud. ibidem.

Eo pius, ut etiam vetus veterrimumque supplicium patibulum, et cruribus suffringendis, primus removerit. Aur. Vict. Ces. cap. 42.

De bell. Jud. lib. II, cap. 6 et 7, pag. 868-869, edit. Basil.

Philo, de legat. ad Cajum.

Justin, Epitome Trogi lib. XXXV, c. 3: Opes gentis ex lectigalibus opobalsami crevere…

Strabo lib. XVI, pag. 519, Cassab. 1587.

Ἔθος ἠν τoῖς Γαλιλάιοις ἐν τᾶις ἐωρταῖς ἐις τἠν ἱερὰν πόλιν παραγενομένοις ὀδέυειν διὰ τῆς Σαμαρίων χώρας, καὶ καθ' ὀδὸν ἀυτδις κώμης τῆς Ναι λεγομένης. Antiqu. lib. XX, cap. 6.

Harduin. Numm. antiqu. popul. et urb. illustr. pag. 340.

Vita Josephi Flav. p. 630, edit. Basil; de bello Jud. lib. VII, cap. 2.

Pellerin, Recueil des médailles tom. I-II.

Even Quintus Curtius and Titus Livy, as is known, are reproached for this. Livy, for instance, forgetting the difference of times and circumstances, confuses ancient geography with the new, and speaks of Sinuessa, Praeneste, and Arpi, calling them by the new names in use in his own time, whereas he ought to have called them Sinope, Argos-Hippium, and Stephania. In exactly the same way the deception of Philostratus, who described the life of the notorious Apollonius of Tyana, has been exposed. This biography, Philostratus assures us, he composed from the memoirs of Damis, Apollonius’s inseparable companion during his travels; and yet, at almost every step in his narrative, he contradicts the actual state, at that time, of the places where Apollonius and Damis traveled. Thus, he brings his hero to Babylon, and describes this city as great and flourishing, whereas at that time Babylon was nothing but a vast ruin and wasteland; he likewise depicts Sparta as a free city at a time when it lay under the yoke of the Romans (Vit. Apollon. Thyan. per Philostrat. Lemm. Sen. lib. I, c. 18 et lib. IV, c. 2).

Dio Xiphil. in vita Hadrian, pag. 266; H. Steph., edit. Wechel. p. 974.

See especially the above-cited testimony of St. Irenaeus on this point—Contra haeres. lib. III, c. XI, n. 7.

Quod poteris proferre scriptum, quod non ille, qui non vult credere, dicat esse confictum, si tanta Evangelii notitia venit in dubium? (Augustine, Contra Faustum. lib. XXII, cap. 79).

Contra haeres. lib. III, cap. 13, n. 3; cap. 14, n. 1.

Adversus Marcion. lib. V, cap. 2 et 3.

Fragment. Adumbrat. in prior. Petri epist., pag. 1007, edit. Potter.

For example, Origen (Epist. ad Africanum, n. 9), Eusebius (Histor. Eccles. lib. II, cap. 22), Jerome (Epist. 103 Paulin.), Chrysostom (Homil. in Acta).

Epist. I, ad Corinth, cap. 38, 30, 10.

“…credit Deo, et reputatum est illi ad justitiam, et amicus Dei vocatus est” (Adversus haeres. lib. IV, cap. 16).

Opp. Graec. tom. III, pag. 51.

Epist. II, 2; cf. 1 Pet. 1:5, 7.

1 Epist. II, 1; cf. 1 Pet. 5:5; 1 Epist. XVI, 7; cf. 1 Pet. 2:21.

Ignatius, ad Magnes. XIII, 2; cf. 1 Pet. 5:5.

In Eusebius, Church History, bk. III, ch. 39.

Polycarp, Epist. I, 3: cf. 1 Pet. 1:8; II, 1: cf. 1 Pet. 1:21; Polycarp, V, 5: cf. 1 Pet. 2:11.

Adversus haeres. lib. IV, cap. 9, n. 2 et cap. 16, n. 5; cf. Eusebius, Church History, bk. V, ch. 8.

Clement of Alexandria quotes almost the whole of this epistle under the name of the Apostle Peter, in various of his works, especially in the Stromata.

Tertullian, Scorpiac. cap. XII.

In Eusebius, Church History, bk. VI, ch. 25.

In Eusebius, Church History, bk. III, ch. 3, 25.

Justin, Dialogue with Trypho.

Irenaeus, Adversus haeres. lib. V, cap. 18 et 23.

All these testimonies may be seen in Calmet, De Vence, and other commentators on Holy Scripture.

Eusebius, Church History, bk. III, ch. 24.

See in Calmet or De Vence.

See in Calmet or De Vence.

Clement of Alexandria, Strom. lib. III, cap. 2 et Paedag. lib. III, cap. 8; Origen, Commentar. in Matth. XIII; Tertullian, De cult. foem. cap. 4; Epiphanius, Adversus haeres. lib. I, T. II, haer. 26 et caet.

For a proper thorough treatment, see in Hug—Einleitung in die Schriften des neuen Test. Theil II, seit. 201-450, Stuttg. 1821.

Ibid., seit. 521-568. In this same work, and also in Calmet, De Vence, and others, a satisfactory explanation may also be found for why certain of the New Testament books—namely the Epistle of James, the Second Epistle of Peter, the Second and Third Epistles of John, the Epistle of Jude, the Epistle of the Apostle Paul to the Hebrews, and the Apocalypse—were, by some, not received, or held to be doubtful, until a certain time.

Antiqu. lib. XXV, cap. 7, § 8.

Antiqu. lib. XII, cap. 10, § 6 and 7.

Antiqu. lib. XX, cap. 4, § 2.

Diogen. Laërt. in Epimedit. lib. I, § 110.

Pausan. Attic, lib. I et V.

Philostr. vita Apollon. Thyan. lib. VI, cap. 3.

Judaeos, impulsore Christo, assidue tumultuantes Roma expulit (Claudius). Sveton, in Claudio cap. 25.

This is chiefly Mill, who, after thirty years of labor, published the Greek text of the New Testament with variant readings at Oxford in 1707; also Wettstein (1751, 1752), Küster, and others.

All these variant readings, however numerous they may appear, concern, by the agreement of all critics, only spelling, word order and arrangement, pronunciation, grammatical errors, and the like, nowhere altering the actual sense of Scripture.

The autograph of St. Matthew still existed in the time of Origen and Jerome, according to their own testimony, and the autograph of St. John was preserved in the church of Ephesus in the time of Peter of Alexandria (4th century). See Peter of Alexandria, Tract. de Paschat.

Age, says Tertullian, qui voles curiositatem exercere in negotio salutis tuae, percurre ecclesias apostolicas, apud quae ipsae adhuc cathedrae apostolorum suis locis praesident; apud quas ipsae authenticae litterae eorum recitantur, sonantes vocem et repraesentantes faciem uniuscujusque (De praecaript. cap. 36).

Justin, Apolog. I, 67.

The bishop who delivered the homily was named Triphyllius; he altered the Savior’s word in the following text: take up your pallet and go (Mark 2:11), using in place of pallet another synonymous word which seemed to him more elegant; and the one who reproved him was St. Spyridon, bishop of Trimithus (Sozomen, Church History, bk. 1, ch. 2).

He even relates a case, similar to the one related by Sozomen, that occurred in the African church—how the people, upon hearing in Jerome’s translation the alteration of a single word found in the ancient Italic translation, became agitated and compelled the bishop to keep to the former translation. Epistol. 71 et 82.

Jerome himself clearly foresaw this, on undertaking his work, as is evident from his letter to Pope Damasus.

See St. Athanasius the Great’s 39th Festal Letter, and, in the Longer Christian Catechism published by the holy Synod, the article: On Holy Scripture.

Ότι δἐ ταῦτα ὅυτως ἔχει, τὸν κανόνα τῆς ἀλήθέιας, τὰς θέιας, φημὶ, γραφὰς κατοπτεύσωμεν. Epist. CXIV, lib. IV.

See his 39th Festal Letter, in the Book of the Canons of the Holy Apostles, the Holy Ecumenical and Local Councils, and the Holy Fathers, published by the holy Synod. The Greek word κανών signifies: a) a register, a catalogue of persons or things (see in Suicer, κανών, num. V, and κανονικός, num. III); b) a definition, an ordinance of the Church, for which reason all the canons of the Councils were commonly called κανόνες (ibid., κανών, num. III); and, most often of all, c) a fixed, unchanging rule, admitting neither addition nor subtraction (ibid., num. I). The sacred books are called canonical in all three of these senses, and not in any one alone: that is, they are so called, on the one hand, because they are entered in the register (κανών) of God-inspired books and entered there by the rules (κανών) of the Church; and, on the other hand, because they are received and set before the faithful by the Church as the rule of truth. The first is evident from the very name of these books in Greek — κανονιζόμενα, κεκανονισμένα, from κανονίζω, I enter in the register, I canonize…—and from Rufinus’s own words about these books: haec sunt, quae patres intra canonem concluserunt et ex quibus fidei nostrae assertiones constare voluerunt (in Exposit. Symboli); the last is evident from the words of St. Isidore of Pelusium, who, speaking in general of Holy Scripture, calls it κανόνα τῆς ἀληθείας (Epist. CXIV, lib. IV), and, in part, from St. Irenaeus, who likewise calls the Gospel by this name (Adv. haeres. lib. III, cap. II). But to reject the first sense of this word and confine oneself to the last alone, as the Protestants wish to do—that is, to say that the canonical books are called canonical solely because they contain, for Christians, a rule of faith and conduct—is entirely unjust: besides being contrary to the ancient ecclesiastical usage of the word canonical, one may ask: who, then, in that case, will point out to us these very books which we are to recognize as the rule of our conduct?

See this same 39th Festal Letter.

Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, bk. IV, ch. 17, p. 272, Moscow, 1844.—The non-canonical books, or those not brought into the canon, as St. Athanasius calls them, were otherwise called in antiquity ecclesiastical books, because they were read in the churches for the edification of catechumens and the faithful (Rufin. in exposit. Symboli, pag. 555). Among certain Christian teachers in the West (Jerome, in prolog. Galeat.) they were even called apocryphal (ἀπόκρυφος — hidden). But this name was not received in the Church, and under the name of apocryphal books, especially in the East, were properly understood only spurious books, put forth as sacred, or books that were indeed originally sacred but corrupted by heretics—such were the Gospels of Thomas, of Peter, of the Hebrews, and the like, as well as the Gospels of Basilides, Tatian, and others. This is the sense in which the word is used by Pope Gelasius (in Decreto apud Gratianum, distinct. XV), by Rufinus (in exposit. Symboli), but, what is most important for us, by St. Athanasius, in his Festal Letter, which the Orthodox Church receives as a canonical epistle. Here, having enumerated in detail which books of Holy Scripture are canonical and which non-canonical, the holy father concludes: “yet, beloved, besides these that are read” (that is, the non-canonical) “and those that are canonical, there is nowhere any mention of the apocryphal, but this is a device of the heretics, who write these at will, and assign and add to them a date, that, presenting them as though ancient, they may have the means to deceive the simple-minded by them” (Book of the Canons…). Consequently, there ought to be no mention whatsoever of apocryphal books among those that make up Holy Scripture.

See, in Part One, the article: The Internal Marks of the Divinity of the Old Testament Revelation (§§ 53-57).

Lib. 1 contra Apion., cap. 8.

De special. legibus, tom. II, pag. 343; cf. De praemiis et poenis, tom. II, pag. 417, also De monarchia, lib. I, tom. II, pag. 222, edit. Th. Mangey.

Γνόντα δὲ τὸ πραχθὲν φασί τὸν (Πέτρον) ἀποκαλύψαντος ἀυτῷ τοῦ πνεύματος (that is, that Mark, at the request of the Romans, wrote the Gospel), ἠσθῆναι τῆ τὸν ἀνδρῶν προθυμία, κυρῶσαι τε τὴν γραφὴν ἐις ἔντευξιν ταῖς κκλησίαις. Κλήμης ἐν ἔκτω τῶν ὑποτυπώσεων παρατέθειται τὴν ἱστορίαν' συνεπιμαρτυρεῖ δὲ ἀυτῷ καὶ ὁ ἱεραπολίτης ἐπίσκοπος ὀνόματι Παπιας. Eusebius, Histor. Eccles. lib. II, cap. 15.

Καὶ Λουχᾶς δέ ὁ ἀχόλουθος Παύλου, τὸ ὑπ' ἐχείνου κηρυσσόμενον ἐυαγγέλιον, ἐν βιβλίφ κατέθετο. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. lib. V, cap. 8.

Ἤγη δἐ Μάσκου καὶ Λουκᾶ τῶν κατ' αὐτῶν ἐυαγγελίων τὴν ἔκδοσιν πεποιημμένων, Ἰωάννην φασι τὸν πάντα χρόνον ἀγράφῳ κεχρημμένον κηρύγματι τέλος καὶ ἐπὶ τὴν γραφὴν ἐλθεῖν τοιᾶσδε χάριν ἀιτίας. τῶν προαναγραφέντων τριῶν ἐις πάντας ἤδη καὶ ἐις αὐτὸν διαδεδομμένων, ἀποδέζασθαι μὲν φασὶν, ἀληθέιαν αὐτοῖς ἐπιμαρτυρήσαντα. Eusebius, Histor. Eccl. lib. III, cap. 24.

Clement, I ad Corinth. cap. 45; Ignatius, ad Magnes.; Athenagoras, Legat. pro Christ.; Justin, Dialogue with Trypho, ch. 29, 33.

Theophilus, ad Autolic. lib. II, cap. 9; Irenaeus, Adver. haeres. lib. II, cap. 47; Origen, De princip. lib. IV, cap. 1; Gregory the Wonderworker, Serm. 2 de Annunt.; Tertullian, Adv. Hermog. cap. 22; Cyprian, lib. de oper. et eleemosyn.; Hilary, Psalm. 37.

Eusebius, Church History, bk. I, ch. 38; Basil the Great, on Ps. 59, n. 2; Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechetical Lectures IV; Gregory of Nyssa, Against Eunomius, bk. I, in Opp. t. II, p. 346, ed. Morel.; Chrysostom, on Genesis, homily 21.

See, in Part One, the article: The Internal Marks of the Divinity of the New Testament Revelation (§§ 91-94).

See the Longer Christian Catechism of the Orthodox, Catholic, Eastern Church, the article: On Holy Scripture in Particular.

Contra Apion. lib. I, § 8.

Their testimonies we shall see further on, in this same §.

Mischna, edit. de Surenhusius, tom. IV, pag. 409.

In his letter to Onesimus, where Melito enumerates these books, he first says the following: ἔτι δέ καὶ μαθεῖν τὴν τῶν παλαιῶν βιβλίων ἐβουλήθης ἀκρίβειαν, πόσα τὸν ἀριθμὸν καὶ ὁποῖα τὴν τάξιν ἕιεν, ἐσπούδασα τὸ τοιδυτο πρᾶξαι... ἀνελθὼν οὗν ἐις τὴν ἀνατολὴν, καὶ ἕως τοῦ τόπου γενόμενος ἔνθα ἐκηρύχθη, καὶ ἀκριβῶς μαθὼν τὰ τῆς παλαιᾶς διαθήκης βιβλία, ὑποτάξας ἔπεμψά σοι. Eusebius, Hist. Eccles. lib. IV, cap. 26.

In Eusebius, lib. IV, cap. 25.

Catechetical Lectures IV, ch. 35.

Church History, bk. IV, ch. 26.

See in the Book of the Canons—the Festal Letter, and in Khr. Cht. 1841, IV, pp. 216-218.

See in the Book of the Canons of the Holy Apostles, the Holy Ecumenical Councils, and…

Vid. De ponder. et mensuris cap. 4, cap. 23 et contra haeres. lib. I, cap. 8.

Hic prologus, scripturarum quasi galeatum principium, omnibus libris, quos de Haebreo vertimus in Latinum, convenire potest, ut scrire valeas, quidquid extra hos est, inter apocrypha esse ponendum. Sapientia, quae vulgo Salomonis inscribitur, et Jesu Sirach liber et Judith, et Tobias… non sunt in canone. Vid. Prolog. Galeat.

T. V. libri XXII… Quibusdam autem visum est, additis Tobia et Judith, XXIV libros, secundum numerum Graecarum litterarum, connumerare (Vid. Prolog. in librum Psalmorum pag. 241, in tom. IX. Patrolog. curs. complet. Paris, 1844).

In Exposit. Symboli pag. 557.

De sectis liber in X Actiones distributus, una cum aliis opusc. edit. Basil. 1578. Vid. Act. II, pag. 402.

See, in his Theology, the chapter On Scripture.

Chronologia tripartita, edit. ad calcem Chron. Evsebiani, Paris, 1652, pag. 312.

Confess. Eecles. Orient, cap. VII de Ecclesia.

See the Book of the Canons of the Holy Apostles, the Holy Councils, and the Holy Fathers.

Augustine, De doctrina Christ. lib. 2, cap. 8; Innocent, Epist. ad Exuperium, episcopum Toletanum; Gelasius, in concil. Romano, an. 494.

See in the Book of the Canons of the Holy Apostles… Council of Carthage, canon 33.

De civit. Dei lib. XVIII, cap. 36: scripsit, etsi Maccabaeorum libri inter scripturas, quae canonicae appelantur, non sint, et Judaei eos pro canonicis non habeant, attamen Ecclesia eos pro canonicis habere…

Lib. II contra Gaudentium, cap. 21 explicat, scripturam, quae apellatur Maccabaeorum, non habere Judaeos, sicut legem et prophetas et psalmos…, sed receptam ab Ecclesia non inutiliter, si sobrie legatur, vel audiatur.

This observation must be kept in mind also in the event that, among later Orthodox writers, or even among whole local Councils, all the books of Holy Scripture, both canonical and non-canonical, are called canonical without distinction. In this way, the teaching of individual teachers and Councils is easily reconciled with the teaching of the whole Orthodox Church, which clearly distinguishes between the two kinds of books.

It must be noted, however, that not all the non-canonical books are mentioned in the canon of the Council of Carthage; missing, for instance, are the Wisdom of Sirach and all the books of Maccabees, at least according to the Greek manuscripts of this Council, although they are said to be present in the Latin manuscripts (Thesaur. Sviceri — Μαχχαβᾶιος de lib. II Maccabaeorum).

In canonicis scripturis ecclesiarum catholicarum quam plurium auctoritatem sequatur Christianus. Tenebit itaque hunc modum in scripturis canonicis, ut eas, quae ab omnibus ecclesiis accipiantur, praeponat iis, quas quaedam non accipiunt; in iis vero, quae non accipiuntur ab omnibus, praeponat eas, quas plures gravioresque accipiunt, iis, quas pauciores minorisque auctoritatis ecclesiae tenent (Lib. II, de doctrin. Christ., cap. 8).

Contra Apion. lib. I, § 8.

Praeparat. Evangel. lib. XII, cap. 22, pag. 597. Paris, 1628.

See in more detail on this above, in the § on the authenticity of the remaining (post-Pentateuch) books of the Old Testament.

Among the testimonies we have enumerated concerning the 22 canonical books of the Old Testament, there is a slight discrepancy regarding—a) the Book of Baruch, b) the Epistle of Jeremiah, and c) the Book of Esther. The first two are reckoned among the canonical books in the lists of Origen, St. Cyril of Jerusalem, St. Athanasius, Hilary, the Council of Laodicea, and Nicephorus, Patriarch of Constantinople, but are not mentioned in the rest. But they are not mentioned, without doubt, because they were usually counted together with the book of the prophecy of Jeremiah, with which they were also joined under a single number, as all the lists in which they are mentioned show; and it is known that the teachers of the Church quite often quoted passages from the Book of Baruch under the name of Jeremiah (for instance, St. Chrysostom, Khr. Cht. 1832, XLVII—in his discussion that Jesus Christ is God, quotes the words of Baruch 3:36-38 under the name of Jeremiah; likewise blessed Augustine—De civit. Dei lib. XVIII, cap. 33; St. Ambrose, lib. I, De poenit. cap. 8; lib. III Hexaem., c. 14, et lib. 1 De fide, cap. 2; St. Basil the Great, lib. IV Contra Eunomium, and others). As for the Book of Esther, in the list of St. Athanasius, set forth in his Festal Letter, it is, for an unknown reason, assigned to the non-canonical books, and in the list of St. Gregory the Theologian it is omitted altogether, whereas in all the other lists it is counted as canonical: the voice of all the rest must, without doubt, settle the matter here. Yet even St. Athanasius himself, if he is indeed the author of the Synopsis ascribed to him, remarks here: “some of the ancients affirmed that the Jews, among the canonical books, also counted Esther, and, joining the Book of Ruth to the history of Judges, reckoned it as one book, and the Book of Esther as another, separate book; thus, in this case too, the number of canonical books was limited to 22.” A Brief Survey of Holy Scripture, in Khr. Cht. 1841, IV, pp. 218-219.

See in the Longer Christian Catechism, the article On Holy Scripture in Particular.

Eusebius, Church History, bk. VI, ch. 25.

Ibid., bk. III, ch. 25.

See in Khr. Cht. 1841, IV, 219-220.

Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. Lectures IV, 36; St. Amphilochius, see in the Book of the Canons…; Leontius of Byzantium, lib. de sectis, act. II; St. John of Damascus, bk. IV of the Theology, ch. 17.

See in the Book of the Canons of the Holy Apostles, the Holy Councils…

Rufinus, In exposit. Symboli; Augustine, De doctrina Christ. lib. II, cap. 8; Innocent, Epist. ad Exuperium, episcopum Toletanum; Gelasius, in concil. Rom., an. 464; Cassiodorus, De instit. Divin. Script. lib. II, cap. 13.

Muratorii Antiquit. Ital. maedii aevi tom. III.

For instance, even at the end of the 4th century, blessed Jerome wrote of the Epistle to the Hebrews: sed apud Romanos usque hodie Pauli non habetur (Vid. in Catal. scriptorum illustr., under the word: Caius).

Namely, of many Gospels—for instance, the Gospel of the Infancy of Christ, the Gospel of the Hebrews, the Gospel of Peter, and others; of many Acts of the Apostles, many epistles, and many Apocalypses. See Fabricii, Codex apocryphus Nov. Testam.

To these non-canonical books belong also certain passages found within the canonical books, such as: 1) the Prayer of Manasseh, at the end of the Second Book of Chronicles; 2) the passages, not marked by verse numbering in the Greek codices and in the Slavonic translation, in the Book of Esther; 3) the Song of the Three Youths in the third chapter of the Book of the Prophet Daniel, the story of Susanna in the thirteenth, and likewise of Bel and the Dragon in the fourteenth chapter of the same book.

Contra Apion. lib. I, §§ 7 et 8.

Proofs of all this are adduced by Joseph de Voisin in his Observat. in prooemium Pugionis fidei—Raymundi Martini, edit. Lipsiae 1687, pag. 125-129. Among the Jews, second-rank hagiographa was the name given to books that did not possess the importance of the hagiographa admitted into the canon and written by inspiration from the Holy Spirit, yet which were, in their view, written with the assistance of this same Spirit, only in a lesser degree.

Origen, Epist. ad Africanum n. 13, pag. 26, edit. Benedictin.

Bertholdt, Einleitung in die Schrift…, I, § 33, s. 97, 98.

See above, note 497.

Clement of Alexandria, Strom. lib. VI; Cyprian, De orat. Dominica.

In cap. II ad Roman, et homil. 27 in Numer.

Lib. de Tobia et lib. VI in Hexaemer.

Lib. II, de doctrin. Christ.

Clement of Rome, in Epist. I ad Corinth.; Tertullian, De monogam. cap. 17; Jerome, in praef. ad libr. Judith, where he remarks: “Synodus Nicaena in numero S. Scripturarum Judith legitur computasse”; Augustine, lib. II De doctrin. Christ., cap. 8.

Irenaeus — in Eusebius, Church History, bk. V, ch. 8; Clement of Alexandria, Strom. IV, V, VI; Origen, In Levit. homil. V, XII; Cyprian, De exhort. Martyr. I; Epiphanius, Haeres. 76; Hilary, Enarrat. in Psalm. 127.

As indeed the ancient heretics also did, according to the testimony of the teachers of the Church: Tertullian, De praescript. haeret. cap. XVIII; Irenaeus, Contra haeres. lib. I, cap. 20, n. 1; Basil the Great, on Genesis, homily V, n. 5; Augustine, Contra Adimant. cap. 13, n. 4.

Symbolique par Moehler tom. II, chap. 5, § 41, pag 40-42. Bruxel. 1838.

It is known that even the clearest passage of this kind (2 Tim. 3:16) is variously interpreted by those of wrong belief. See Rosenmüller on 2 Tim. 3:16.

“And the false wisdom of the heretics,” it is noted in the Encyclical of the Eastern Patriarchs on the Orthodox Faith, “receives the divine Scripture, but only distorts its meaning, making use of allegorical and equivocal expressions and the artifices of human wisdom, blending together what cannot be blended, and playing childishly with matters that admit no jesting. Had everyone taken to interpreting Scripture daily in his own way, the catholic Church, by the grace of Christ, would not have remained to this day the Church that she is—a Church which, being of one mind in the faith, believes always alike and unshakably—but would have split into countless factions, fallen into heresies, and, along with this, ceased to be the holy Church, the pillar and ground of the truth, becoming instead the church of the crafty, that is, the church of the heretics” (see art. 2). And, indeed, it is precisely from this very principle that all the heresies, ancient and modern, chiefly arose—each of which, as is known, invariably strives to base its errors upon certain texts of Holy Scripture, interpreting them in its own way. Omnes enim haeretici, blessed Augustine already remarked long ago, qui eas (scripturas) in auctoritate recipiunt, ipsas sibi videntur sectari, cum potius suos sectentur errores; ac per hoc, non quod eas contemnant, sed quod eas non intelligant, haeretici sunt (Epist. CXX ad Consentium, n. 13). And elsewhere: neque enim non omnes haeretici scripturas catholicas legunt, nec ob aliud haeretici, nisi quod eas non recte intelligentes, suas falsas opiniones contra earum veritatem, pertinaciter asserunt (De Genes. ad litter. lib. VII, cap. 9, n. 13).

We shall speak of him further on.

This is precisely why all heretics, too, invariably had recourse to Scripture, and said that their teaching was clearly set forth in it. Memento, writes Hilary, neminem haereticorum esse, qui se nunc non secundum Scripturas praedicare ea, quae blasphemat, mentiatur (Ad Constant. lib. II, n. 9). The same was written in their own time by St. Irenaeus (Adversus haeres. lib. V, cap. 21, n. 2), Tertullian (De praescript. cap. 17 et 38), Origen (De principiis lib. IV, n. 8), blessed Jerome (Adversus Luciferianos), Vincent of Lérins (Commonit. n. 2), and others. Cf. note 563.

It suffices, in this connection, to recall the teaching of the Lutherans, Calvinists, and Anabaptists on baptism.

See Moehler, Symbolique tom. II, §§ 59 and 84.

Τοῖς ἐρευνῶσι τὰς γραφὰς, says St. Chrysostom, χρεία τῆς ἄνωθεν αἴγλης, ἵνα καὶ εὕρωσι τὸ ζητούμενον, καὶ φυλάξωσι τὸ θηρώμενον (In Psalm. 119). The same is said by: St. Justin the Martyr (Dialog. cum Tryphon. n. 29, 30), St. Irenaeus (Adv. haer. II, 28, n. 3), blessed Theodoret on Hosea ch. 14, blessed Augustine on Psalm 126, and others.

See in the Longer Christian Catechism of the Orthodox Catholic Eastern Church, the article: On Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, and specifically the answer to the question: why is Tradition needed even now?

Many other, well-known, preliminary concepts concerning sacred Tradition, concerning the division of traditions into Apostolic, ecclesiastical, and patristic, and their further subdivision into dogmatic, historical, and ritual, and the like, may be found: 1) in The Rock of Faith, in the article: On Holy Tradition, and also 2) in Khr. Cht. 1829, XXXIV, 314, in the article: On Traditions as a Source of Religion.

Dialogue of a Priest with a Molokan on the Veneration of Holy Icons, in Khr. Cht. 1841, pt. III, pp. 113-114.

Adv. haer. III, 4, n. 1, 2, in Khr. Cht. 1838, II, 7-9.

Dialogue of a Priest with a Molokan, in Khr. Cht. 1841, pt. III, pp. 114-115.

Προύτρεπέ τε ἀπρὶξ ἒχεσθαι τῆς τῶν Ἀποστόλων παραδόσεως, ἣν ὑ ύπὲρ ασφαλέίας καὶ ἐγγράφως ἤδη μαρτυρόμενος διατυποῖσθαι ἀναγκᾶιον ἡγεῖτο. Eusebius, Histor. Eccles. III, cap. 36, edit. Vales.

Ταῦτα διδάξας ἀεἰ (Πολυκαρπος), says St. Irenaeus, ἃ καὶ παρὰ τῶν ἀποστόλων ἕμαθεν, ἅ καὶ ἡ ἐκκλησία παραδίδωσιν, ἅ καὶ μόνα ἐντὶν ἀληθῆ. See in Eusebius, H. E. lib. IV, c. 14, and cf. Irenaeus, Contra haeres. lib. III, cap. 3.

Eusebius, Church History, bk. IV, ch. 22.

Contra haeres. lib. III, cap. 3.

Ibid., cap. 2. “When we refer them” (the heretics), “he says, to the apostolic tradition, which is preserved in the churches through the succession of presbyters, they oppose the tradition”… and so forth.

De praescript. haereticorum. See especially cap. 19, 21, 27.

De prinsipiis lib. I, n. 2.

Cyprian, Epist. 63.

Haeres. 60, cap. 6.

See, in the newly published Kormchaia (Book of the Pilot), St. Basil, from ch. 27 of his book On the Holy Spirit, to blessed Amphilochius.

Ἐυτεῦθεν (2 Thess. 3:15) δῆλον, ὅτι ὀυ πάντα δἰ' επιστολῆς παρεδίδοσαν, αλλα καὶ ἀγράφως, ὁμοίως δὲ κακεῖνᾳ καὶ τᾶοτα 'εστιν ἀξιόπιστα, ὥστε καὶ τὴν παράδοσιν τῆς ἐκκλησίας 'αξιόπιστον ἡγώμεθα. παράδοσις 'εστι, μηδὲν πλέον ζητεῖ. In 2 Thess., homil. IV, n. 2.

A large number of them may be seen in The Rock of Faith, pt. III, from p. 19, ed. St. Petersburg, 1840.

Theodoret, Church History, bk. I, ch. 8; Athanasius, Epist. de decret. Nicen. Synod., n. 27.

Theodoret, Church History, bk. V, ch. 8, 9.

Acta concilior. Harduini tom. II, col. 1354 et seqq.

Ibid., tom. III, col. 450 et seqq.; Evagrius, Hist. Eccl. lib. II, cap. 18.

Canons 1 and 2.

Khr. Cht. 1838, II, 4.

See above, note 572.

Khr. Cht. 1838, II, pp. 4-5. Cf. Irenaeus, III, 3, n. 1-4; IV, 25, n. 2, 6; Tertullian, De praescr. haeret. c. 23; Cyprian, Epist. XXVII.

Augustine, Adversus Julian. lib. II, c. 10.

This is known of Papias (Eusebius, Church History, bk. III, ch. 39), Hegesippus (ibid., IV, 22), Pantaenus (VI, 13), Clement of Alexandria (V, 11; cf. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 1, n. 1), Origen, Eusebius, and others.

Many of these Creeds are collected in Bingham—Origin. Ecclesiast. vol. IV, lib. X, cap. 4—and also in Vetrinsky—in Monuments of Christian Antiquities, pt. IV, bk. 9, ch. 4.

See the article: On the Canons of the Holy Apostles, in Khr. Cht. 1841, III, p. 456.

Collections of them may be found: apud Asseman., Codex liturgicus Ecclesiae universae, Romae, 1749; Card. Bona, De rebus liturgicis…; Renaudot, Liturgiarum orientalium collectio, Paris, 1716—the latter counts as many as 50 Eastern liturgies alone.

Zaccaria, Dissertatio de liturgiarum in rebus Theologicis usu…, also Muratorius, De rebus liturgicis, and others.

Many of these acts are collected and published under the title Acta martyrum sincera, by Ruinart.

See apud Ruinart, in Praefat. generali in Acta martyrum sincera, § 1, n. 3, 4, 5.

More on the holy Fathers and their authority will be said later (§ 141).

It is justly held that even the ancient heretics themselves may be regarded as incorruptible witnesses to the true Apostolic tradition that existed in the Church. All these heretics generally held a twofold teaching: a) teaching condemned by the Church, for which she excommunicated them, and b) teaching not condemned by the Church, which they had borrowed from her while still her members, and carried away with them. The former obviously points, by contrast, to the true teaching then held in the Church; the latter, directly. If, for instance, the ancient Church condemned the Antitrinitarians, who denied the trinity of Persons in God, is this not a plain sign that she herself believed in this trinity?

Longer Catechism, the article: On Holy Tradition and Holy Scripture.

Rite of Orthodoxy, fol. 7 and 8 verso, Moscow, 1820.

Rite of Reception of Persons of Other Faiths, fol. 7 verso, Moscow, 1757.

Encyclical of the Eastern Patriarchs on the Orthodox Faith, art. 2.

Irenaeus, Adv. haer. III, 4, n. 1, in Khr. Cht. 1838, II, p. 7; cf. III, 3, n. 1.

Non alia agnoscenda erit traditio Apostolorum, quam quae hodie apud ipsorum ecclesias editur (Contra Marcion. 1, cap. 12). And here are other words of Tertullian’s, of a similar kind: constat, omnem doctrinam, quae cum illis ecclesiis Apostolicis matricibus et originalibus fidei conspiret, veritati deputandam, sine dubio tenentem, quod ecclesiae ab Apostolis, Apostoli a Christo, Christus a Deo accepit (De praescript. haer. cap. 21. See also Clement of Alexandria, Strom. I, lib., cap. 2).

Advers. Julian. lib. II, cap. 10.

Quod apud multos, unum invenitur, non est erratum, sed traditum (De praescript. cap. 82).

Vid. Commonitor. circa finem.

Khr. Cht. 1838, II, p. 7.

De Baptismo, Contra donatistas IV, cap. 24.

See the remarkable words on this passage of His Eminence Philaret, Metropolitan of Moscow, in his sermon at the consecration of the church of the Life-Giving Trinity in the Danilov Monastery in Moscow, delivered on September 13, 1838. This sermon sets forth the teaching on Tradition in general.

See in the Book of the Canons… St. Basil the Great, to Amphilochius, On the Holy Spirit.

See above, note 584.

In Eusebius, Church History, bk. VI, ch. 26.

These passages are indicated above, in notes 513 and 544.

Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. Lectures IV, 35; Eusebius, Church History, bk. III, ch. 25.

Basil the Great, ch. 27 of his epistle On the Holy Spirit, to Amphilochius.

Let us recall the sheer number of interpretations of the Savior’s words: this is my body… See in The Rock of Faith, pt. III, p. 96, St. Petersburg, 1840.

See the Longer Christian Catechism of the Orthodox Church, the article: On Holy Tradition and Holy Scripture.

Contra haeres. III, c. 2; IV, c. 63.

Strom. 1, 7.

Tract. in Matth. 29.

De princip. praef. n. 2.

Histor. Eccles. lib. II, c. 9.

Epist. 74.

That the word church is sometimes used in Holy Scripture to designate the order of pastors alone is evident from the Savior’s own words: if your brother sins against you, go and reprove him, between you and him alone; if he listens to you, you have gained your brother—but if he does not listen to you, take with you one or two more, that at the mouth of two or three witnesses every word may be established; and if he refuses to listen to them, tell it to the church; and if he refuses to listen even to the church, let him be to you as a pagan and a tax collector. For truly I say to you: whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven, and whatever you loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven (Matt. 18:15-19). These last words — truly I say to you: whatever you bind on earth shall be bound in heaven — directly attest that the Lord, by church, meant precisely those persons invested by Him with the authority to bind and to loose, exactly as, among the Jews, in a similar case, when the matter concerned the correction or punishment of someone, the church (Kahal, ἐκκλησία) properly meant the supreme council, or Sanhedrin, composed chiefly of priests and Levites. This is why St. Chrysostom, in his explanation of this passage, after the words tell it to the church, adds: that is, to her presiding elders, and further takes the words whatever you… as a continuation of this same thought, likewise referring it to the presiding elders of the Church (Homilies on the Gospel of Matthew, Russian translation, pt. III, p. 32). St. Cyprian, Augustine, Theophylact, and others explain this passage in the same way.

Clement of Rome, Epist. 1 ad Corinth. n. 1, 34, 47, 57; Ignatius, Epist. ad Smyrnens. n. 8; Epist. ad Magnes. n. 3, 6, 7.

Epist. 52 ad Antonianum et epist. ad Tapsos.

Serm. 32, in Works of the Holy Fathers, pp. 142-145.

Tom XI, 75 et tom. X, 548, Venet. 1741.

Ambrose, De officiis ministr. lib. II, cap. 24, n. 123; Jerome, Dialog. contra Luciferianos, cap. 4; Augustine, Contra epist. Parmeniani, lib. I, cap. 3, n. 5; Gregory the Great, Epist. 62 adversus im, Antioch. Episc.; cf. Epist. 63 ad ?hcodorei.

Valde enim et perfectos et irreprehensibiles in omnibus eos volebant esse, quos et successores relinquebant (apostoli), suum ipsorum locum magisterii tenentes. Irenaeus, Adv. haer. III, 3, n. 1. For more detail, see our Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, vol. II, § 172.

“One must obey the pastors who are in the Church, who have their succession from the Apostles, and who, by the good pleasure of the Father, together with the succession of the episcopate, have received the sure gift of truth (charisma veritatis certum)… Where the gifts of the Lord are found, there too one must learn the truth, that is, from those who have been set over the Church by succession from the Apostles, and in whom abides sound, blameless speech, and unadulterated, uncorrupted discourse (inadulteratum et incorruptibile sermonis). It is they who guard our faith in the one God who made all things, and who increase our love for the Son, who accomplished such benefits for us, and who rightly expound the Scriptures to us without danger (et scripturas sine periculo nobis exponunt)” (Irenaeus, Adv. haeres. IV, c. 26). And further: “the presiding elders of the Church, traversing the whole world, firmly guard the apostolic tradition and show us that all hold one and the same faith…, are guided by the same rules and the same law in church governance and ordinances… And thus the teaching of the Church is true and constant, because in her one path to salvation is shown to the whole world. For to her has been entrusted the light of God and the wisdom of God, through which she saves all” (Ibid., V, cap. 20, n. 1, in Khr. Cht. 1838, 1, 143).

“Just as in the body one part rules and, as it were, presides, while another is subject to rule and governance, so too in the churches has God ordained that some—for whom this is more profitable, being directed by word and deed toward their own duty—should remain the shepherded and the subject, while others, standing above the rest in virtue and nearness to God, should be pastors and teachers for the perfecting of the Church, and should stand in the same relation to the others as the soul to the body, and the mind to the soul, so that the two—the deficient and the abounding—being, like the members of a body, united and joined together into a single frame, bound and knit together by the bond of the Spirit, might present one body, perfect and truly worthy of Christ Himself, our Head” (Gregory the Theologian, Serm. 3, Works of the Holy Fathers, 1, 17-18. Cf. Serm. 32, ibid., III, 142-145).

Encyclical of the Patriarchs of the Eastern Catholic Church on the Orthodox Faith, art. 12.

Eusebius, on Ps. LXIV, 5; Ambrose, De Jacob. et vita beata, II, 5, n. 20; 7, n. 34. Other testimonies of these teachers may be seen in their commentaries on the words of the present text, and some we shall see further on in this same paragraph.

Epist. ad Ephes. cap. 17.

Contra haeres. lib. III, cap. 4, n. 1.

Ibid., III, c. 24, n. 1.

Ibid., V, 20, n. 1. Also worthy of note, for their forcefulness, are the words of another second-century writer, Tertullian: age nunc, he says, omnes ecclesiae erraverint; nullam respexerit Spiritus sanctus, uti eam in veritatem deduceret; ad hoc missus a Christo, ad hoc postulatus de Patre, ut esset doctor veritatis, neglexerit officium Dei villicus, Christi vicarius, sinens ecclesias aliter interim intelligere, aliter credere, quod ipse per Apostolos praedicabat. Et quid verisimile est, ut tot et tantae in una fide erraverint? (De praescript. c. 28).

In Matth. comment. ser. n. 47.

Cyprian, Epist. LXXIII ad Jubajanum, et Epist. LV.

Epist. De Ariana haer. ad Alex. Constantinopol. n. 12.

Epistol. 77 al. 55, ad S. Epiphanium, in Biblioth. Patrum. tom. V, pag. 858.

Ὅρος δὲ τὴν ἐκκλησίαν καὶ τὸ τῶν δογμάτων ἀκαταγώνιστον καλεῖ. In Jes. homil. II, n. 2.

In Ps. IX, n. 6.

Serm. de Pentec. cfr. homil. de captiv. Eutrop. 6.

Lib. 1, Epist. 238, p. 67. Paris, 1638.

In verba 1 ad Timoth. 3, 14. And elsewhere: Ipsa est ecclesia sancta, ecclesia una, ecclesia vera, ecclesia catholica, contra omnes haereses pugnans; pugnare potest, expugnari tamen non potest (Serm. 1 de symb. ad Cathec. с. VI, n. 15).

In Jes. lib. IV, Or. 2. Conf. in Sophon. n. XX; contra Nestor. ΙII, 1.

Clem. Alex. Strom, lib. VII, c. 17; Euseb. praepar. Evang. lib. 1, c. 3; Athanasius against the Arians. IV, n. 35; Basil on Ps. LIX, n. 4.

Spectat (ecclesia) aliorum naufragia, ipsa immobilis et exors periculi. Lib. 11 de Abrahamo cap. 3.

Epiphan. haeres. LXXV, n. 141.

Ex quo intelligimus, ecclesiam usque ad finem mundi concuti quidem persecutionibus, sed nequaquam posse subverti; tentari, non superari; et hoc fict, quia Dominus Deus omnipotens, sive Dominus Deus eius, id est, ecclesiae, se facturum esse pollicitus est, cuius promissio lex naturae est (Comment, in Amos. lib. ΙII, c. 9; cfr. in Isai. lib. XVII, c. 60).

Acts of the Archaeographic Commission, vol. 1, pp. 131–132.

Rozysk, p. 531, and The Rock of Faith, part III, pp. 32 and 88. St. Petersburg, 1840.

vid. Acta conc. Carthag.

Jerome. Epist. XXVII ad Marcellum.

Adversus haeres. lib. IV, cap. 43. See above, note 637.

Epist. 69, tom. 1, pag. 172.

Aguntur praeterea per Graecias illa certis in locis concilia ex universis ecclesiis, per quae altiora quaeque in commune tractantur et ipsa repraesentatio totius nominis Christiani magna veneratione celebratur. Lib. de jejun. cap. 13.

Illis temporibus, antequam plenarii concilii sententia, quid in hac re sequendum esset, totius ecclesiae consensu confirmasset, visum est ei (Cypriano) cum ferme octoginta cöepiscopis suis… et caet. De baptism. 1, c. 18, n. 28.

See the Book of Rules… on the first page.

Spiritus sancti testatur praesentiam congregatio sacerdotum. Certum est enim, quod legimus, quia non potest veritas mentiri, cuius in Evangelio ista sententia est: ubi duo vel tres congregati… Quod cum ita sit, si nec huic tam brevi numero Spiritus sanctus deest, quanto magis Eum nunc interesse credimus, quando in unum convenit tanta turba sanctorum? (P. Coelestin. Epist. ad patres Concil. Ephes.). Necesse est, quoties in nomine Domini eius famuli ad tractanda, quae sunt Ipsi placita, colliguntur, Sancti Spiritus non deesse praesentiam; ita enim Christi Dei et Salvatoris nostri mandata nos instruunt, quibus ait: ubi fuerint… (P. Vigil. Epist. ad Episcopos Galliae).

Epist. ad episcop. Afric., in Opp. t. 1, p. 891 et sq. ed. Maur.

Letter 110 to Cyriacus, in the Works of the Holy Fathers, X, 257.

Letter 221 to the clergy of Nicopolis, ibid., XI, 149.

Panegyric Homily on Athanasius the Great, ibid., 11, 187.

Epist. 32.

Epist. ad Anast. Alex, et epist. ad monach. Aegipt. contr. Nestorium.

And he continues: Nicaenum scilicet, Constantinopolitanum, Ephesinum, Chalcedonensë quia in his velut in quadrato lapide, sanctae fidei structura consurgit… quintum quoque concilium pariter veneror (Epist. 25, lib. 1, in Opp. Т. II, p. 515, ed. Maur.).

Alb. Fabric. Biblioth. Graec. vol. XI, pag. 166.

Concil. Chalcedon. Epist. ad papam Leonem. Vid. in Actis post finem III actionis; and also Concil. II Constantinopol. coll. octav., in tom. V concil., pag. 563.

Theodoret. Church Hist. bk. V, ch. 3.

The commemoration of the First Ecumenical Council is celebrated on the seventh Sunday after Pascha; the commemoration of the first six Ecumenical Councils, on July 16; the commemoration of the Seventh Ecumenical Council, on October 11.

Ode 6 of the canon to the Holy Fathers.

Ode 4 of the same canon.

Rite of Reception of Non-Orthodox, leaf 73, ed. 1757.

Rite of the Election and Ordination of Bishops, leaf 12, ed. 1825. The questions usually raised concerning the Ecumenical Councils are as follows: 1) Who has the right to convoke them? 2) Who holds definitive authority and power over them? 3) What are the essential conditions for a rightly or lawfully constituted Ecumenical Council? 4) How many Ecumenical Councils ought to be acknowledged? 5) In what, precisely, are they infallible? And 6) What weight do their infallible determinations carry—equal to Holy Scripture, or lesser? Some of these questions (indeed nearly all of them, more or less) may be resolved on the basis of what has been said above; others belong to the science of Canon Law; for the resolution of some, one may point to the detailed answers of Stefan Yavorsky in The Rock of Faith, part III, p. 59.

The Orthodox Confession, part 1, quest. 72.

Contra haeres. lib. I, cap. 10; cf. lib. III, cap. 2 et 4.

Lib. de praescr. haeres. cap. 21; cf. cap. 36.

Lib. IV ad Bonifac. contra duas Epistol. Pelagian, cap. 12.

Advers. haeres. lib. III, cap. 3.

“Polycarp, let us cite once more the words of St. Irenaeus, was not only a disciple of the Apostles and a man who conversed with many of those who had seen our Lord, but was also appointed by the Apostles as Bishop of the Church of Smyrna. And I myself knew him in my youth: for he lived long, and in deep old age ended his life with a glorious martyrdom. He taught what he himself had learned from the Apostles, which he also handed down to the Church, and all of it is true. To this all the churches of Asia bear witness, as do all those who have succeeded Polycarp even to this day”. Contra haeres. lib. III, cap. 3.

Concil. Ephes. pag. 332.

Concil. Ephes. pag. 379.

Theodoret. Church Hist. bk. V, ch. 9.

See the service for the Sunday of the Holy Fathers.

The Book of Rules… St. Petersburg, 1838, p. 3.

Collat. III, apud Gennad. pag. 317.

Ibid., p. 4.

Ibid., p. 5.

Defens anathem. 8, tom. II concil. Binii, pag. 457.

Commonit. cap. 1, § 2 et cap. 4.

“Here we have shown, he says, how this doctrine was handed down from Fathers to Fathers, as it were from hand to hand”. De Synod. Nicen. decret. n. 27.

See ch. 29, in the Works of the Holy Fathers, VII, 341–350.

“We have written, he says, a book against Nestorius, following everywhere the determinations of the holy Fathers”. Epist. ad Successum.

See, for example, his Dialogues between the Eranistes and the Orthodox, in Chr. Reading 1846, I. 62–75, 388–396.

Epist. CXLII ad Fortanat., n. 15. He repeats the same thought in Epist. LXXX, ad Hyeronim, n. 3; in lib. XI, cap. 5 contra Ezustum; in lib. VII, cap. 20 contra Donatist. Thus St. Ambrose reasons in Epist. 47, tom. III, pag. 152. Basil. 1527.

Wicent. Lerinens. Commonitoriam 1.

In general, when it comes to the Fathers of the Church and the use of their testimonies, one cannot but recommend the excellent work of this ancient writer, entitled: Commonitorium… It was most recently published in Theolog. Cursu completo, tom, 1, pag. 911–961. Paris, 1842.

See Rule 2 of the Council in Trullo.

See the system of any of them: Feyer, Liebermann, Perrone, etc.

See, for example, in the Dogmatic Theology of Archpriest Ternovsky, among the preliminary concepts on the properties of the true Church and the orthodoxy of the Eastern catholic Church.

See also, whichever one pleases, a system of Protestant theologians.

See the systems of Orthodox Theology: Archimandrite Iakinf Karpinsky (pag. 168, Lipsiae, 1786), Bishop Irenei Falkovsky (tom. II, pag. 150–151, Mosquae, 1802), Hieromonk Juvenaly (part 3, p. 47. Moscow, 1806), Bishop Theophylact (par. I, pag. 333–334, Petrop. 1818), and especially the Orthodox Teaching, or Christian Theology of Metropolitan Platon (p. 54, St. Petersburg, 1701), and the Dialogues between an Inquirer and one Assured concerning the Orthodoxy of the Eastern Church of Metropolitan Filaret (p. 59 and following. Moscow, 1833).

For example, among the Roman Catholics, in explaining the doctrine of the unity of the Church, the concept of the pope as head of the Church is regarded as absolutely essential, just as it is in explaining the other properties as well. But we exclude this concept entirely.

“The holy Fathers assembled at Constantinople have determined: let the Creed of the three hundred and eighty Fathers who were at the Council in Nicaea, which is in Bithynia, not be set aside, but let it remain unaltered”. Rule 1 of the Second Ecumenical Council. “By the grace of God we determine: keep inviolate, safe from innovations and alterations, the faith handed down to us by the eyewitnesses and ministers of the Word, the God-chosen Apostles; and likewise by the three hundred and eighty holy and blessed Fathers who assembled at Nicaea, in the days of Constantine our emperor, against the impious Arius… Likewise we hold the confession of faith proclaimed, in the days of the great Theodosius our emperor, by the hundred and fifty holy Fathers who assembled in this reigning city; we accept their pronouncements concerning the Holy Spirit, and we reject the impious Macedonius, together with the former enemies of the truth… Likewise, the teaching set forth by the two hundred God-bearing Fathers who assembled for the first time in the city of Ephesus, in the days of Theodosius, son of Arcadius, our emperor, we seal with our assent as an indestructible bulwark of piety… We also orthodoxly affirm the confession of faith inscribed by the six hundred and thirty God-chosen Fathers in the provincial city of Chalcedon, in the days of Marcian our emperor. And further, we acknowledge the pious utterances, spoken by the Spirit, of the hundred and sixty-five God-bearing Fathers who assembled in this reigning city, in the days of Justinian, our emperor of blessed memory, and we teach them to our descendants… And recently, in the days of our emperor Constantine, of blessed memory, we again bind ourselves to keep inviolate the confession of faith of the Sixth Council that convened in this reigning city… In short, we decree that the faith of all the men glorified in the Church of God, who were lights in the world, holding fast the word of life, be kept firm, and remain unshaken until the end of the age, together with their God-delivered writings and dogmas… And if anyone among all does not hold and accept the aforesaid dogmas of piety, and does not so think and preach, but attempts to go against them: let him be anathema”. VI Ecumenical Council, Rule 1. “After this (the Nicene Creed) had been read, the holy Council determined: let no one be permitted to utter, or write, or compose another faith besides that defined by the holy Fathers who assembled with the Holy Spirit in the city of Nicaea. And those who dare to compose another faith, or to present or propose it to those wishing to turn to the knowledge of the truth, whether from paganism, or from Judaism, or from any heresy whatsoever: such persons, if they are Bishops or belong to the clergy, let them be deprived—Bishops of their bishopric, and clerics of their clergy; and if they are laymen, let them be delivered to anathema”. Rule 7 of the Third Ecumenical Council. “Let no one be permitted to alter or set aside the above-mentioned rules (of the holy Ecumenical and local Councils and the holy Fathers), or to accept, besides the rules here set forth, any others composed under false inscriptions by certain persons who have dared to traffic in the truth. And if anyone is found to have attempted to alter or pervert any of the aforesaid rules: he shall be liable to undergo, for that rule, the penance which it itself prescribes, and through it he shall be healed of that in which he stumbled”. Rule 2 of the Sixth Ecumenical Council. See also Rule 1 of the Seventh Ecumenical Council, and Rule 2 of the Council of Carthage.

See, in the preceding note, Rule 1 of the Sixth Ecumenical Council.

See in the Laurentian Chronicle, pp. 77–81, Moscow, 1824, and in Sunday Readings, year IV, p. 231.

Sunday Readings, V, 17–21.

Sunday Readings, V, pp. 414–415.

See the Collection of State Charters—Rumyantsev, vol. III, p. 196. Other similar confessions may be seen in the Acts of the Archaeographic Expedition, for example, vol. 1, p. 161, and in the Acts of the Archaeographic Commission.

Acta et scripta Theolog. Wirtemberg. et Patriarch. Jerem.. p. 57, Wirtemb, 1584, in Chr. Reading 1844, IV.

The Tsar’s and Patriarchal Charters on the Establishment of the Holy Synod, with an Exposition of the Orthodox Confession, pp. 18–19. St. Petersburg, 1838.

Rite of Reception of Non-Orthodox, leaf 78, Moscow, 1757.

Part 1, answer to quest. 5.

Ibid., answer to quest. 72.

For example, Walters—Kirchenrecht… seit,. 332, Auslag. 7.

The title catholic and apostolic our Church appropriates to itself, for example, in the very title-page of its Orthodox Confession…, while it calls itself one, holy, conciliar, and apostolic in the title-pages of the Rites for Receiving Adult Converts from the Jews and from the Saracens, and the like.

“Strive to hold and keep, both in doctrine and in confession, only that faith which is now taught to you by the Church”, commands St. Cyril of Jerusalem (Catech. Lect. V, sec. 12, p. 94, in the Russian translation). Cf. notes 642, 645, and others.

See The Orthodox Confession, Part 1, answer to question 96.

Contra Epist. Manichaei c. V; cf. Contra Faust. X, 5. Or take these words of St. Cyril of Jerusalem: “Diligently inquire of the Church which are the books of the Old Testament and which of the New… Occupy yourself only with those which we read safely even in the Church. Far wiser than you were the Apostles and the ancient bishops, the presidents of the Church, who handed down these books. But you, being a son of the Church, do not alter her laws” (Catechetical Lecture IV, sec. 53, 35, pp. 80–81).

Rite of Reception of Non-Orthodox, leaf 14 verso and 46, ed. 1757.

Epistle on the Orthodox Faith, art. 2.

Rite of Reception of Non-Orthodox, leaf 71 verso, ed. 1757. Worthy of note here are the words of Vincent of Lérins: Multum necesse est propter tantos tam varii erroris antractus, ut propheticae et apostolicae interpretationis linea secundum ecclesiastici et catholici sensus normam dirigatur. In ipsa item catholica ecclesia magnopere curandum est, ut id teneamus, quod ubique, quod ab omnibus creditum est. Hoc enim vere proprieque catholicum (Commonitor. cap. 2). The same thought is expressed by: Tertullian (de praescr. haeret. с. 19); Augustine (de utilit. cred. с. 18, n. 36).

Menaion for July, leaf 140 verso, ed. 1837.

Metrophanes Kritopoulos, formerly Patriarch of Alexandria in the seventeenth century, discourses very well on this subject—that is, on the Church’s interpretation both of Holy Scripture and of Holy Tradition—in his book: Confessio Catholicae et Apostolicae in Oriente Ecclesiae, cap. VII et XIV, pag. 82, 84 et 122, edit. Helmstadii.

Homily on Lazarus III, sec. 2, 3, in the Works of St. Chrysostom, vol. I, pp. 78–84, St. Petersburg, 1848; cf. in Coloss, homil. IX, n. 1; on the Gospel of Matt., Homily II, n. 5, 6.

St. John of Damascus, An Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, p. 270. Moscow, 1844. In general, this thought is repeated by very many of the ancient teachers of the Church. See, e.g., Basil the Great’s homilies on Ps. 1, in the Works of the Holy Fathers, V, 171; Letter 2 to Gregory the Theologian, ibid., X, 9–10; Cyril of Jerusalem, Catech. Lect. IV, sec. 33, 35–36; Theodoret, Serm. V in tom. IV, p. 555–556 et serm. VIII, pag. 591; Eusebius. praepar. Evang. lib. XII, p. 337; Isidore of Pelusium. Epist. XIV, in lib. I, p. 8.

Omnis sermo ei constabit, si et scripturas diligenter legerit apud eos, qui in ecclesia sunt presbyteri, apud quos est apostolica doctrina, quemadmodum demonstravimus (Iren. adv. haeres. IV, 32, n. 1; cfr. IV, 26, n. 2. 5).

“Do you not understand what is contained there (in Scripture)? … Read what is unclear and hard to understand several times over. And if, even with constant reading, you are unable to grasp what is being said—go to one wiser than yourself, go to a teacher. Confer with him about what has been said, show great diligence, and God, seeing that you have applied such effort, will not disdain your unwearied care” (Homily on Lazarus III, sec. 3, p. 85, in the Russian translation).

Origen. adv. Cels. 1, 48; in Lev. homil. IV; Gregory the Theologian. Oration III, in the Works of the Holy Fathers, 1, 45–46 (Oration 32, ibid., ΙII, 162; Basil the Great, Rules Briefly Stated, answer to question 235, ibid., IX, 327; Tertull. de praescr.haeret. cap. 14; Augustine, de doctrina christ. 1, 39, n. 45.

All these confessional definitions are usually printed in the Kormchaia Book, published most recently by the Holy Synod under the title: The Book of Rules of the Holy Apostles, of the Holy Ecumenical and Local Councils, and of the Holy Fathers.

The former is usually printed together with The Orthodox Confession of the Catholic and Apostolic Eastern Church; the latter, with the Followed Psalter.

A fairly detailed study of this book was published in Chr. Reading 1844, II, pp. 223–267.

“We have found, they say, that this book agrees in every respect with the dogmas of the Church of Christ and with the sacred canons, and that there is nothing in it contrary to the Church—and by the common judgment of the Synod we determine: let every pious and Orthodox Christian, a member of the Eastern Apostolic Church, read this book and not reject it” (See the Charter of Parthenius, printed together with The Orthodox Confession). A similar testimony was later given also by Nektarios, Patriarch of Jerusalem: “in this book, though briefly, the true doctrine is set forth no less clearly, as its very title shows you; for it is called—The Orthodox Confession, that is, of the Greeks, a confession right and pure, having in it not the slightest admixture from the novelties of any other confessions” (See the Charter of Nektarios, ibid.).

“It has been received, and is received, by the whole Eastern Church in general”—thus testified the Council of Jerusalem pastors, held in 1672 under the presidency of Dositheos, Patriarch of Jerusalem. The same was testified also by Dionysius, Patriarch of Constantinople, a contemporary of Dositheos (see Johan. Aimont.—Monuments authentiques de la religion des Grecs, ed. 1708, pag. 483), and by the new Council of Eastern pastors, held in 1691 (Heineccii — Abbildung der alten und neuen Grieche Kirchen, 1771, see the appendix).

In 1837, by determination of the Holy Synod, up to 30,000 copies of this book were printed at once, to supply all the churches of the Empire with it. In 1841 there followed already the twelfth edition of this book.

The Commission introduced the teaching of The Orthodox Confession in the lower division of the Seminary in 1838, for the purpose—as stated in the rules for the Seminaries issued by it at that same time—that by means of this book the details of theological doctrine should be checked also in the upper division.

In 1840 the Holy Synod confirmed the teaching of The Orthodox Confession in the Seminaries, in the general schedule of subjects of instruction for the Seminaries. In 1845, on the 28/31st of March, it decreed: “For the teaching of the Catechetical doctrine according to the book The Orthodox Confession…, one additional weekly class is to be added in the lower division of the Seminaries…, charging the instructors with the unfailing duty: first, to explain and impress upon the students, with satisfactory thoroughness and precision, all the truths contained in The Orthodox Confession, correlating their explanations—beyond the Synodal Catechism—with the Encyclical of the Eastern Patriarchs on the Orthodox Faith and, as far as possible, with the liturgical books of the Orthodox Church. And second, in each class without fail to require of the students a strict accounting of what was taught them in the previous class”. In that same year, 1845, as stated in a paper from the Ecclesiastical-Educational Administration to all the Academy and Seminary Boards—“The Holy Synod, bearing in mind that the book: The Orthodox Confession… has been placed among the subjects of instruction in the Seminaries for the express purpose that all the details of theological doctrine should be checked by it, by determination of the 8th of August has resolved: to charge all Seminary Boards with the duty that they… adopt as a rule, upon the students’ passing into the upper division, immediately before the start of the Theological courses, to review anew the aforementioned book”..

See The Tsar’s and Patriarchal Charters on the Establishment of the Holy Synod, with an Exposition of the Orthodox Confession of the Eastern Catholic Church. St. Petersburg, 1838.

Here are the words of a paper from the Ecclesiastical-Educational Administration under the Holy Synod to the Academy and Seminary Boards on this occasion, dated August 28, 1845: “The Holy Synod, taking into consideration that the Tsar’s Charter and the Patriarchal Charters on the Establishment of the Holy All-Russian Synod, with an Exposition of the Orthodox Confession of the Eastern Catholic Church, issued by its order, is, on account of its importance in relation to the dogmas of the Orthodox faith and of the Church, and especially to the Russian hierarchy, exceedingly useful and even necessary for the Ecclesiastical students, both in the course of their Theological studies and afterward upon entering priestly positions, by determination of the 25/31st of the past July has resolved to supply this book gratis to all Seminary students upon their transfer from the middle division to the upper, on condition that, upon completion of the course and departure from the Seminary, they retain this book for their permanent use…”

In general it must be remembered that a symbolic book of any Church can be called such only if it is an Exposition of the faith issued in the name of all the ruling hierarchs of that Church, and, consequently, in the name of the whole Church, and by no means the confession of any private believer, or even of a hierarch, however renowned he may be. And for this reason foreign theologians err when they number among the symbolic books of the Eastern Church, for example, the Confession of the Orthodox Faith of Gennadius, Patriarch of Constantinople, although it is, indeed, Orthodox, and has its own relative importance. Or the Confession of the Orthodox Faith (more detailed, but not free of certain errors in the doctrine of the sacraments) of Metrophanes Kritopoulos, who later became Patriarch of Alexandria. Or the Confession of Faith (thoroughly Calvinist) known under the name of Cyril Lucaris, Patriarch of Constantinople, but in no way actually belonging to him (as Kimmel recently did, publishing a book under the title: Libri Symbolici Ecclesiae Orientalis, Jenae, 1843)
Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology

Est (Theologia) scientia, qua fides saluberrima, quae ad beatitatem veram ducit, gignitur, nutriur, defenditur, roboratur.

Augustin.,de Trinit. lib. XIV, cap. 1.

§ 152. On the Different Methods of Studying the Christian Faith, and the Division of This Part

The Christian faith, which forms the subject of Orthodox Theology, is always one and the same in its essence; its sources, that is, Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, in which the doctrine concerning it is contained, are likewise always unchanging in themselves. But the manner (method) of studying the Christian faith on the basis of these sources may be various. One may study it, first, directly from Holy Scripture (under the Church’s guidance, of course), studying it in the very order in which the sacred books follow one another, and in which all the most detailed truths of Divine revelation are set forth in them: this is the biblical method of study. One may study it, second, from the writings of the holy Fathers of the Church, as the chief custodians of Holy Tradition, following the chronological order in which these writings arose: this is the patristic, or Fatherly, method of study. One may study it, third, from those confessions or catechisms which the Church offers as a pattern of sound words, and in the order in which the truths of the faith are set forth in them: this is the catechetical750 method of study. Finally, one may study the Christian Faith systematically. Intending to set forth in greater detail the concept of this last method of studying the Christian faith, which alone raises Theology to the rank of a science, we shall first speak of the system of Orthodox Theology in general, and then of the constituent parts of this system in particular.

SECTION I. ON THE SYSTEM OF ORTHODOX THEOLOGY IN GENERAL

I. THE CHARACTER OF THE SYSTEM OF ORTHODOX THEOLOGY

§ 153. The Concept of It

By the name of the system of Orthodox Theology (in keeping with the generally accepted notion of a system) one must understand that manner of setting forth the truths of the Orthodox Christian faith by which they would present a single harmonious whole, as it were one living and complete organism. For this, the system of Orthodox Theology is required:

a) to have a single beginning: one general, root truth (idea), which would embrace the whole subject of the science, contain within itself, as in a seed, all its parts, and then, once these parts have been drawn out, permeate and enliven them, as the soul enlivens all the members of the body;

b) that from this beginning all the parts or branches of the science be derived in the most precise, logical manner, each set in its own place and in the most correct and close connection with one another;

c) finally, that even within each of these branches all the detailed truths be developed with strict logical consistency, so that each branch presents a distinct system (science) within the general system of Theology, while the complete system of Theology contains under itself a harmonious totality of theological sciences.

From this it already follows of itself:

§ 154. The Distinction of This Method of Studying the Christian Faith from the Other Methods, and Its Relative Merit

The distinction consists in this, that with the systematic method of study, all information about the Christian Faith is artificially subsumed under a single beginning, and then derived from it and unfolded in strict, consecutive order; whereas with the other methods no such artificial construction of the truths takes place: on the contrary, with the biblical method, the study of the Christian faith follows the order in which the books of Holy Scripture are arranged, and all the separate truths within these books; with the patristic method, the chronological order of the works of the holy Fathers and teachers of the Church; with the catechetical method, the order in which Christian doctrine is set forth in the catechisms, that is, the order of the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, the teaching on the Beatitudes, and the Decalogue. In all these methods there is, evidently, an order of their own, but not a systematic one.

And the relative merit of the systematic presentation of Christian truths is this, that by this method they can be studied and assimilated:

a) Far more quickly and with greater ease than by the biblical and patristic methods. Whereas in the Bible and in the patristic writings the same truths are repeated several times, in different books, and are unfolded in different places within these books, now from one side, now from another—in a system they are gathered together and arranged in such an order that one either reinforces or clarifies another. Whereas in the Bible and the patristic writings truths belonging to one subject are quite often considered together with truths of another kind—dogmatic truths together with historical or moral ones, and so on—in a system the truths are arranged by class. Truths of the same kind are separated from those of a different kind; both are considered apart, though in living connection with one another. And as a consequence of all this, what is set forth in the Bible and the patristic writings very expansively and in complex fashion is presented in a system in a more condensed and distinct form.

b) With greater fullness and thoroughness than by the catechetical method. For in the catechisms only the rudiments of Christian doctrine are offered; the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, the teaching on the Beatitudes, and the Ten Commandments are explained, and moreover in brief fashion. This is why Christian doctrine in this form is taught only to children and to the uneducated. Whereas in a system the truths of the Christian faith are considered in their entirety and in their full scope, with due detail, with all their proofs and clarifications.

c) With greater clarity and distinctness than by all the other methods. This follows from the very nature of a system, in which the truths, being correctly distributed by class, are set forth in as strict an order as possible, with full distinctness in their details and proofs and with the greatest possible precision in the style itself.

It must be noted, however, that the systematic method of studying the Christian faith can possess all the aforementioned advantages over the other methods only for people who are fairly educated and accustomed to consecutive thinking; whereas for uneducated or poorly educated people, and in general for those of undeveloped understanding, it is extremely difficult and almost inaccessible. For this reason it is employed only in schools, and moreover for students already prepared to attend a course of Theology—especially for students of the Ecclesiastical schools who are preparing to become teachers of the faith, and who therefore need, within the brief span of their education, to furnish themselves with the most satisfactory possible knowledge of the Christian Faith for their future ministry. But outside the school, and for believers in general, among whom are people of every degree of education, but predominantly the poorly educated and the wholly uneducated, the systematic method of setting forth and teaching the Christian faith is unsuitable. On the contrary, all the other, non-systematic methods—biblical, patristic, and catechetical—are incomparably simpler, more accessible, and easier, and are therefore preferred to the systematic one. In a word: the systematic method is good and advantageous only for some who are fairly educated, and is even comparatively more advantageous than the other methods for them—whereas these other methods are equally good and useful for everyone, both the educated and the uneducated751.

§ 155. The Distinction of the System of Orthodox Theology from Other Systems

Being thus distinguished from the other methods of studying the Christian faith, the system of Orthodox Theology is also distinguished from other systems by certain peculiarities of its own.

The first peculiarity is that this system cannot be a strict system in all its parts. The truths of the Christian faith, though they pertain to a single subject, are highly diverse among themselves: some of them are accessible to the human mind, others are partly accessible and partly not. Still others are not accessible at all; among them there are dogmatic truths and moral ones, historical and experiential ones, theoretical and supra-experiential ones, and there are, as it were, mixed ones. And therefore, although they can be subsumed under a single beginning, they cannot be developed from this beginning in all their details with full logical consistency. Not all of them can be placed in a living, inner connection with one another, but must often be held together only by an external connection. This is why Orthodox Theology belongs among the sciences that are not strictly systematic.

The second peculiarity, which distinguishes the system of Orthodox Theology not merely from some but from all systems, is this, that in this system the activity of the human mind can by no means be admitted to the extent to which it is admitted in the others. In the other sciences the mind is complete master: having as its subject truths accessible to it, it disposes of them entirely at its own discretion, appropriates them to itself, tests them by its own principles, gives them this or that form, and then constructs systems as it were out of itself. In Orthodox Theology this cannot be, because here, besides truths comprehensible to reason, there are truths which are little or not at all comprehensible to it, which, consequently, it is neither able nor entitled to test by its own principles. It is not entitled to alter them according to any considerations of its own, in order to fit them more conveniently into this or that systematic form. Its task here is to accept the incomprehensible truths just as the faith delivers them to it, and, without touching their inner content, to concern itself only with their outward arrangement, as harmonious and consistent as possible. That is, the mind, even in Orthodox Theology, is the same kind of architect as in the other sciences. But here it has no right to work certain materials according to its own discretion; rather it must lay them into the building in their natural, unchanged form, though it is still within its power to place them in this or that part of the building, wherever it finds best.

§ 156. The Changeability and Perfectibility of the System of Orthodox Theology, and Its Constant Law

As a work of the human mind, the system of Orthodox Theology can change, although the subject of Theology—the Christian faith, as Divine revelation—is unchangeable in its essence. This changeability can depend:

a) On the character of the particular minds that happen to compose the theological system. Naturally, a clearer, more consistent, and more thorough mind can compose both a better plan for this system and unfold within it all the detailed truths better than a less perfect mind can.

b) On the difference of the points of view from which one and the same subject of Orthodox Theology may be considered. This subject is exceedingly vast and many-sided. And accordingly, from whatever point we regard it, some of its sides will necessarily present themselves to us in a brighter light, others in a dimmer one, and still others as it were in shadow. Hence it happens that in some systems of Theology a certain part is set forth more fully, in others a different part, and what in some occupies a small treatise or chapter appears in others quite often as a distinct theological science.

c) On the difference of the purposes for which the system of Theology is composed. The system composed for teaching students in the secondary ecclesiastical institutions should, without doubt, have neither such fullness in its overall composition nor such extensiveness in its details as are appropriate to a system taught in the higher ecclesiastical institutions: for both the age of the students and the purposes of these institutions differ from one another.

d) Finally, on the circumstances of the times. In different times there arise different moral needs, and different errors concerning the faith prevail. In keeping with these needs, and in refutation of these errors, the system of Theology may expressly expand some of its parts, abridge others, and give still others a new form and direction.

Subject to change, the system of Orthodox Theology is likewise subject to perfectibility, although the Christian faith, the subject of Theology, is not perfectible in its essence. One system may be distinguished by greater fullness, greater correctness in the division of its parts, greater rigor, clarity, and thoroughness in the unfolding of the particular truths, than another. And although one cannot expect a theological system perfect in every respect, since it is a work of the human mind, which can never be free of certain defects—nevertheless, to strive that the system of Theology, from time to time, become more perfected, especially in the higher ecclesiastical educational institutions, and correspond more fully to the needs and purpose of the students, is the duty of the teachers of this science.

One must only remember that, amid all this changeability and perfectibility of the theological system, there is one unchanging law to which it must constantly be subject, and which may be expressed in the following three rules:

1) As a system, it must unswervingly conform, so far as possible given the nature of its subject, to the general conditions of a system which logic prescribes.

2) As a system of Christian Theology, it must unswervingly conform to the essence of the Christian faith, granted to us by God Himself in a supernatural manner. And therefore it must draw its doctrine concerning it only from pure, Divine sources—Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition—and must firmly remember and respect the character of its truths, of which some are accessible to the human mind and others are not.

3) As a system of Orthodox Theology, it must unswervingly conform to the positive doctrine of the Orthodox Church and take her as its chief guide in the unfolding of all theological truths.

Should any one of these three rules be violated, and still more all of them, the system of Orthodox Theology will already have become unworthy of its name.

II. CONDITIONS NECESSARY FOR SUCCESS IN THE SYSTEMATIC STUDY OF ORTHODOX THEOLOGY

§ 157. Division

We have noted (§ 154) that the systematic method of studying the Christian faith can be especially useful only for some, and is employed only in schools. But even here, for this to succeed, the fulfillment of certain necessary conditions is required on the part of the students. These conditions concern:

a) the qualities of the students,

b) the range of preparatory sciences for attending a course in the system of Theology, and

c) the actual study of Theology itself.

§ 158. The Qualities of the Students

The qualities necessary in students for the successful study of the theological system are of two kinds—intellectual and moral—and are, in general, almost the very same as are required for the study of any other science, with a few particular features corresponding to the Christian Faith, the subject of Theology.

These intellectual qualities consist in the student —

a) possessing a mind not only sound by nature, but also already sufficiently developed and trained in consecutive thinking: otherwise the student will not be able to follow the gradual unfolding of the theological system, weigh and assimilate the truths presented to him, and distinguish them from errors;

b) possessing, at the very least, a not-weak memory, capable of receiving and retaining the knowledge imparted to it, and then reproducing it, on demand, for comparison with newly acquired knowledge;

c) not being steeped in any prejudices contrary to the Christian Faith, nor infected with a spirit of free-thinking or skepticism: for either of these would be a constant obstacle to the student on the path he has chosen.

Among the moral qualities necessary in one studying the theological sciences are:

a) a love of truth and of knowledge in general, a sincere and constant love, which would animate and sustain him in his difficult labors;

b) and especially a love for the Christian Faith, which forms the subject of the theological sciences: for it is only as a consequence of this love that a true love for the theological sciences themselves can be sustained in the student;

c) a love of virtue and the fear of God: for a living knowledge of the truths of Christianity is gained not by the mind alone, but together with the heart (Jn 7:17); Christian wisdom does not come to dwell in a soul bent on evil (Wis. 1:4; cf. Jas. 3:17), and one who does not love is unable to know God (1 Jn. 4:8).

§ 159. The Range of Preparatory Sciences

The range of sciences preparatory to Theology is determined by the concept of the subject of Theology, the Christian Faith, and of Theology itself, as a science.

1) The Christian faith is a Divine revelation, communicated to us in the Word of God, oral and written, explained in the verbal works of the ancient ecumenical teachers, and now taught in the living word of the Church; on the other hand, the chief aim of the systematic study of Theology by ecclesiastical students is that, in time, they may be able, by means of the word, to convey the knowledge of the Faith they have acquired to their flocks: hence the need, for those studying Theology, of certain philological sciences.

2) The Christian faith, though it is a supernatural revelation, nevertheless contains within itself many natural truths, accessible to the human mind. These truths can become far more intelligible to students in the science of Theology if, in explaining them, natural revelation, given to us in nature, is also called to assistance: hence the need for certain natural sciences.

3) The purpose of the Christian faith is to meet the needs of man that were laid bare in him as a consequence of his fall—the needs of his whole being, and, in particular, the needs of his mind and heart; and therefore, for a proper understanding of the Christian faith, it is first required to know the nature of man, especially his spiritual nature, with all its powers, faculties, and needs; on the other hand, for the study of the system of Theology, as we have already noted (§ 157), a mind sufficiently developed and trained to thinking is required in the student: hence the need for the philosophical sciences.

4) Finally, the Christian faith, having appeared on earth ever since the first promise of the Messiah was granted to mankind, has existed continuously throughout all the ages, and has had a close relation to many events in the human race, to the domain of the sciences, to the state of morality in various times. Hence, for a thorough study of the Christian faith, the need for the historical sciences.

In particular, of the sciences (we use this word in a loose sense) philological, necessary or useful for one preparing to attend a course of Orthodox Theology, are:

1) The study of languages:

a) Hebrew, in which the Old Testament is written;

b) Greek, in which the New Testament is written; used also in the Greek Orthodox Church for the Old Testament in the most ancient translation of the Seventy interpreters; in which the most numerous works of the Fathers of the Church are written;

c) Latin, in which many works of the Fathers are likewise written, and in which, besides, many very important theological works have been written in later times;

d) Church Slavonic, in which Holy Scripture is used and the divine services are performed in our native Church;

e) finally, some of the modern languages, chiefly German and French, in which, too, very learned theological works appear from time to time. Which of these languages are necessary for the ecclesiastical student, and which are merely useful, is quite easy to determine.

2) The study of native Literature, so that the ecclesiastical student, when he becomes a pastor, will be able to teach the doctrine of the faith correctly and clearly, in the native tongue, to his flock, and in general to express his thoughts on matters of faith. For this purpose, Grammar of the native language is taught in the lower ecclesiastical educational institutions, Rhetoric in the intermediate ones, and the rules of higher eloquence and Aesthetics in the higher ones.

Of the natural sciences, Physics is recognized as more useful than others for the future student of Theology, as a science occupied with the study of the very forces and laws of nature, and thereby introducing man, as it were, into the innermost sanctuary of natural revelation. But no less useful may be: natural History, which shows the traces of God’s wisdom and goodness in every creature on the face of the earth; and Astronomy, at least in its popular form, which shows the traces of God’s astonishing omnipotence, wisdom, and goodness on the face of the heavens, involuntarily lending wings to the spirit for lofty thoughts and raising it to the throne of the Almighty.

Of the philosophical sciences:

a) Logic, which studies the root forms and laws of thinking and knowing, and

b) pure Mathematics with its branches — Algebra, Geometry, and the rest—as a more detailed theoretical development of these same forms and laws: these two sciences are exceedingly important for awakening and establishing sound, precise, consecutive powers of discrimination in the future student of Theology;

c) Metaphysics with its branches — Cosmology, which clarifies man’s natural view of the world; [natural] Theology, which clarifies the natural concepts of God accessible to human reason; and Anthropology, which shows man to himself, with his constitution, powers, faculties, laws, weaknesses, and needs. These sciences, occupied as they are with the very same subjects—only from a natural point of view—with which Christian Theology is also occupied on the basis of supernatural revelation, naturally prepare the student for a more ready attendance upon and study of Theology;

d) finally, moral philosophy, or philosophical ethics, which unfolds to man, by the light of reason alone, those very moral laws which are inscribed on his conscience and heart, and which are afterward, with greater clarity and fullness, inscribed anew for fallen man on the tablets of revelation: with regard to this science one need only repeat what has been said concerning the branches of Metaphysics in relation to Theology.

Of the historical sciences:

a) the universal History of the human race, both before and after the coming of the Messiah. Here, with full tangibility, the one preparing to study Theology will see what man became as a consequence of his fall; what his state has always been without the true, revealed faith; and what a great benefaction, both for private persons and for whole nations, the holy Christian faith proved to be everywhere it was received with love and submission; and —

b) native History: hence, in particular, the ecclesiastical student will learn the fate of his Fatherland both before and after its enlightenment by Christianity, will learn the influence of Christianity upon that fate, and will become acquainted with the character of his countrymen, among whom he will in time have to labor in the field of pastoral ministry.

As for the teaching of all these preparatory sciences for Theology, we shall here make only two chief and more general remarks.

First: these sciences must be taught in such a spirit and direction that they truly prepare the students to attend the course of Theology, render them capable of understanding and assimilating the sacred truths of the Christian faith, and thus be useful, not harmful, to the students. For, to our sorrow, the greater part of these sciences, especially the philosophical ones, can be taught also in a perverse direction, and can beforehand steep the minds and hearts of their pupils in notions and convictions wholly contrary to the Gospel teaching, and will in time bear fruit after their own kind.

Second: these sciences must be taught in keeping with the age, understanding, and calling of the students. And therefore they must be taught differently in the intermediate ecclesiastical educational institutions than in the higher ones, in one scope in the former and in another in the latter.

§ 160. The Study of Theology

The study of Theology in schools, like the study of any other science, is of two kinds: classroom study, under the direct guidance of instructors, and home study.

The best method for classroom study, that is, for attending the professors’ lectures, is for the student, having in hand either a detailed synopsis of the science or a ready textbook:

a) before the beginning of each lecture, to consider, if only briefly, the matter to be treated in the lecture, and thereby to prepare himself for its more ready comprehension;

b) during the lecture itself, to follow its unfolding with constant attention, noting, if possible, even its smallest details, and, in any case, its general plan and fundamental positions;

c) after the lecture is over, to reconsider it again from every side, with full distinctness and critical care, and thus finally assimilate to himself everything heard from the instructor.

To home study belong:

1) Reading. The one studying the theological sciences:

a) must, above all, read the books of Holy Scripture, as the first and chief source of Theology;

b) then the writings of the holy Fathers and teachers of the Church, in which sacred Tradition is chiefly preserved: it is best to arrange the reading of these writings so that it corresponds to the order of the theological lectures themselves—that is, so that at the time when the lectures treat of the Holy Trinity, the patristic works read should likewise be on the Holy Trinity; when the lectures treat of the Divinity of the Savior, or of the union of the two natures in Him, or of His high-priestly ministry, the patristic works read should be on these same subjects;

c) must read and reread the Symbolic Books existing in the Orthodox Church, as a constant guide in the matter of the faith and in the domain of Orthodox Theology;

d) must read the theological works of private individuals as well, provided they are marked by soundness of intention, clarity of view, and learning, as an aid to the more rapid and thorough study of one or another branch or particular treatise of the theological system.

2) Reflection and practice in one’s own compositions. Both of these means, being justly recognized in general as the very best for developing the reasoning power in man, and, together with this, for clarifying, sharpening, and grounding all knowledge acquired by us—so, in particular, must they be recognized as the best also in relation to theological knowledge.

3) Moderate and decorous disputations. Having been justly banished from the classroom, disputations may nonetheless still be employed by students as a means, at home, for sharpening their understanding—a means which, indeed, may prove very useful for this purpose, provided only that it is used according to the rules of Logic.

4) Prayer to God. With it all theological study must begin, must be accompanied, and must end: for, besides purifying and elevating our soul and making it capable of these lofty labors, prayer is necessary to us by the very nature of the subject of Theology. The truths of the Christian faith, though revealed by God, are for the most part incomprehensible to man; and therefore he cannot assimilate them to himself as he assimilates other truths, by means of his natural reason. For this only one means remains: that God Himself should open in us, in a supernatural manner, the capacity to assimilate these truths through faith, which is for that reason called a gift of God (1 Cor. 12:9). And just as mankind as a whole would never have come to know God had not the only-begotten Son of God, who is in the bosom of the Father, made Him known (Jn. 1:18): so likewise, among individual men, only the one to whom that same Son chooses to reveal Him can come to know God and His mysteries (Mt. 11:27). And therefore whoever seeks theological knowledge and Christian wisdom must ceaselessly ask it of God, who gives to all without reproach and without partiality (Jas. 1:5), and, in all his own labors in Theology, must cry out to God as David did: unveil my eyes, and I shall perceive the wonders hidden in your law (Ps. 118:18).

III. THE COMPOSITION OF THE SYSTEM OF ORTHODOX THEOLOGY

§ 161. The General Division of the Theological Sciences

Orthodox Theology must consider the Christian Faith in that very form in which it exists today in the Orthodox Church (§2): and all the sciences into which it is in this case subdivided will together constitute the range of the essential sciences of Orthodox Theology. But it is known that the Christian faith did not appear and begin to exist only now, in the Orthodox Church, but existed, together with the Church herself, from an earlier time, from the very moment of her origin. It is also known that the Christian faith has existed and exists not in the Orthodox Church alone—that is, not only in her own pure, unspoiled form—but exists also in non-Orthodox churches or societies, in a more or less distorted form. And therefore, for a thorough and distinct understanding of the Orthodox Christian faith, it may also be studied historically and comparatively, or polemically—since any subject, too, is far better known with the aid of its history and by comparison with other subjects of the same kind. Hence arises the range of the auxiliary sciences of Orthodox Theology, that is, such sciences as, though they do not belong to the essence of Orthodox Theology, and do not set forth the Christian faith precisely in the form in which it exists in the Orthodox Church, nevertheless help a great deal toward a thorough and distinct understanding of it in that form.

§ 162. The Essential Sciences of Orthodox Theology

The true beginning for any system can only be a true and wholly complete concept of its subject: for it is from this beginning alone that all its parts can be derived. Consequently, the beginning for the system of Orthodox Theology, too, must be a proper concept of its subject, that is, of the Christian Faith, as it is held by the Orthodox Church. What, then, precisely, must be understood here by the name of the Christian faith? Nothing other than “the Divine revelation on the basis of which there exist, in the Orthodox Church, doctrine, sacred rites, and governance—for imparting this revelation to men, for sanctifying them, and for bringing them to eternal life.” If this is so, then the Christian Faith, within Orthodox Theology, must be considered from three sides:

a) in its foundation or sources,

b) in its constituent parts, and

c) in its application.

Or, if we liken the Christian Faith to a tree (Lk. 13:18–20), then we may say that Orthodox Theology must consider it:

a) in the seed (which is the Word of God, or Divine revelation),

b) in the trunk that has grown from this seed (doctrine, sacred rites, and governance, founded upon the Word of God), and

c) in the very fruits (that is, in its application to life). In this way there arise three classes of essential sciences of Orthodox Theology:

I) sciences concerning the sources of the Christian faith,

II) sciences concerning the very composition of the Christian faith, and

III) sciences concerning the application of the Christian faith.

The first, as it were, answer the question: where is the Christian faith to be found? The second: what is the Christian faith? The third: how is man to make it his own? The first, in comparison with the two latter classes, may be called the preliminary sciences, since the sources of the Christian faith precede both its composition and its application; the second, the constituent sciences; the third, the applied sciences.

I. The Preliminary Sciences

The sources of the Orthodox Christian faith are: Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, according to the understanding of the Orthodox Church; and therefore the preliminary sciences are subdivided into three kinds:

1) Some are occupied with Holy Scripture. These are:

a) sacred Hermeneutics, which sets forth the rules for understanding and interpreting Holy Scripture, and

b) sacred Exegesis, or the interpretive reading of Holy Scripture, which applies these rules to the actual interpretation either of individual books and portions, or of the whole of Holy Scripture.

2) Others are occupied with Holy Tradition. This is Patristics proper, a science which draws from the writings of the holy Fathers and gathers together their notable thoughts on every subject of Christian doctrine, showing especially the unbroken agreement, throughout the centuries, among these renowned teachers of the faith, as a living witness of the Apostolic tradition preserved in the Church.

3) Still others contain the Symbolic doctrine of the Orthodox Church, as the chief guide in the use of Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition. These are, preeminently:

a) The Orthodox Confession of the catholic and Apostolic Eastern Church, and

b) The Extended Christian Catechism of the Orthodox catholic Eastern Church, published by the Holy Synod.

II. The Constituent Sciences

The constituent sciences of Orthodox Theology are likewise subdivided into three kinds, corresponding to the three means which, on the basis of Divine revelation (that is, of Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition), the Orthodox Church possesses and employs for her purpose, namely:

1) Some of these sciences set forth systematically the doctrine existing in the Orthodox Church. These are:

a) Dogmatic Theology, which sets forth the doctrine of the Christian faith, and

b) Moral Theology, which sets forth the doctrine of Christian conduct.

2) Others have as their subject the sacred rites of the Orthodox Church: this is Liturgics, or the science of the divine services of the Orthodox Church.

3) Still others, governance: this is the Canon Law of the Orthodox Church.

III. The Applied Sciences

The application of the Christian faith to the life of believers in the Orthodox Church is carried out by the pastors of the Church, and, together with them, by the believers themselves, under the pastors’ guidance. And therefore the applied sciences of Orthodox Theology must, some of them, instruct the pastor in how to carry out this application—that is, how worthily to fulfill his ministry to the Church—and others must instruct the flock.

1) For the first purpose serve:

a) Pastoral Theology, which guides the pastor in how to carry out all his duties in general in the shepherding of Christ’s rational flock, and

b) Homiletics, which, on account of the breadth of its subject, has separated from Pastoral Theology as a distinct science, and instructs the pastor in detail in how to carry out, in particular, one of his duties as a teacher of the Church.

2) For the latter purpose serves: Ascetics, which points out the means for progress in Christian piety.

§ 163. The Auxiliary Sciences of Orthodox Theology

The auxiliary sciences of Orthodox Theology, as we have seen (§ 161), are divided into two classes: historical and comparative.

I. Historical Sciences

Of the historical sciences, some may be called auxiliary equally for all the essential sciences of Orthodox Theology; others, only for the preliminary sciences, each in particular, or for the constituent sciences, or for the applied sciences.

A) Auxiliary for all the essential sciences of Orthodox Theology are:

1) Namely, the History of the Faith and the Church:

a) of the Old Testament,

b) of the New Testament, and

c) in particular, of the Russian Church;

2) The sciences auxiliary to Church History itself, namely:

a) Church Geography, and

b) Church Chronology.

This general history of the faith and the Church embraces within itself the subjects of all the other, particular historical sciences auxiliary to Orthodox Theology, to the enumeration of which we now pass, and thus serves for them, as it were, as a common root and source.

B) Auxiliary to the essential preliminary sciences:

1) To those occupied with Holy Scripture:

a) Introduction to the Books of Holy Scripture, which discusses the origin of each of these books, their gathering into a single collection, the fate of their text, and so forth, and

b) Biblical Archaeology, which explains the Jewish antiquities mentioned in Holy Scripture;

2) To those occupied with Holy Tradition: Patrology, which sets forth the biography and bibliography of the holy Fathers;

3) To those containing the Symbolic doctrine of the Orthodox Church: the Historical Survey of the Symbols and other confessions, brief and extensive, that have appeared in the Church on various occasions, as well as of the doctrine contained in these Symbols.

C) Auxiliary to the essential constituent sciences, namely:

1) To Dogmatic and Moral Theology, which set forth the doctrine of the Church systematically:

a) the History of Dogmas, and

b) the History of Christian Moral Teaching;

2) To Liturgics, which is occupied with the sacred rites of the Church: Church Archaeology;

3) To Canon Law, whose subject is church governance: the Historical Survey of Canon Law.

D) Auxiliary to certain of the applied sciences:

1) To Homiletics: the History of Church Eloquence;

2) To Ascetics: the History of Asceticism.

II. Comparative Sciences

The comparative theological sciences are of two kinds: some differ from one another by subject, others by method of investigation; and in either case they serve as auxiliary not directly to all the essential sciences of Orthodox Theology, but only to the constituent sciences.

1) By difference of subject, these comparative sciences are divided:

a) into Comparative Dogmatics, which surveys comparatively the doctrine of the various Confessions;

b) Comparative Liturgics, which likewise surveys the sacred rites of the various Confessions, and

c) Comparative Canon Law, which surveys comparatively the laws by which the various Christian churches and societies are governed.

It must be noted that, although various Christian societies also hold differing views on the subjects of the other essential sciences of Orthodox Theology—that is, on the sources of the Christian faith and on the manner of its application to life—yet, since these disagreements are not numerous, no special theological sciences have arisen to compare them, parallel to the essential, preliminary, and applied sciences; and these disagreements are ordinarily examined within Comparative Dogmatics.

2) By method of investigation, comparative Theology appears:

a) either as Symbolics, which only positively, without any critical remarks, presents the comparative doctrine of the various Christian churches and societies as it is set forth in their Symbolic books;

b) or as Polemics, which, in presenting such doctrine, at the same time seeks to refute all the disagreements of the other confessions with Orthodox doctrine;

c) or, finally, as Irenics, whose purpose is to point out the means for removing or reconciling these disagreements, both with one another and with the truth of Orthodoxy, so far as the truth permits—and thus, for reconciling the very Christian confessions and societies themselves.

§ 164. The Arrangement of the Essential and Auxiliary Sciences in One System

From the division we have made of the essential and auxiliary sciences of Orthodox Theology, it becomes apparent that their number is quite considerable… But it will appear less great to us if we bring both kinds together and arrange them in a single system, noting which of these sciences exist and are taught separately, and which are ordinarily merged with others. And to make such a summation is not at all difficult, because, just as the essential sciences of Theology are divided into preliminary, constituent, and applied, so the auxiliary sciences fall under the very same divisions. It remains, then, only to join like with like. The general Church History alone, together with its collateral branches, being auxiliary equally to all the essential sciences of Orthodox Theology, cannot be joined specifically with any one of them. But since this history, as has already been noted (§ 163), serves as a common root and source, as it were, for all the other historical auxiliary sciences, just as Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition serve for the essential sciences; and since, by the very nature of its subject, it precedes, or must precede, all the branches of Theology in general, both essential and auxiliary—it is quite natural to place it in the division of the preliminary sciences of Orthodox Theology, placing it there as a separate branch, and moreover, in the first place. In that case, the complete system of Orthodox Theology will be as follows:

a) The preliminary sciences:

I. Having as their subject the History of the Christian Faith and the Church in general:

1) The history of the faith and the Church proper:

a) of the Old Testament,

b) of the New Testament, and

c) in particular, of the Russian Church.

2) The sciences auxiliary to this history:

a) Church Geography, and

b) Church Chronology.

These auxiliary sciences are sometimes set forth briefly within the body of Church History itself, and sometimes taught separately, according to circumstances and the students’ needs.

II. Having as their subject the sources of the Christian faith:

1) Holy Scripture:

a) Introduction to Holy Scripture,

b) Biblical Archaeology,

c) Sacred Hermeneutics,

d) Sacred Exegesis, or the interpretive reading of Holy Scripture.

This last branch is, for the most part, and very conveniently, combined in teaching with the first: for, once the historical information about this or that sacred book has been imparted, it is quite natural to become more closely acquainted, at the same time, with its content, through the interpretation either of the whole book or of its notable passages. A common name for both these branches together might be — Bibliology.

2) Holy Tradition:

a) Patrology, and

b) Patristics.

Two parts equally necessary to one another. The first is not complete without the second, for, presenting the biography and bibliography of the holy Fathers, it does not present their very doctrine, which must also be known in order to know Holy Tradition. And the second is not complete without the first, for, presenting the very doctrine of the Fathers, it does not present their biographies and bibliographies, necessary for a proper understanding of that same doctrine. And therefore it is far more fitting for both these sciences to be joined into one, under the common name either of Patrology or of Patristics.

3) The Symbolic doctrine of the Church, as the chief guide in the use of Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition:

a) the Historical Survey of the Symbols and confessions that have appeared in the Orthodox Church,

b) the Positive Study of the Symbolic guides, such as: the Orthodox Confession of Metropolitan Peter Mogila, and the Extended Catechism, published by the Holy Synod.

b) The constituent sciences:

I. Having as their subject Christian doctrine:

1) The doctrine of the faith:

a) the History of Dogmas,

b) Dogmatic Theology, and

c) Comparative Dogmatics (otherwise called Comparative Theology in general), taught in the form either of Symbolics, or of Polemics, or of Irenics.

It is far better to join the History of Dogmas with Dogmatic Theology itself. For the task of this history is:

a) to show that all the dogmas of the faith of Christ, just as they came forth from the mouth of Christ the Savior and the holy Apostles, so have they remained unchanged ever since in the Orthodox Church throughout the ages;

b) to show also the various perplexities, heresies, and disputes that have arisen concerning this or that dogma, but at the same time also,

c) how the Orthodox Church, in consequence of these perplexities, heresies, and disputes, defended, safeguarded, and more strictly defined them. And therefore, if in Dogmatic Theology, before the positive doctrine on each dogma is set forth, its history is presented, this will serve both as the best confirmation of its truth and as the best explanation toward its proper understanding. As for Comparative Theology: although it may quite conveniently be joined with Dogmatic Theology, as is sometimes done, yet, for a thorough and more careful study of the differences among the confessions, it is far more fitting to teach this science separately. And the best method of teaching it is for it to be, all at once, Symbolics—first presenting the genuine doctrine from the symbolic books of the various confessions—and Polemics—refuting, immediately thereafter, all the disagreements of the other confessions with the Orthodox—and Irenics—pointing out, in conclusion to all this, the means for removing or reconciling these disagreements.

2) The doctrine of conduct:

a) the History of Christian Moral Teaching, and

b) Moral Theology.

Here again are two sciences that are joined into one in the most natural way, of which the first constitutes the preliminary part of Moral Theology, and the latter its essential part; hence the first may be set forth as an introduction to the latter.

II. Having as their subject the Christian sacred rites, or divine worship:

1) Church Archaeology,

2) Liturgics of the Orthodox Church, and

3) Comparative Liturgics.

Church Archaeology. This may indeed be taught separately from Liturgics. For whereas the task of Liturgics is to show the meaning and use of the sacred rites and ceremonies of the Orthodox Church as they now stand, Archaeology shows their origin and historical fate; but it is more advantageous for both these sciences to be joined into one, which first shows the origin and history of each sacred rite, and then its meaning and present use. There is advantage here both for the sciences themselves, which thus become for one another a complement, a support, and an explanation, and for the students: for through such a combination the study of the church rites is made easier, and one obtains at once the fullest and most well-rounded knowledge of each of them. Comparative Liturgics has not yet been attempted as a compilation, though it is entirely possible, having its own distinct subject—the comparison of the various sacred rites existing in the various Christian churches and societies. This science, too, of course, may, wherever it is fitting to teach it, be joined in brief form with Orthodox Liturgics. For this it suffices, after the origin, meaning, and use of each of the sacred rites of the Orthodox Church have been shown, to make remarks about the corresponding sacred rites of other confessions and about the relative worth of these rites.

III. Having as their subject Christian governance:

1) the History of Canon Law,

2) Canon Law, as now in force in the Orthodox Church,

3) Comparative Canon Law.

The first two parts are ordinarily taught together. The last, though it has not hitherto attracted attention among us, may likewise, where the need arises, be taught together with the first two, as Comparative Liturgics is with Orthodox Liturgics and Church Archaeology, as shown in the preceding remark. Comparative Canon Law may, however, also exist separately, as some attempts made by foreigners752 attest.

c) The applied sciences:

I. Having as their purpose to instruct the pastor how to carry out his ministry to the Church and to apply the Christian Faith to the life of others: and —

1) how to carry out all his duties in general: Pastoral Theology;

2) how, in particular, to instruct the faithful in the Church:

a) the History of Church Eloquence,

b) the Theory of Church Eloquence, or Homiletics.

These are ordinarily joined together, sometimes so that the history is taught first and then the theory of church eloquence, and sometimes the reverse.

II. Having as their purpose to instruct the flock themselves how to strive after piety:

1) the History of Asceticism, and

2) Ascetics.

These may be combined as two parts. Or, better still, so that the first is set forth as an introduction to the latter. Or, again—so that examples from the history of asceticism are distributed among the various treatises of Ascetics itself, for a better elucidation of its rules.

SECTION II. ON THE CONSTITUENT PARTS OF THE SYSTEM OF ORTHODOX THEOLOGY IN PARTICULAR

§ 165. The Parts and Character of This Section

Having presented an attempt at a general demarcation of the theological sciences, let us try to make a similar attempt at demarcating each of these sciences in particular, without forgetting the thought that the plan of the theological system, both in general and in its parts, cannot be any single fixed thing. That it must, from time to time, change in exactly the same way, while its subject remains unchanging, just as all systems change, from various conditions; and that to demand of Theology a most perfect system, after which nothing further would remain to be expected, would be an act of the utmost injustice (§ 156). In this demarcation of each of the theological sciences—first the preliminary, then the constituent, and finally the applied—we shall proceed in keeping with the general program we have adopted (§ 4), making, wherever it proves necessary, the briefest possible remarks about the method and direction of this or that science, as well as about its sources and aids.

I. THE PRELIMINARY SCIENCES OF ORTHODOX THEOLOGY

A. HAVING AS THEIR SUBJECT THE HISTORY OF THE CHRISTIAN FAITH AND THE CHURCH IN GENERAL

1. The History of the Faith and the Church Proper

§ 166. The Division of This Science

The history of the true faith and the Church on earth is divided into two halves by the great epoch of the incarnation of the Son of God, the Savior of mankind: into the history of the Old Testament and the history of the New Testament. The latter is further subdivided, specifically in our own native schools, into the history of the New Testament Church in general and the history, in particular, of the Russian Church.

§ 167. The Old Testament History

The Old Testament history, beginning with God’s first promise concerning the Messiah, depicts by degrees how God prepared the human race to receive the promised Deliverer and to enter into His kingdom of grace. And since God prepared men in a twofold manner—first through oral revelation in the patriarchal period, then through written revelation in the period under the Law—the Old Testament history is divided into two periods: the history of the patriarchal church and the history of the church under the Law. In the first period, this preparation applied at first to the whole human race, then became concentrated chiefly on the one posterity of Abraham. In the second, it was at first concentrated on the one posterity of Abraham, that is, the Jewish people, and then, through the dispersion of the sons of Israel, through the translation of Holy Scripture into the Greek language, and through other circumstances, it became accessible to other peoples as well. Hence both periods are each subdivided into two divisions, so that the general plan of the Old Testament history may be represented as follows:

Introduction: the history of the primeval church, that is, the history of the origin of the world and of man, the history of man’s innocence, and the history of his fall.

Period I. The history of the Patriarchal church (c. 3953 B.C.):

a) from the time of God’s first promise concerning the Messiah to the calling of Abraham, and

b) from the calling of Abraham to the Sinaitic legislation.

Period II. The history of the church under the Law (c. 3953–5508 B.C.):

a) from the time of the Sinaitic legislation to the death of the last of the Prophets,

b) from that point to the appearance on earth of the promised Messiah.

Conclusion: the state of the world before the coming of the Messiah, and the universal expectation of His appearing.

Each of the divisions indicated may, for greater convenience, be further subdivided into its own smaller divisions: for example, the first division of the first period is subdivided, in the most natural way, into two parts, of which the first depicts the state of the Patriarchal church before the flood, and the latter, from the flood to the calling of Abraham.

The chief, and almost the only, source for the Old Testament history is the Old Testament books of Holy Scripture. And therefore the spirit of this history, too, must be the spirit of the Bible. To this spirit and direction must be subordinated all the other information that may be drawn from secondary and human sources, such as the writings of Josephus Flavius, Philo, and a few others. An excellent guide to Biblical History, in use in our schools, is known to everyone.

§ 168. The New Testament History

The New Testament history shows how the promised Messiah actually appeared in the midst of men and founded His kingdom of grace, how this kingdom became established on earth and was fully set in order, and how it has continued to exist ever since, down to the present day. The plan of the New Testament history may be as follows:

Introduction: the history of the earthly life of Christ the Savior, who laid the first foundation of His Church (1–34).

Period I. the period chiefly of the external organization and establishment of the Church of Christ:

a) in the days of the holy Apostles (34–101),

b) in the days of their successors down to the Emperor Constantine the Great (101–312).

The chief business of the Church in this period, overshadowing, as it were, all else, was, without any doubt, her extraordinary spread among men and her unceasing struggle with external enemies, who strove by every means to hinder her establishment on earth—until Constantine the Great proclaimed the dominion of the Christian faith within the bounds of his empire; though, of course, the Church at the same time also took care of what pertains to her inner order, that is, to her doctrine, her sacred rites, and her governance, and waged war with enemies within.

Period II. the period chiefly of the internal organization and establishment of the Church of Christ:

a) in the days of the first five Ecumenical Councils (312–553), when the doctrine of the Church was chiefly being established, defined, and defended against numerous heresies (especially concerning the Person of the Savior and of the Holy Spirit), both by individual teachers and by whole Councils; and

b) in the days of the two remaining Ecumenical Councils, down to the falling-away of the Roman patriarchate from the universal Church (553–885)—when church governance, or canon law, was chiefly being organized and defined (the Nomocanon of John Scholasticus, the Council in Trullo, and the Nomocanon of Photius), and church worship was being defended and clothed in all its beauty (the struggle of individual pastors and of whole Councils with the iconoclasts; the renowned hymnographers: John of Damascus, Cosmas of Maiuma, and others).

There is no doubt that in this period, too, the Church continued to spread among men, and met no small number of external enemies, with whom she had to contend. But what sets a particular seal on this whole period is, unquestionably, the Church’s struggle with enemies within, together with the defense, establishment, and unfolding of those principles of which her inner life is composed.

Period III. the period of the constant preservation and defense, by the Orthodox Eastern Church, of the whole ancient good order of the universal Church, and of the gradual distortion of this good order by the Western church, down to the present day (885–1884):

A) The history of the Orthodox Eastern Church may be subdivided into two divisions:

a) the first—from the time of the Roman Patriarchate’s falling-away from the universal Church, and the original planting of the Orthodox faith in Russia that followed at the same time, to the establishment of the Russian Patriarchate, which, as it were, replaced the fallen Roman one (885–1588), and

b) the second—from the time of the establishment of the Russian Patriarchate to the present day.

B) The history of the fallen Western church may likewise be subdivided into two divisions:

a) the first, embracing the time of her gradual departure from Orthodoxy, down to the Reformation (885–1517), and

b) the second, embracing the time of the Christian West’s still greater departure from Orthodoxy, from the appearance of the Reformation to the present day.

That the chief character of the Orthodox Eastern Church throughout this whole period is indeed that she takes care only to preserve and defend the ancient good order of the universal Church, relying unchangingly on the seven Ecumenical Councils and the doctrine of the holy Fathers—and that, on the contrary, the chief character of the Western church is the gradual distortion of the ancient church doctrine and good order by means of numerous innovations in every part—this the history itself will confirm with the utmost clarity.

Conclusion: a depiction of the present state of the Church throughout the whole world, which may be studied quite extensively as well, as a special science: Church Statistics.

As for the method of arranging and examining the subjects of church history within each of its periods and divisions, two extremes are met with here. Some make no deliberate demarcation at all among these subjects, but examine them all together, wherever and however it happens, holding strictly only to the chronological order of events. Others, on the contrary, deliberately demarcate the subjects by classes (thus, in our classic textbook, they are divided into seven divisions), and examine each class separately, without concern for their mutual connection or the general course of events. In the first case, the disadvantage is that one cannot study distinctly the separate subjects of church history—for example, the state of doctrine in a given period, or the state of worship. In the latter, the disadvantage is that only the parts are studied, while the whole is lost from view. And therefore the best method is to choose the middle course between these extremes, or to join them together—that is, to set forth first the general history of the Church in each period and division of a period, following chronologically the general course of events, and touching, as this is done, on all her subjects, wherever and however it happens; and then the particular history, or the more detailed survey of each of her chief subjects in turn, such as: the hierarchy, the flock, doctrine, governance, and so forth.

The sources and aids for the New Testament church history are innumerable; we shall indicate here only the chief ones. Such are, after the New Testament Holy Scripture (properly speaking, for the history of Christ the Savior and the Apostles), among those that have appeared —

In the early centuries:

1) in the East: the church histories of Eusebius (4th c.), Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, and Philostorgius (5th c.), Theodore the Lector and Evagrius (6th c.)753;

2) in the West: Rufinus (4th c.), who translated and continued the history of Eusebius, Sulpicius Severus (5th) and Gregory of Tours (6th)754.

In the Middle Ages:

1) in the East: many chronicles entering into the composition of Byzantine history, in which church-related notices are quite frequently met with as well, such as: the chronicles of Cedrenus, Zonaras, Chalcondyles, and others755; the Russian chronicle of the venerable Nestor (11th–12th c.) and his continuators, and the church history of Nicephorus Callistus (14th c.)756;

2) in the West: the ten books on ecclesiastical antiquities by Haymo, bishop of Halberstadt (9th c.)757, and the church history of Adam of Bremen (11th c.)758.

In the most recent times:

1) in the East: a few brief chronicles or historical notes, properly Greek, such as:

those of Christopher Angelus759, Philip the Cypriot760, and Alexander Helladius761, and the numerous collections of acts and historical documents generally, published in Russia and pertaining, among other things, to our own church history762;

2) in the West;

a) written in the spirit of the Roman church and reckoned the best: the chronicles of Baronius763, the church history of Alexander Natalis764, and the church history of Fleury765;

b) written by Protestants, likewise the best: the Magdeburg Centuries766 and the church history of Mosheim767.

§ 169. The History, in Particular, of the Russian Church

The history of the native Church without doubt deserves the most detailed study, especially on the part of those who are preparing to be pastors of that Church. The plan of Russian church history may be as follows:

Introduction: the beginnings of Christianity in Russia down to the equal-to-the-Apostles Prince Vladimir (to 988), namely:

a) the beginnings of Christianity within the bounds of present-day Russia before the founding of the Russian realm, and

b) within the Russian realm itself down to the baptism of Vladimir.

Period I. The history of the Russian Church in dependence on the Patriarch of Constantinople (988–1588):

a) under the governance of a single Metropolitan, subject to him (988–1240);

b) under the governance of now one, now two Metropolitans (1240–1462);

c) under the governance of two Metropolitans (1462–1588).

Period II. The history of the Russian Church in her independence, that is, in dependence on her own Chief Hierarchs (1588–1884).

a) at first a single one, bearing the title of Patriarch (1588–1721);

b) then a Council of hierarchs, or the Most Holy Synod, which took the Patriarch’s place (1721–1884).

Conclusion: the present state of the Russian Church—Russian Church Statistics.

The method of arranging the subjects in Russian church history may be the same as that indicated for church history in general.

Of the sources, the chief are:

I. Chronicles:

1) Greek: first the church chronicles—of Eusebius, Socrates, Sozomen, Theodoret, Evagrius, and others (these for the introduction to the history of the Russian Church); then the general ones—of Leo Grammaticus (10th c.), George the Monk (10th), Cedrenus (11th), Zonaras (12th), Bryennios (12th), Choniates (13th), and others, continuing down to the latter half of the fifteenth century768;

2) Native, begun by the venerable Nestor at the end of the eleventh century, and continued in various places in Russia—Kiev, Novgorod, Pskov, and others—with greater or lesser extent. Some down to the thirteenth century, others to the fourteenth or sixteenth, and some almost to the eighteenth769;

3) Polish, beginning in the twelfth century and ending in the fifteenth770.

II. Acts:

1) native, published by the Archaeographic Expedition and Commission, gathered and published in Kiev771 and Vilna772, published by Novikov (in the Ancient Russian Library), by Count Rumyantsev (in the collection of state charters), by Archpriest Grigorovich (in the Belarusian Archive), by Mukhanov773, and others774, and likewise included in the complete collection of Russian laws, St. Petersburg, 1840;

2) foreign, such as, for example, those gathered by Turgenev775.

III. Notes of contemporaries, composed partly by our own countrymen776, but more by foreigners who visited our fatherland, or wrote of it only by hearsay777.

IV. Lives of native Saints, entering into the composition of the Kiev Caves Paterikon, the Prologue, the Menologion, and others still remaining in manuscript.

Of the numerous aids, we shall indicate:

a) Karamzin’s History of the Russian State:

b) the Transactions of the Imperial Society of Russian History and Antiquities at the Imperial University of Moscow778;

c) the History of the Russian Hierarchy, in six parts;

d) the Description of the Kiev St. Sophia Cathedral and of the Kiev hierarchy;

e) the Historical Dictionary of Writers of the Clerical Estate Who Have Lived in Russia;

f) Bantysh-Kamensky’s History of the Union;

g) descriptions of monasteries, for example, of the Kiev Caves Lavra, the Lavra of St. Sergius, and the Solovetsky Monastery;

h) the Historical Dictionary of the Saints Glorified in the Russian Church.

2. The Sciences Auxiliary to Church History

§ 170. The Concept of Them

There are two sciences auxiliary to church history: Church Geography and Church Chronology, of which the first shows the places where the events of the Church took place, and the latter determines the time when they took place. And therefore the first must, naturally, precede church history, while the latter accompanies it or follows after it.

§ 171. Church Geography

Church Geography, in keeping with the division of church history, is divided into the geography of the Old Testament Church and the geography of the New Testament Church.

The geography of the Old Testament Church is subdivided:

I. Into the geography of the patriarchal church —

1) before the flood, where it treats:

a) of the location of paradise, and

b) of the lands of Havilah, Ethiopia, Assyria, and the land of Nod, mentioned in the first four chapters of the book of Genesis;

2) after the flood down to the Sinaitic legislation, or more precisely, down to the settlement of the Jews that followed it in Palestine (the promised land). Here geographical information is given:

a) of Ararat;

b) of the dispersal of the descendants of Noah: the descendants of Shem, Ham, and Japheth;

c) of the kingdoms and lands that subsequently arose: Babylonian, Assyrian, Median, Persian, Mesopotamia, and so forth;

d) in particular, of the places where the wandering patriarchs of the people of God chiefly dwelt, and which were marked by Theophanies and miracles;

e) of Egypt, whither the Israelites resettled, and of the lands bordering it;

f) finally, of the route of the Israelites from Egypt to Sinai, and from Sinai to the occupation of Palestine.

II. Into the geography of the church under the Law, or, what is the same, the geography of Palestine —

1) the physical geography of Palestine:

a) its situation, extent, and boundaries,

b) seas, lakes, rivers,

c) mountains and valleys,

d) climate,

e) products, and so forth.

2) The political geography of Palestine:

a) from the time of its division among the 12 tribes of Israel to the falling-away of the kingdom of Israel from the kingdom of Judah;

b) from that time to the Babylonian captivity;

c) after the Babylonian captivity to the coming of Christ.

In each of these divisions, the geography should show the regions into which Palestine was divided, their extent and boundaries, the cities and chief settlements, with the number of their inhabitants, their notable features, and so forth.

The geography of the New Testament Church, likewise in keeping with the division of the New Testament history, may be presented in the following order:

1) The state of Palestine in the days of the earthly life of Christ the Savior, and His travels through that land;

2) The geography of the Christian Church in the first three centuries, down to the conversion of the Emperor Constantine, or to the Ecumenical Councils. Here, in particular:

a) the journeys of the holy Apostle Paul and the churches founded by him,

b) the places where the other Apostles preached, and the churches and episcopal sees founded by them,

c) the places of the subsequent spread of Christianity in the 2nd and 3rd centuries, and the seats of the new episcopal sees.

3) The geography of the Christian Church in the days of the Ecumenical Councils, down to the falling-away of the Roman Patriarchate from it. In this period it is best of all to arrange the church geography by Patriarchates, and to depict separately:

a) the Roman Patriarchate, that is, its extent and bounds, the number of metropolitan sees, archbishoprics, and bishoprics subject to it, the seat of each of them, its extent, and so forth.

b) the Patriarchate of Constantinople,

c) of Alexandria,

d) of Antioch, and

e) of Jerusalem,

f) and finally, certain exarchates not subject to the Patriarchal thrones and governed by independent hierarchs (αυτοκέφαλοι).

4) The geography of the Church from the time of the Roman Patriarchate’s falling-away from it to the present day. Here, in particular:

a) the geography of the Orthodox Eastern Church, likewise by Patriarchates,

b) the geography of the Roman church before and after the Reformation,

c) and separately, the geography of the Russian church.

Of the sources and aids:

1) For the geography of the Old Testament Church, one may indicate:

a) besides the books of Holy Scripture, and

b) the writings of certain Jewish authors: Josephus Flavius, Philo, and the Talmudists,

c) Onomasticon urbium et locorum S. Scripturae, seu liber de locis hebraicis, graece primum ab Evsebio Gaesareensi, deinde latine scriptus ab Hieronymo, ed. opera Iac. Bonfrerii, Par. 1631 et 1639;

d) Calmet: Dictionarium historicum… et geographicum S. Scripturae. August. Windel. 1738;

e) Hadr. Relandus: Palaestina ex monumentis veteribus, illustrata, tabulis geographicis exornata…, Batav; 1714;

f) An Essay on Sacred Geography for Use in Ecclesiastical Schools, a work by the priest Peter Vegilyansky. St. Petersburg, 1808;

g) Ias. Fr. Allioli: Biblische Erd- und Länderkunde, Landshut. 1844;

h) a sacred geography with maps and a plan of Jerusalem, compiled by V. P. P., St. Petersburg, 1846.

2) For the geography of the New Testament Church:

a) besides the books of the New Testament,

b) Caroli a S. Paulo: Geographia sacra, seu notitia antiqua dioeceseon omnium veteris ecclesiae, Amstel. 1704;

c) Atlas antiquus sacer, ecclesiasticus et profanus, collectus ex tabulis geographicis Nic. Sansonis. Amstel. 1705;

d) Spanhemii Geographia sacra et ecclesiastica (in opp. tom. 1, Lugd. Bat. 1701);

e) Mich. Le Quien: Oriens Christianus… Paris, 1740;

f) Bingham: Origg. eccles. lib. IX, tom. III;

g) Handbuch der Kirchlichen Geographie und Statistik… von I. E. Theodor Wiltsch, in 2 parts, Berlin, 1846;

h) Kirchen historischer Atlas—by the same author, published 1843;

i) in particular for the geography of the Russian Church: the Historical Atlas of Russia, by Pavlishchev, Warsaw, 1845.

§ 172. Church Chronology

Church Chronology may be divided into two parts, of which —

The first will set forth the general principles of this chronology, that is, will impart information:

a) of the point at which it begins,

b) of the general division of time among the Hebrews,

c) of the Hebrew year and its relation to the years of the Egyptians, Chaldeans, Persians, Greeks, and Romans,

d) of the Hebrew months and their relation to the months of other peoples,

e) of the weeks and days of the Hebrews, their division into parts, of the festival days, fasts, and so forth,

f) of the Christian reckoning of years and its relation to the Mohammedan and other reckonings,

g) of cycles, periods, epochs, or eras, both among the ancient Hebrews and in the Christian Church. Then —

The second will set forth, in particular, the chronology:

1) of the Old Testament Church, namely:

a) it will resolve the question of the chronology of the present Hebrew text of the Old Testament and the chronology of the translation of the Bible of the Seventy interpreters, and

b) it will present the very table of chronology, by the periods of the Old Testament church history;

2) of the New Testament Church, namely:

a) it will resolve the question of the time of the birth and death of Christ the Savior, and

b) it will present the very chronological table of the New Testament church history.

Aids in teaching this science may be found in:

a) Spanhemii Chronologia sacra (in opp, tom. 1, Lugd. Batav. 1701);

b) J. Ch. Gatterer: Abriss der Chronologie, Göttingen 1777;

c) L’art de vérifier les dates des faits historiques, etc., par un religieux Bénédictin, Paris, 1750.

B. HAVING AS THEIR SUBJECT THE SOURCES OF THE CHRISTIAN FAITH:

I. HOLY SCRIPTURE

§ 173. The Concept of the Sciences Belonging Here

Of the preliminary sciences relating to Holy Scripture, one teaches the rules for how to discern and explain the true sense of Holy Scripture: this is Hermeneutics; another imparts information about Jewish antiquities, necessary for the more ready understanding of Holy Scripture: this is Biblical Archaeology; the third, finally, actually applies all this to Holy Scripture and acquaints one both with the history and with the content of the sacred books: this is the introduction to Holy Scripture together with its interpretive reading, or Bibliology.

§ 174. Sacred Hermeneutics

Sacred Hermeneutics, as is evident from the very concept of it, naturally resolves into two parts, of which the first will show the means for finding and understanding the true sense of Holy Scripture, and the second, the manner of explaining the sense so found to others. But both these parts must be preceded by yet one more, general part, which would show what the true sense of Holy Scripture is, and what must be the chief guiding principle both in finding and understanding this sense and in explaining it to others. In its details, the composition of Hermeneutics may be as follows:

I. On the true sense of Holy Scripture and the chief principle of sacred Hermeneutics:

1) On the true sense of Holy Scripture:

a) on the literal sense,

b) on the mystical sense.

2) On the chief principle of sacred Hermeneutics:

a) the true principle—the doctrine of the Orthodox Catholic Church,

b) the refutation of the false principles invented by those who think wrongly.

II. On the means for understanding the true sense of Holy Scripture:

1) Internal, such as:

a) usage of words,

b) the context of the discourse,

c) the purpose of the sacred book or of a given passage of it,

d) parallelism;

2) External, to which belong information:

a) about the writer of the book,

b) about the persons introduced by the writer,

c) about the time of the writing of the book and of the events described in it,

d) about the place of the writing of the book and of the events mentioned in it,

e) about the occasion for the writing of the book and other circumstances.

III. On the manner of explaining the true sense of Holy Scripture:

1) Popular, such as:

a) translation,

b) paraphrase, and

c) homiletical explanations;

2) Scholarly, to which belong:

a) notes (scholia),

b) commentaries,

c) discourses or investigations.

The teaching of sacred Hermeneutics must without fail be in the spirit of the Orthodox Church: otherwise, instead of profit, it will bring only harm. And therefore, in choosing and using foreign guides on this science, one must be extremely careful—one must choose from them only what may have a place in Orthodox Hermeneutics. An indication of some of these guides may be found in the classic textbook used in our ecclesiastical schools: Delineatio Hermeneuticae sacrae, ed. 2. Petropoli 1832.

§ 175. Biblical Archaeology

The subject of Biblical Archaeology is the Jewish antiquities mentioned in Holy Scripture. But since these antiquities are of three kinds—domestic, civic, and ecclesiastical—Biblical Archaeology is accordingly ordinarily divided into three parts.

Part I, on the domestic antiquities, such as:

a) the dwellings, food, and clothing of the ancient Hebrews,

b) domestic society, or the family: marriage, the birth and upbringing of children, paternal authority, slaves, and so forth.

c) the domestic customs and manners of the ancient Hebrews,

d) sickness, death, and burial among the ancient Hebrews.

Part II, on the civic antiquities:

a) the form of government among the ancient Hebrews,

b) courts of judgment and legal procedure,

c) agriculture and animal husbandry,

d) trades, arts, and sciences,

e) trade and seafaring,

f) military organization and the manner of waging war.

Part III, on the ecclesiastical antiquities:

a) the origin and composition of Old Testament worship in general,

b) the sacred places,

c) the sacred times,

d) the sacred persons,

e) the sacred rites, and finally,

f) certain forms of idolatry into which the Jews sometimes fell.

Regarding the teaching of Biblical Archaeology, the same must be repeated as was said concerning the teaching of sacred Hermeneutics: for Archaeology, too, may be deliberately distorted by freethinkers and made harmful to the faith.

The sources for this science are:

a) the chief source: the books of Holy Scripture;

b) the secondary source: the writings of Josephus Flavius and Philo;

c) the tertiary source: the Talmud, and, generally, the accounts of the ancient Eastern and Greco-Roman writers concerning the Jews.

Of the aids, we shall indicate:

a) Archéologie biblique par J. B. Glaire, Paris, 1839 (in the 2nd volume of his introduction to the books of Holy Scripture), and

b) Politische, häusliche und religiöse Altertümer der Hebräer, von I. Franz Allioli, Landshut, 1844. In this last book, in its introduction, many other aids are also indicated.

§ 176. Bibliology

Bibliology, which combines within itself the introduction to Holy Scripture together with its interpretive reading, may consist of two parts: a general part, concerning all the sacred books in general, and a particular part, concerning each sacred book separately.

The general part:

1) On the essence of Holy Scripture:

a) the concept of it,

b) its various names,

c) its chief subject and purpose,

d) its division.

2) On the original text of Holy Scripture:

a) of the Old Testament,

b) of the New Testament.

3) On the chief translations of Holy Scripture:

a) the ancient,

b) the modern, and

c) in particular, on the translation of the Seventy interpreters and the Slavonic translation.

4) On the manuscripts and notable editions of Holy Scripture.

5) On the polyglot bibles (in many languages).

6) On the best commentaries on Holy Scripture.

The particular part:

1) On the books of the Old Testament, each in particular:

a) the historical: the Pentateuch of Moses, the book of Joshua, Judges, and so forth,

b) the didactic: the book of Psalms and the others, each separately,

c) the prophetic: the Prophets Isaiah, Jeremiah, and the rest.

2) On the books of the New Testament, each in particular:

a) the historical: the four Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles,

b) the didactic: the Apostolic epistles, and

c) the prophetic: the Apocalypse.

In speaking of each of these books, Bibliology must show:

a) the name of the book,

b) its writer, and the time and place of its writing,

c) the subject, purpose, and arrangement of the parts of the book,

d) the best commentaries on it, and

e) finally, present an explanation either of the most important passages of the book, or even of the whole book.

A rich aid for the teaching of Bibliology may be found in the book: Sacrae Scripturae Cursus completus, ex commentariis omnium perfectissimis, ubique habitis…, unice conflatus, published by the Abbé Migne in 28 volumes, Paris 1839–1845. To this same category belong, in general, the so-called Introductions to Holy Scripture, among which, of course, a strict selection must be made. The chief guide, properly speaking, for the explanation both of individual passages and of whole books of Holy Scripture, must be the Interpretations of the holy Fathers and teachers of the Church. An excellent example of the explanation of a whole book of Holy Scripture in our native language we have in the Notes on the Book of Genesis.

II. HOLY TRADITION

§ 177. Patrology, or Patristics

For the study of Holy Tradition, contained chiefly in the works of the holy Fathers of the Church, two sciences serve: Patrology and Patristics, which, however, as we have seen (§ 164), quite naturally combine and are taught together under the common name of either one of them.

The task of Patrology, or Patristics, consists in presenting:

a) a brief biography, or life, of each holy Father, especially in respect of those circumstances which had an influence on his manner of thought and his writings;

b) a bibliography, showing the authenticity of his writings, their chief content, arrangement, and distinctive character;

c) finally, the notable thoughts from these writings concerning the dogmas of the faith, morality, the order of the sacred rites, church regulations, and, in general, the subjects of Christian revelation.

The order of such an examination of the holy Fathers must be chronological. And in this respect, for greater convenience, Patrology is ordinarily divided into periods, which, in keeping with the general division of church history, may be as follows:

1) The period of the first three centuries of Christianity, down to the conversion of the Emperor Constantine, or to the Ecumenical Councils. Here, in particular:

a) on the Apostolic Fathers, or men,

b) on the Fathers who followed after them.

2) The period of the Ecumenical Councils, down to the falling-away of the Roman church from the universal Church, or to the Patriarch of Constantinople, Photius:

a) on the Fathers of the fourth and fifth centuries,

b) on the Fathers of the remaining centuries.

3) The period of the holy Fathers of the Orthodox Church from the time of Photius to the present day:

a) on the holy Fathers who lived in the Greek Church, and

b)—in the Russian Church.

The limits of Patrology may, however, also be narrowed. The holy Fathers who wrote have never been lacking in the Church of Christ, even down to our own day. But since Patrology considers the Fathers chiefly as witnesses of the Apostolic tradition, and in a series of witnesses to any event whatsoever it suffices, for the confirmation of the truth, to hear only those witnesses nearest in time to the event, especially if their number is not small, Patrology will not err at all if, to shorten its labor, it confines itself to the first two periods indicated. All the more so since the later Fathers, who lived in the Orthodox Church from the time of the falling-away of the Roman Patriarchate from it, only repeated, with respect to Holy Tradition, what had already been said by the Fathers of the first centuries, holding strictly to the ancient Orthodoxy.

But while thus being narrowed in one respect, Patrology may be somewhat broadened in another. Its essential subject is composed solely of the writings of the holy Fathers (whence it is called Patrology), that is, of those men who have been numbered by the Church among the Saints. But since it is known that there were also in the Church other renowned teachers, who, though not numbered among the Saints, are nonetheless, by reason of their antiquity and closeness to the Apostolic age, very important witnesses in their writings to the Apostolic tradition (such as Tertullian, Origen—both only in certain places of their writings—Eusebius of Caesarea, and others), Patrology will not err in the least if it considers the writings of these men too, at least in the form of appendices to each of its periods.

There are very many aids for the teaching of Patristics. Among the most important belong:

1) Historia litteraria scriptorum ecclesiasticorum…. by William Cave;

2) Mémoires pour servir à l’histoire ecclésiastique des six premiers siècles…. by Tillemont;

3) Nouvelle Bibliothèque des auteurs ecclésiastiques, etc…. by Du Pin;

4) Histoire générale des auteurs sacrés et ecclésiastiques, etc…. by Remi Ceillier.

But the richest aid, though also too vast, and therefore ill-suited for use in the school teaching of Patristics, is the collection recently begun (in 1844) in Paris by the Abbé Migne—the Patrologiae cursus completus, of which more than 80 volumes have already appeared.

III. THE SYMBOLIC DOCTRINE OF THE CHURCH

§ 178. A Historical Survey of the Symbols of the Orthodox Church

The Symbolic doctrine of the Orthodox Church may be known:

a) through a historical survey of the Symbols and, in general, of the confessions that have appeared in it over the centuries, and

b) through the positive study of its Symbolic guides, such as: the Orthodox Confession of Peter Mogila and the Orthodox Catechism, published by the Holy Synod (see § 164). But since the latter exist in a definite form and in their complete composition, and therefore have no need of our plan, we shall here turn our attention only to the former, that is, to a historical survey of the Symbols and other confessions of the Orthodox Church.

The subject of this survey are, in general, the Symbols and confessions sealed with the authority of the Orthodox Church, such as:

a) the Symbols used in the Church in the first three centuries, from Apostolic times to the appearance of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Symbol;

b) the Symbols and definitions of faith composed at the Ecumenical and local Councils;

c) the circular epistles of the Councils;

d) the Symbols, or confessions, composed by individual teachers of the faith as well, but read, approved, and confirmed by Councils, or, even without conciliar confirmation, accepted and respected by the whole Orthodox Church.

Surveying, in chronological order, all the Symbols and confessions of this kind, this science must show:

a) the origin of each of them, with all the circumstances;

b) its use in the Church, likewise with all the circumstances, and finally —

c) the detailed content of each Symbol, with an explanation, where needed, of the terms and expressions occurring in it, and likewise of the source from which they are drawn, why such dogmas in particular, and not others, entered into the composition of the Symbol, and its relation to the Symbols that preceded and followed it.

In its division into periods, this historical science, as a particular branch of the general history of the Church, may follow the same order adopted for the latter, and consequently appear in the following form:

1) A survey of the Symbols of the first three centuries of Christianity, down to the Ecumenical Councils, or to the appearance of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Symbol:

a) the Symbols used in particular churches: the Roman, the Antiochian, and others;

b) the Symbols of individual pastors, but accepted by the universal Church, such as the Symbol of St. Gregory the Wonderworker;

c) the Symbols and confessions composed at local Councils: for example, the Symbol of the Council of Antioch, held against Paul of Samosata around the year 266;

d) conciliar epistles: for example, the epistle of that same Council of Antioch to Paul of Samosata.

2) A survey of the Symbols that appeared in the period of the Ecumenical Councils—down to the last, solemn confirmation of the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Symbol at the eighth Ecumenical Council under Photius (in 867), or to the falling-away of the Roman Church from the universal Church:

a) the Symbols, and, in general, the definitions of faith of all the Ecumenical and local Councils accepted by the Orthodox Church;

b) confessions of faith by individual teachers, but read and approved at Councils: for example, the anathemas of St. Cyril of Alexandria;

c) Symbols not read at Councils, but accepted by the whole Church: such as the Symbol of St. Athanasius.

3) A survey of the confessions that appeared in subsequent times in the Orthodox Church, down to the present day:

a) confessions and definitions of faith composed at local Councils: such are the eleven chapters of the Council of Constantinople (around the year 1080) against false philosophy, occasioned by the errors of John Italos, and the exposition of faith composed at the Council of Jerusalem in 1672 against the Calvinists;

b) confessions of individual teachers, read and approved at local Councils: for example, the confession of St. Gregory Palamas, Metropolitan of Thessalonica, read and unanimously approved at the Council of Constantinople in 1350 against Barlaam and Akindynos;

c) conciliar epistles;

d) fairly detailed expositions of the faith and Catechisms which the Church herself has given for the guidance of her children, whether in Greece, or in Russia and other countries.

The result of such a survey of the Symbols and confessions that have appeared in the Orthodox Church will be the most tangible proof that she has, throughout the ages, preserved in its entirety the deposit of faith entrusted to her by the Lord Jesus, and has always taught her children the very same Symbolic doctrine which she teaches even now. At the same time, through this survey there will be prepared a rich store of material for Dogmatic Theology—for the unfolding and confirmation of, at the very least, all the chief truths of the faith.

Aids for this science (which does not exist among us) may be found:

1) in Bingham: in Origin. ecclesiast. tom. IV, cap. 3–4, where the Symbols of the first three centuries of the Church are gathered;

2) in the Book of the Rules of the holy Apostles, of the holy Ecumenical and local Councils, and of the holy Fathers, published by the Holy Synod;

3) in the acts of the Ecumenical and local Councils, published by Labbe and Cossart and others;

4) in the many collections and investigations concerning the ancient Symbols and confessions indicated in Walch, in Biblioth. Theolog. tom. 1, cap. III, sect. 1.

II. THE CONSTITUENT SCIENCES OF ORTHODOX THEOLOGY:

A. HAVING AS THEIR SUBJECT CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE

§ 179. Their Division

Christian doctrine, in keeping with the essence of the Christian faith as the restored union between God and man, consists of a twofold kind of truths:

a) of the truths of faith and hope, or of faith in the broad sense, which contain within them the doctrine of God and of His relation to the world, and, in particular, to man, showing what God has done, does, and, according to the promises given, will do for man, who is called into a union of grace with Him; and —

b) of the truths of love, or of activity, determining what God has commanded man, who has entered into this union and bound himself to fulfill all its conditions in holiness, to do. The first truths, appropriated by faith and hope, are called dogmas779; the latter, appropriated by love and activity, are called commandments. The systematic exposition of the former, in the form in which the Orthodox Church holds and teaches them, constitutes Dogmatic Theology; and in the form in which the various Christian churches and societies hold them,—Comparative Theology. From the systematic exposition of the latter proceeds Moral Theology.

§ 180. Dogmatic Theology

The composition of Dogmatic Theology is likewise determined from the very concept of the Christian Faith. This faith is not only a union of God with man such as was the primordial union, to which the Lord called man, together with all the other spiritual beings, through their very creation (see § 12). It is, rather, precisely a restored union, a union following upon man’s fall, to which only fallen man has been directly called, and called through redemption in Christ Jesus. And therefore the Christian truths (or dogmas) that compose the doctrine of God and His relation to man are of two kinds. Some contain the doctrine of God and His relation to man that is general (naturali, ordinario)—such as God had and has toward all the other beings of the world as well—and which is expressed in the two divine acts of creation and providence. Others contain within them the doctrine of God specifically as the Redeemer of mankind, and of His special relation to the human race (supranaturali, extraordinario), known under the name of salvation, or the economy (οἰκονομία). The first truths belong to the Christian Faith as faith, and would have had a place in the primordial Faith too, had man preserved it. The latter belong to it specifically as the Christian Faith, restored. In keeping with this, following the example of the ancient holy Fathers and teachers of the Orthodox Church780, Dogmatic Theology may be divided into two chief parts:

I) the doctrine of God and of His general relation to the world and, in particular, to man, that is, of creation and providence (what the ancient teachers called θεολογία ἁπλῆ, or simply θεολογία), and

II) the doctrine of God specifically as the Redeemer of mankind, and of His special relation to the human race, that is, of the salvation of men, the economy (what was called by the ancient teachers θεολογία οἰκονομική, or simply οἰκονομία). In more detail, the plan of Dogmatic Theology may be as follows:

I. The doctrine of God and of His general relation to the world and to man.

1) The doctrine of God:

A)—One in essence:

a) of the unity and essence of God,

b) of the essential attributes of God;

B)—Three in Persons:

a) in God there are indeed three Persons, with unity of essence;

b) each of these Persons has its own personal property, distinguishing it from the other Persons;

c) each is, in truth, a divine Person, is God.

2) The doctrine of God’s general relation to the world and to man, that is,

A) Of God’s creation:

a) of the creation of the invisible world, or the Angels:

aa) when God created them,

bb) of what kind He created them, and whence the evil angels,

cc) for what purpose He created them?

b) of the creation of the visible world:

aa) how, and out of what, God created it,

bb) in how much time,

cc) of what kind, and

dd) for what purpose He created it?

c) of the creation of man:

aa) how God created man,

bb) of what kind, and

cc) for what purpose?

B) Of God’s providence:

a) in the invisible world:

aa) in what it is expressed in relation to the good Angels, and

bb) in relation to the evil angels?

b) in the visible world: in what is it expressed here?

c) in the human race:

aa) in what it was expressed before man’s fall, and from what cause, in what manner, under the providence of God, that fall, with all its consequences, followed —

bb) in what it is expressed after man’s fall?

II. The doctrine of God as the Redeemer of mankind, and of His special relation to the human race.

1) The doctrine of God as the Redeemer of mankind:

A) Of the participation of all the Persons of the Most Holy Trinity in the work of man’s redemption:

a) the participation of God the Father: in what does it consist?

b) the participation of God the Son: here to be indicated only in general terms;

c) the participation of God the Holy Spirit.

B) In particular, of the Son of God incarnate for the redemption of mankind, our Lord Jesus Christ:

a) of the Person of the Lord Jesus:

aa) of the two natures in Him, the Divine and the human,

bb) of the unity of hypostasis;

b) of the twofold state of the Lord Jesus:

aa) of the state of humiliation, and

bb) of the state of glorification.

2) The doctrine of God’s special relation to the human race, or of the economy:

A) Of the beginning of this economy, that is, of God’s eternal predestination to save fallen man:

a) in what it consists, and

b) upon whom it extends?

B) Of the actual accomplishment of man’s salvation by the Lord Jesus, through a threefold ministry to the human race:

a) the prophetic: in what did it consist?

b) the high-priestly: its essence?

c) the royal: its essence?

C) Of the application, or appropriation, to men of the salvation accomplished by Jesus Christ. For this the Lord Jesus:

a) established on earth His holy Church, as a guide leading men to salvation: the doctrine of the Church;

b) bestows on men His divine grace: the doctrine of grace;

c) through the holy sacraments of the Church: the doctrine of the sacraments in general, and of each one separately.

D) Of the completion of God’s economy:

a) for individual persons, and still incomplete:

aa) immediately upon each one’s death,

bb) at the particular judgment,

cc) after which there is still an undecided recompense, and sinners who have died with repentance may yet hope for salvation, through the prayers of the Church;

b) for the whole human race, and already complete, which will follow:

aa) at the end of the world,

bb) at the universal judgment,

cc) when the righteous and sinners will each finally and decisively be recompensed according to their deeds.

Concerning the method of Dogmatic Theology, it must be noted:

1) The task of Dogmatic Theology is to set forth the dogmas of the faith in that very form in which the Orthodox Church holds and teaches them. Hence the first duty of this science is to place, at the head of each of its investigations, general or particular, the Church’s own definition of the dogma, drawn either from the Symbol of faith or from the more extensive confessions of the Church, such as: the Orthodox Confession of Peter Mogila, the Epistle of the Eastern Patriarchs on the Orthodox Faith, and so forth.

2) But the Church does not teach us her own doctrine, and not from herself: her dogmas are truths revealed by God, and she draws them from Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, which the Lord entrusted specifically to her, as a precious deposit of salvation. Hence the second duty of Dogmatic Theology: immediately after the Church’s definition of the dogma has been presented, to bring forward the very grounds of this dogma from Holy Scripture and Holy Tradition, and to explain the passages adduced according to the mind of the Orthodox Church.

To these two essential conditions of the method of Orthodox Dogmatics, three secondary ones must be added:

3) The dogmas of the faith, as dogmas, in themselves and in the doctrine of the universal Church of Christ as infallible, are always unchanging: they are taught by the Orthodox Church even now in that very form in which she received them from the Lord Jesus Himself, and will be taught so until the end of the age. But the manner in which individual believers have understood the dogmas has already changed more than once over the course of the centuries: there have been people who held false opinions about the dogmas, and there have been those who utterly perverted the dogmas and fell into heresies. In consequence of which the holy Church convoked Ecumenical and local Councils, and made at them the most precise definitions or explanations of these dogmas, for the guidance of the Orthodox. And zealous pastors wrote whole works against the heretics, and, according to the nature of the heresy, and as the circumstances of place and time required, employed this or that explanation and proof in defense of the dogma under attack. Hence arose the history of dogmas, which, when set forth within Orthodox Dogmatics, can tangibly contribute to a more precise understanding of the Church’s doctrine concerning them. Dogmatics will therefore do well if, having presented, before the detailed unfolding of each dogma, the Church’s definition of it, it there and then also presents a brief sketch of its history, and only afterward brings forward the very grounds of the dogma, both from Holy Scripture and from Holy Tradition.

4) Among the dogmas of the Orthodox faith there are dogmas not inaccessible even to our reason, such as: of God, one in essence, and of His essential attributes, of His providence, of man, his fall, and so forth. On the other hand, almost all the dogmas of the Church have been and are subjected to the objections of freethinking, which for the most part are likewise drawn from reason. It is therefore by no means superfluous, but even necessary in certain cases, that Orthodox Dogmatics, in unfolding, by the method indicated, the positive doctrine of the Church concerning a dogma, should, where the dogma is accessible to our conceptions, bring forward possible explanations of it drawn from rational considerations781, and should endeavor to refute the objections raised against it. Only in both cases it must remember measure. In the first—not to allow reason to step outside its submission to faith, and to avoid, in every way, empty scholastic questions and subtleties that have no bearing on the positive doctrine of the Church. In the latter, moreover—to occupy itself only with the refutation of particular objections, which cannot properly enter into the composition of the special science of Comparative (or Polemical) Theology, and not with the disagreements of whole Christian societies concerning this or that dogma, which that latter science alone must treat.

5) Finally, it must be remembered that the dogmas of the faith, as truths revealed by God and utterances of God, are, by their very essence, spirit and life for believers (Jn. 6:63). And therefore Dogmatic Theology will do very well if, having shown how each of them is to be understood in accordance with the doctrine of the Orthodox Church, it will, in conclusion to it all, also show the relation of these dogmas to the Christian life, so that faith in them may be not a cold assent of the intellect, but a living faith of the heart. These moral reflections within Dogmatics, however, given the existence of a special science setting forth Christian moral teaching, must by no means be extensive, though neither are they excluded by the existence of that latter science.

The chief aid in the outlining and teaching of Dogmatic Theology must be those rich materials which the preliminary theological sciences will have prepared for it: Bibliology—from Holy Scripture, Patrology—from the writings of the holy Fathers, or from Holy Tradition, and the historical survey of the Symbols—from the ancient confessions of the Church. These materials alone are entirely sufficient for constructing the most complete, and at the same time fully Orthodox, system of Dogmatic Theology. To this same category belong, in particular, the few works of ancient renowned pastors of the Church, composed in the form of essays in Dogmatic Theology, such as: the Brief Exposition of the Divine Dogmas of the blessed Theodoret, bishop of Cyrus (see Khr. Cht. 1844, IV, 173), and, especially, the Exact Exposition of the Orthodox Faith, or the Theology of St. John of Damascus (in the new Russian translation, published in Moscow, 1844). It may not be without profit, at times, however, to turn also to the systems of later theologians —

a) both native—Theophan Prokopovich, Falkovsky, and others—at least in the treatises worked out by them with particular care and circumspection, such as the treatise on the procession of the Holy Spirit…;

b) and foreign, chiefly of the Roman church782, of course, only on those points of dogmatic doctrine in which these theologians of other confessions are entirely in agreement with us—for example, in the doctrine of the triune God, of the Redeemer, and of certain of the sacraments.

In particular, an aid for teaching the history of dogmas may be found:

a) in the large work of Denis Petau: de Theologicis dogmatibus, though everything here is presented in the form of unworked material, and —

b) more conveniently, in the Lehrbuch der Dogmengeschichte, in 2 parts, by the well-known theologian of the Roman church, Heinrich Klee.

§ 181. Comparative, or Polemical, Theology

Comparative Theology has as its purpose to show the dogmatic differences of the other Christian confessions and sects now existing, from the doctrine of the Orthodox Church.

All these non-Orthodox Christian confessions and sects, by place of existence, are divided into two halves: into

1) Confessions and sects existing in the East, such as:

a) the societies of the Nestorians, who have their churches in Mesopotamia, chiefly along the river Tigris, in Persia, India, and Kurdistan;

b) the societies of the Monophysites, from whom, in Africa, arose the Coptic and Abyssinian churches, and in Asia, the Armenian and Syro-Jacobite along the river Euphrates;

c) the schismatic sects existing in Russia;

d) finally, the Dukhobors, likewise in Russia; and into —

2) Confessions and sects existing in the West, to which belong:

a) the Roman church,

b) the Protestant confessions: the Lutheran and the Reformed,

c) the Anglican Church, and

d) the small Christian sects: the Anabaptists, the Quakers, the Herrnhuters, and others.

The order in which the dogmatic differences of the Christian churches and societies enumerated are examined in Comparative Theology is known to be twofold: some (the greater part) examine these differences by confession, that is, they take up in turn the distinguishing opinions of first one confession, then another, a third, and so on; others—by subject, that is, they present the Symbolic doctrine of all the Christian confessions first on one dogmatic subject, then on another, a third…, adhering to some system. But it is best of all to combine both these methods, each of which has its advantages and disadvantages, and first to examine the dogmatic differences by confession with full particularity, so as to obtain a distinct concept of each confession separately; and then, at the end, to present a brief systematic table of these differences by subject, so as to see the differences themselves more distinctly.

In particular, in examining the differences by confession, Comparative Theology must:

a) first give a brief historical account of each confession and indicate its Symbolic books;

b) then draw out from these books the very dogmatic differences of each confession from the doctrine of the Orthodox Church, and show their groundlessness (expose, refute…);

c) and, in conclusion to it all, show, where possible, the means for reconciling these differences with Orthodox doctrine, as well as for the return of the followers of this or that non-Orthodox confession into the bosom of the true Church of Christ.

The first source and aid for Comparative Theology are the Symbolic books of each confession. But, besides this, one may also make use of ready-made guides to this science, of which, under various names, a great many are known783. Of those composed in recent times, the Symbolics of Möhler, Guericke, Planck, and Winer are reckoned the best.

§ 182. Moral Theology

Moral Theology sets forth the doctrine of the moral Law of God, which the Christian man is obligated to fulfill, in order to remain faithful to the restored union with God, and thus to attain eternal salvation. This science therefore consists of two parts:

I) the general doctrine of the moral law of God given in Christianity, and

II) the particular doctrine of the duties of the Christian, determined by this law.

I. The general doctrine of the moral law given in Christianity.

1) Of the essence of the moral Christian law:

a) in what this law consists, and

b) what is its relation to the natural law?

2) Of the subject matter of the moral Christian law, that is,

a) of the virtues it prescribes, and

b) of the sins it forbids;

3) Of the motives proposed by this law:

a) the higher, and

b) the lower;

4) Of the powers necessary on man’s part for the fulfillment of this law:

a) the natural—sound reason, freedom, and conscience, and

b) the supernatural—of grace;

5) Of the chief principle of activity proposed by the moral Christian law;

a) the formal principle — the guidance of the Orthodox Church,

b) the real principle—the Christian’s love for God, for himself, and for his neighbors (Mk. 12:30–31).

II. The particular doctrine of the duties of the Christian.

1) The duties of the Christian toward the three-hypostatic God, Creator, Provider, and Savior:

a) toward God directly: faith, hope, and love, which form the foundation of the whole Christian life (1 Cor. 13:13); their expression in prayer, in outward worship, in certain extraordinary acts;

b) toward God as wondrous in His Saints; duties toward the most holy Virgin Theotokos, toward the bodiless Powers, toward all the Saints, in particular toward one’s guardian Angel and namesake Saint;

c) toward God as the Head of the body of the Church, of which we are members: duties toward the God-appointed pastors of the Church and toward all her members, as members of Christ.

2) The duties of the Christian toward himself:

a) the general: self-knowledge, self-denial, and so forth;

b) the particular: in relation to the soul, to the body, and to outward goods;

3) The duties of the Christian toward his neighbors:

a) the general: love for one’s neighbors, and its expression in various acts; in relation to the neighbor’s soul, body, and outward goods;

b) the particular: in domestic society and in civil society.

Concerning the method of expounding and teaching this science, the following chief rules may be laid down:

1) One must take care that the moral teaching it sets forth be truly Christian, and not resemble a philosophical one to which texts have merely been fitted (as sometimes happens). For this the teacher:

a) in unfolding the duties of the Christian, must always show their living connection with the dogmas, so that the moral teaching taught may thus be permeated in all its parts by the Christian doctrine of faith;

b) must also show that, although Christian moral teaching contains many rules of natural morality—just as the doctrine of faith contains many natural (comprehensible) truths—they have here nonetheless received, and possess, their own particular character from the general spirit of Christianity;

c) must, finally, unfold with particular care those rules which belong exclusively to Christian moral teaching and constitute its distinctive character.

2) The Christian moral laws determine not only what the Christian must do, but also what he must not do. And therefore, in unfolding each duty, one must consider not only the virtues it prescribes, but also the sins it forbids.

3) In explaining the Christian virtues, one must above all follow the counsels and instructions of men experienced in the spiritual life, such as the ancient Christian ascetics were, and enliven one’s explanations with the manifold examples drawn from the Word of God and the lives of the Saints.

Aids for Moral Theology, at least for its various parts—and the richest of aids—the teacher will always find in the numerous moral writings of the holy Fathers of the Church, which it would be superfluous to enumerate here. Among the ready-made guides to this science, one may point to the Active Theology of His Grace Innocent of Penza, the Features of the Active Teaching of the Faith of Archpriest I. S. Kochetov, and, among the foreign, to the systems of Moral Theology by Schenkl, Stapf, and Riegler.

B. HAVING AS THEIR SUBJECT THE CHRISTIAN SACRED RITES, OR DIVINE WORSHIP

§ 183. Liturgics

All three sciences having as their subject the Christian sacred rites—namely, Church Archaeology, Orthodox Liturgics, and Comparative Liturgics, wherever its teaching is fitting—may, very conveniently, as we have seen (§ 164), be set forth together, under the one common name of Liturgics, or the Doctrine of Worship.

The doctrine of Christian worship is composed of the doctrine of worship itself, that is, of the sacred rites, and the doctrine of the appurtenances of the sacred rites. Worship itself may be examined in a twofold manner: first, in its essential elements or constituent parts in general, independently of the definite forms in which it appears in the Orthodox Church; then, in its individual kinds, performed according to definite church ordinances. To the appurtenances of worship belong: the sacred places, the sacred times, the sacred objects, and the liturgical books. The general plan of Liturgics may therefore be as follows:

I. Of Christian worship.

1) Of the constituent elements (parts) of Christian worship in general, which are:

a) the holy sacraments,

b) prayers,

c) sacred hymns,

d) readings of the holy Gospel,

e) church homilies,

f) censing with incense, the lighting of lamps, and so forth.

2) Of the particular kinds of Christian worship.

These particular kinds of worship, performed according to definite church ordinances, are divided into two kinds: constant and daily services, and services, so to speak, occasional, performed only at particular times, corresponding to the various needs of believers, and therefore ordinarily called occasional offices.

a) The constant and daily services are:

aa) the Liturgy, at which the most holy sacrament of the Eucharist is celebrated, and

bb) the services that serve Christians as a preparation for the Liturgy: Vespers, Compline, Midnight Office, Matins, and the Hours.

b) To the occasional offices belong, as set forth in the Book of Occasional Offices:

aa) the orders of all the other sacraments, besides the Eucharist,

bb) the orders of the rites: the blessing of water, the burial of the dead, the singing of intercessory services, monastic tonsure, and many others.

II. Of the appurtenances of Christian worship.

1) Of the sacred places, or temples:

a) of temples in general,

b) of the constituent parts of Christian temples,

c) of their outward and inward arrangement;

2) Of the sacred times:

a) the daily, such as: morning, the first hour, and the rest,

b) the weekly: the Lord’s day and the rest,

c) the yearly: feasts, fasts, days of commemoration of the departed;

3) Of the sacred objects:

a) of the church vestments,

b) of the vessels and other implements;

4) Of the liturgical books, such as:

a) the Priest’s Service Book,

b) the Book of Occasional Offices,

c) the Church Typikon, the Menaion, and others.

The method of Liturgics, given the concept of it we have adopted, requires:

1) That it, in unfolding the doctrine of each sacred rite and each appurtenance of a sacred rite, first show the actual composition of this rite and appurtenance, then their history, or archaeology, further, their inward meaning and mystical sense, and finally, where possible and fitting, make comparative remarks about the sacred rites of the other Christian confessions; and

2) In particular, that, in explaining the mystical sense of the sacred rites and their appurtenances, it follow not some arbitrary conjectures, but the guidance of the Orthodox Church herself.

Aids for this science are presented by:

1) Among the writings of the ancients:

a) the Apostolic Constitutions,

b) On the Ecclesiastical Hierarchy, by St. Dionysius the Areopagite,

c) the Catechetical Lectures, of St. Cyril of Jerusalem,

d) the Contemplation of the Divine Things, of St. Germanus, Patriarch of Constantinople,

e) the Explanation of the Liturgy, of Nicholas Cabasilas,

f) the same, by Symeon of Thessalonica.

2) Among the more recent writings that have appeared in our native Church:

a) On the Services and Ordinances of the Orthodox Greco-Russian Church, by His Grace Gabriel, Metropolitan of St. Petersburg,

b) the New Tablet, by His Grace Benjamin of Nizhny Novgorod,

c) the Explanation of the Liturgy, by Dmitrevsky,

d) the Monuments of Christian Antiquities, by Vetrinsky, and others.

C. HAVING AS THEIR SUBJECT CHRISTIAN GOVERNANCE

§ 184. Canon Law, or Church Jurisprudence

Christian governance too, like worship, though it likewise may be the subject of three separate sciences, namely: the Historical Survey of Canon Law; Canon Law now in force in the Orthodox Church; and Comparative Canon Law — may nonetheless, as was noted (§ 164), very conveniently be set forth in one general science as well, under the name of Canon Law, or Church Jurisprudence.

The laws by which the governance of the Orthodox Church is carried out (the subject of Canon Law) may be divided into two classes: some concern the constitution of the Church, as a special society of believers in Jesus Christ, joined to one another by mutual rights and duties, and enjoying certain means for attaining eternal salvation; others determine her relation to societies outside her. The former constitute the internal law of the Church, the latter, her external law. But all these laws, now in force in the Orthodox Church, are nothing other than the development, interpretation, and application to particular cases and circumstances of the Church of those original rights and duties of hers which, flowing from her very essence and purpose, were granted to her by the Savior Himself, and reached their present form only over the course of many centuries. They therefore have a twofold foundation: in the Word of God—a dogmatic one, and in the history of the Church—a historical one. On all these grounds, the following plan may be drawn up for the science of Canon Law:

I. Of the foundations of the Canon Law of the Orthodox Church:

1) The dogmatic foundation. The original, or root, rights of the Church, as a society instituted by God, determined in the Word of God itself:

a) the right of self-preservation,

b) the right to have her own Hierarchy,

c) the right of propagation,

d) the right of good order,

e) the right to teach, to perform the sacred rites, and so forth.

2) The historical foundation. A survey of the gradual formation of church legislation:

a) in the first three centuries,

b) in the period of the Ecumenical Councils down to the Patriarch Photius,

c) from the time of Photius to the present day, especially in Russia.

II. Of the internal law of the Church:

1) Concerning the Persons of whom the Church consists, such as:

a) the Church Government, in particular —

aa) the Most Holy Governing Synod and the institutions attached to it;

bb) the administrations subordinate to the Holy Synod: the diocesan administration, the administration of the court clergy, and the administration of the military clergy,

b) the Clergy of the Orthodox Church:

aa) the white (married, parish) clergy,

bb) the monastic clergy,

cc) persons belonging to the clerical estate by birth and by service;

c) the Laity:

aa) within the diocesan jurisdiction,

bb) the court jurisdiction, and

cc) the military jurisdiction.

2) Concerning the means which the Church employs for her purpose, namely:

a) teaching: its subjects, manner, and time,

b) worship: the sacred rites, places, times, and objects,

c) governance, or church judicial discipline:

aa) in relation to all Orthodox members of the Church, and

bb) in particular, in relation to persons belonging to the clerical jurisdiction.

III. Of the external law of the Church.

In our fatherland, the Orthodox Church, standing under the protection of her most pious Sovereigns, exists in close connection with civil society, and, besides this, in certain relations with the societies of non-Orthodox Christians and of those of other faiths dwelling in Russia and tolerated by the Government. The external law of the Church must therefore determine her relation:

a) to civil society,

b) to the societies of non-Orthodox Christians,

c) to the societies of those of other faiths: Jews, Mohammedans, and pagans.

The sources and aids for the science of the Canon Law of the Orthodox Church in Russia, after Holy Scripture, must be:

a) the Book of the Rules of the holy Apostles, of the holy Ecumenical and local Councils, and of the holy Fathers;

b) the Typikon and the orders of the church services;

c) the enactments of the All-Russian Sovereigns pertaining to the Church, and entered into the general Digest of the Laws of the Russian Empire;

d) the determinations of the Most Holy Governing All-Russian Synod;

e) in particular: the Ecclesiastical Regulation, the Statute of the Ecclesiastical Consistories, the Statutes of the Ecclesiastical Academies, Seminaries, Schools, and the like.

III. THE APPLIED SCIENCES OF ORTHODOX THEOLOGY:

A. HAVING AS THEIR PURPOSE TO INSTRUCT THE PASTOR HOW TO CARRY OUT HIS MINISTRY TO THE CHURCH AND TO APPLY THE CHRISTIAN FAITH TO THE LIFE OF OTHERS

§ 185. The Concept of These Sciences

There are two of these sciences: Pastoral Theology, which instructs the pastor in the carrying out of all his duties in general, and, in particular, Homiletics, which instructs him only in the field of church preaching.

§ 186. Pastoral Theology

The pastor’s appointment in the Church is to be a guide leading others to eternal salvation. But he can carry out this lofty calling worthily only if he himself possesses the qualities necessary for it. The duties of the pastor are therefore divided into two classes: his duties toward himself, as a pastor, and his duties toward those in his care, in keeping with the holy Apostle’s instruction to the pastors of Ephesus: take heed to yourselves and to all the flock (Acts 20:28). The first duties show what the pastor himself must be; the latter, how he must carry out his ministry to the Church to the greater benefit of those in his care. Hence the two parts of Pastoral Theology. But these parts must be preceded by yet a third: on the pastoral ministry in general, because all the individual instructions concerning the pastor’s duties, both toward himself and toward those in his care, can be derived only from the nature of the pastoral ministry. In more detail, these parts may be unfolded in the following order:

I. On the pastoral ministry in general:

a) the concept of this ministry,

b) its Divine origin,

c) its appointment,

d) its lofty dignity, hence —

e) the motive for carrying out the pastoral calling worthily,

f) the pastor’s bond with his flock and with the whole Church,

g) the particular duties of the pastor.

II. On the pastor’s duties toward himself, as a pastor:

a) what the intellectual qualities of the pastor must be: how he must maintain and perfect his knowledge of the faith, what he must read, of what books his library should consist, and so forth?

b) what his moral qualities must be? Here, in particular:

aa) of the virtues especially proper to a pastor,

bb) of the vices chiefly noticeable in the clerical estate and intolerable in a pastor, and

cc) of the means against these vices;

c) what must the pastor’s manner of domestic life be, and what private occupations befit him?

III. On the pastor’s duties toward those in his care.

There are three of these duties: the pastor must —

a) teach his flock the faith,

b) perform worship for them, and

c) guide them on the path of a pious life. Here, therefore, in particular, must be unfolded:

1) How the pastor must instruct his flock in the faith.

These instructions are of two kinds: some public, delivered chiefly in church; others private, occurring everywhere, according to the various needs of those in his care. The first kind of instruction has become the subject of a special science—Homiletics. Pastoral Theology must therefore confine itself only to the latter, and show how the pastor, in keeping with the various needs of Christians, must:

a) enlighten the unbeliever,

b) instruct the one who doubts,

c) convert the one who has gone astray, for example, a schismatic or a heretic,

d) correct the one given over to some passion or vice,

e) comfort and strengthen the one who despairs amid life’s sorrows, and the like.

2) How the pastor must perform worship in a manner pleasing to God and to the greater edification of those in his care. In particular:

a) how he must celebrate the most holy sacrament of the Eucharist at the Liturgy: here —

aa) of the pastor’s preparation for celebrating the Liturgy, both at home and in church, and

bb) of the manner of the celebration itself;

b) how he must perform the sacrament of penance and hear confession, especially in the days of the church fasts and of preparatory devotion;

c) how he must perform the remaining sacraments: baptism, chrismation, marriage, and the anointing of the sick;

d) how he must perform all the other occasional offices.

3) How the pastor must guide others on the path of a pious life. Here, above all, must be set forth the rules of pastoral prudence:

a) in dealing with those in his care of different stations and dispositions.

b) in the various circumstances of life.

As for the method of this science, a particular remark is that, in explaining the pastoral duties, it should point, as often as possible, to the examples bequeathed to us by the most worthy ministers of the Church. Such examples are pointed to: St. Chrysostom, in the life of Ignatius the God-bearer; St. Gregory the Theologian, in the lives of Athanasius and Basil the Great; St. Gregory of Nyssa, in the life of Gregory the Wonderworker. Such examples should be drawn not only from the lives of the holy pastors of the ancient Church, but also from the lives of the holy pastors of our own native land.

Many works of the holy Fathers may serve as aids for Pastoral Theology, such as:

a) St. Chrysostom’s: the discourses on the priesthood, and the commentaries on the Apostle Paul’s epistles to Titus and Timothy;

b) St. Ambrose’s: de officiis Clericorum;

c) the blessed Jerome’s: the letter to Nepotian, de vita Clericorum;

d) St. Gregory the Dialogist’s: de cura pastorali (in Russian translation, see Khr. Cht. 1847, part I), and others.

We have on this subject a very good guide in the Book on the Duties of Parish Priests, used in our ecclesiastical Seminaries. One may also turn, from time to time, to foreign guides of a similar kind, written by theologians of the Roman church, such as, for example: Theologiae pastoralis systema, by M. de Schenkl, or Sacerdos Christianus, auctore Ludovico Abelly.

§ 187. Homiletics

Homiletics, according to the plan we have adopted (§ 164), must consist of two parts: the theory of church discourse, and the history of church discourse, or the literature of preaching. The former is nothing other than a body of rules concerning church discourse in general and its particular kinds (forms) in particular. The latter must depict the fortunes of preaching, both in the universal Church and, in particular, in the Russian Church. The plan of Homiletics, in general outline, may therefore be as follows:

A. The theory of church discourse.

I. On church discourse in general:

1) The subjects of church discourse:

a) dogmatic doctrine,

b) moral doctrine,

c) liturgical doctrine,

d) historical and natural doctrine.

2) The qualities of church discourse:

a) the internal: edification, persuasion of the will, unction,

b) the external: what the style of church discourse must be, and how it must be delivered to the people?

II. On the particular kinds of church discourse:

1) distinguished by form and internal arrangement, such as:

a) sermons,

b) homilies,

c) brief exhortations, and

d) catechetical instructions;

2) distinguished by content, in keeping with external circumstances —

a) of the Church: sermons for church feasts, sermons and addresses upon the celebration of certain sacraments, for example, communion, marriage, and during other sacred rites: the consecration of a temple, the burial of the dead, and the like.

b) of the fatherland: sermons for high state occasions, victory celebrations, at the election of judges, at the consecration of banners, at the opening of charitable institutions, in days of public calamity, and so forth.

B. The history of the literature of preaching:

1) in the universal Church:

a) the state of Christian preaching in the first three centuries,

b) in the fourth and fifth centuries,

c) in the remaining centuries.

2) in the Russian Church:

a) from the time of her origin to the founding of the Kiev Academy (988–1589),

b) to the reform of the ecclesiastical schools (–1809),

c) to the present day. A very good work on this science, though unfinished and pertaining only to the first part, we have in the not-long-ago published Lectures on Church Letters of the late Professor of the Kiev Ecclesiastical Academy, Ya. K. Amfiteatrov. There the interested reader will find seasoned remarks both on the method of Homiletics and on everything, in general, that must be known beforehand about this science. The sources and aids for the history of the literature of preaching must, of course, be the very monuments of that literature.

B. HAVING AS THEIR PURPOSE TO INSTRUCT THOSE IN A PASTOR’S CARE THEMSELVES, HOW TO APPROPRIATE THE CHRISTIAN FAITH TO THEMSELVES AND TO PROGRESS IN PIETY

§ 188. Ascetics, or a Guide to the Pious Life

To the present section belong only two theological branches: the History of Asceticism and Ascetics, of which, moreover, the former may very well enter into the composition of the latter, and take its place in the introduction (§ 164).

The composition of Christian Ascetics, in that case, may be as follows:

Introduction:

a) The concept of Christian Ascetics, as a science that must point out the means for progress in Christian piety and the manner of using them.

b) The concept of Christian piety, as an ascetic labor (ἄσκησις), consisting in this: that we put off the old man, corrupt through the deceitful lusts, and put on the new man, created in the likeness of God, in righteousness and true holiness (Eph. 4:22–24), that is, that we eradicate in ourselves everything sinful and acquire all the virtues.

c) The beginning and chief condition for progress in Christian piety on man’s part: a sincere, constant desire and seeking after moral perfection, and a spirit of zeal for piety.

d) The division of Ascetics. The means for progress in Christian piety are of two kinds: first, general means, necessary for all Christians, whatever calling they may be in; and, second, particular means for these or those Christians, according to the various callings or states of their outward life. Ascetics is therefore divided into two parts.

e) The history of Christian asceticism, or of Christian piety.

Part I. On the general means for progress in Christian piety.

We can progress in Christian piety only under the guidance of the Orthodox Church, whom God Himself has appointed to be our guide to piety and eternal salvation: and therefore, sincerely desiring Christian moral perfection and striving zealously toward it, we must, above all, make use of the means the Church offers us for this, and to these add the means that depend on ourselves.

1) The means offered by the Church.

The Orthodox Church:

a) gives us pastors, as constant instructors and guides in piety: each of us is obligated to have, from among them, a spiritual father of his own, and to obey his guidance;

b) calls us into her temples, which are justly called schools of piety: we are obligated to visit these schools as often as possible, and to be present at the church services as we ought;

c) teaches us how to begin and end, to whom, and with what dispositions of soul, to dedicate each day of the week: we must fulfill these instructions in holiness;

d) has established numerous feasts and celebrations to the glory of God or of His Saints, and for our moral edification: we are obligated to participate in these feasts constantly and as we ought;

e) has established certain seasons of universal fasting and repentance: we must without fail make use of these precious seasons;

f) always offers us, for our cleansing from sins and our strengthening in the spiritual life, the two saving mysteries of penance and the Eucharist: we must, as often as possible, confess before our spiritual father and partake of the holy Mysteries;

g) is always ready, with her prayers and sacred rites, for our manifold occasional needs, for the sanctification of all our deeds and undertakings and of everything that surrounds us: it is our duty to resort, as often as possible, to these saving means as well.

But, in thus making use of the means to piety offered by the Church, the Christian must, at the same time, employ every possible means to that end on his own part as well.

2) The means on the part of the Christian himself.

There are two kinds of these means: some more negative, directed immediately toward the putting to death in us of the old man; others more positive, contributing in us toward the strengthening of the new man—though the one and the other are accomplished in us inseparably.

A. The negative means.

Here are meant the means against all the enemies of our salvation: against the world, the flesh, and the devil.

a) The means against the temptations of the world:

aa) the restraining of the senses,

bb) the testing of people,

cc) withdrawal from bad company, and fellowship with pious people,

dd) frequent solitude;

b) The means against the temptations of the flesh: in particular:

aa) against the lust of the flesh,

bb) the lust of the eyes, and

cc) the pride of life, which serve as the roots for all the other lusts;

c) The means against the temptations of the devil. The devil tempts us sometimes through the world, sometimes through our flesh, and sometimes by directly stirring up sinful thoughts in our spirit: in the first two cases the means against the devil are the same as those against the temptations of the world and the flesh; in the last, the chief means consists in constant spiritual watchfulness over one’s thoughts, and in discerning them.

B. The positive means.

To these may be assigned:

a) self-recollection,

b) walking in spirit before God, with the consciousness of His omnipresence,

c) prayer to God and spiritual conversation with Him,

d) the reverent reading of the Word of God and of other pious books,

e) spiritual reflection, or the contemplation of God,

f) unceasing remembrance:

aa) of Christ’s saving sufferings,

bb) of the vows given at baptism,

cc) of death, judgment, hell, and the like.

Part II. On the particular means for progress in Christian piety, according to the various callings or states of life.

There are two chief paths for Christians: the public, worldly life, and the solitary, monastic life. The first is subdivided into various states; the latter likewise into its own particular kinds. All these states of public and solitary life, each separately, have their own conveniences, in relation to progress in Christian piety, and their own inconveniences, difficulties, or obstacles. The task of this present part of Ascetics consists precisely in showing how to make use, in each state, of the former—that is, of the conveniences for a pious life—and how to remove or overcome the latter—that is, the inconveniences. And therefore it must here be said:

1) Of the particular means to Christian piety in the public, worldly life, namely:

a) in the higher state or calling of society,

b) in the clerical calling,

c) in the scholarly calling,

d) in the military calling,

e) in the merchant calling,

f) in the calling of townsmen, villagers, and so forth.

2) Of the particular means to Christian piety in the solitary, monastic life:

a) in general,

b) in particular: in communal monasteries, and

c) in hermitages,

d) yet more particularly: in certain special forms of ascetic struggle, such as: the life of the recluse, the pillar-saint, the silent one, and others.

Thus, Christian Ascetics, as is evident from a survey of its subjects, is a science that is, above all, practical. And therefore its teaching, too, must be based chiefly on the remarks, experiences, and examples of the holy men, both of the ancient Church and of our own native land, who have struggled and been saved in every state of life, and have learned by their own experience the conveniences and inconveniences of each of them in relation to Christian piety. Consequently, the chief aids for Ascetics must be:

1) The writings of the holy Fathers, especially the ascetic ones. Such are — among the ancients:

a) the instructions and letters of St. Anthony the Great (see Khr. Cht., by index…);

b) the ascetic discourses of St. Ephraim the Syrian (see Works of the holy Fathers);

c) the longer and shorter rules of St. Basil the Great (—in the same);

d) the homilies of the venerable Macarius the Great;

e) the Conferences with the Fathers of the venerable Cassian;

f) the letters of the venerable Isidore of Pelusium;

g) the Philokalia, and much else besides.

Among the Russian:

a) the Rule of the venerable Nilus of Sora;

b) the Spiritual Alphabet of St. Demetrius of Rostov;

c) the first part of the works of His Grace Tikhon of Voronezh, and others.

The lives of the Saints, contained in the Menologion, and especially the brief accounts of the particular labors, incidents, and sayings of the servants of God, entering into the composition of the Prologue, the Paterika—the Skete Paterikon, the Alphabetical Paterikon, and the Caves Paterikon—the Lemonarion, the Lausiac History, and other similar pious books.

There is yet another means, and the very best one, for coming to know the Christian Faith, namely: a pious Christian life, and the kindling within oneself of that gracious unction from the Holy One, which teaches the believer all things (1 Jn. 2:27). But this means cannot be called a method for studying the Christian faith—which is what is under discussion here—and therefore we do not number it among the methods.

This is the reason why revelation, given for all men, did not appear in the form of a system, and why neither Christ the Savior Himself nor the holy Apostles employed a systematic manner in the teaching of their doctrine.

For example: Lehrbuch des Kirchenrechts aller Christlichen Konfessionen, von Ferdinand Walter, Bonn. 1842.

The best edition of all these Greek church historians, in 3 volumes, belongs to Henri de Valois, Paris, 1659.

The eleven books of the church history of Rufinus were published by Renanus together with the history of Cassiodorus (Basileae, 1523); the works of Sulpicius Severus—by Jean Le Clerc (Clericus) (Lipsiae, 1709); the history of Gregory of Tours—by Theodoric Ruinart (Paris, 1699).

All these Byzantine historians, under the title: Corpus Scriptorum Historiae Byzantinae…, have already been published three times: in Paris, 1645–1702, in Venice, 1729, and in Bonn, beginning 1829.

The surviving first 18 books of this history (carried down to the year 610) were published by Fronto Ducaeus, Paris, 1630.

Published three times: in Rome, 1564, in Lyon, 1615, and in Helmstedt, 1671.

Published in Hamburg, 1706.

Enchiridion de statu hodiernorum Graecorum… Cantabrigiae 1619, and afterward several times more.

Chronicon Ecclesiae Graecae…, Franeckerae, 1679.

Status praesens ecclesiae Graecae…, Altorfii, 1714.

Acts published by Rumyantsev, by the Archaeographic Expedition and Commission, by the Temporary Commission attached to the Governor-General of Kiev. Acts of the cities of Vilna, Kovno… and so on and so forth.

Annales ecclesiastici, carried by Baronius down to the year 1198 and continued by Raynaldus down to the year 1565. Published several times.

Historia ecclesiastica Novi Testamenti in XXIV tomis, published, for the first time, in Paris, 1676–1686.

Histoire ecclésiastique…, carried down to the year 1414, published, for the first time, in XX volumes, 1691–1722.

Centuriae Magdeburgenses… in XIII tomis, published several times. Called “centuries” because each volume embraces a particular century (centuriam), and “Magdeburg” because they were begun at Magdeburg by a society of scholars.

Institutionum Hist. Ecclesiasticae… libri IV, Helmstadii, 1764.

All of them are found in the aforementioned collection: Corpus Scriptorum Hist. Byzantinae.

Some of these chronicles have already been published, others not yet. The best edition has been begun, and is being continued, by the Archaeographic Commission, under the title: The Complete Collection of Russian Chronicles.

Annales Polonici, published in tom. 1–2 script, rer. Siles. by T. W. Sommersberg, and some published separately at various times.

Monuments, published by the Temporary Commission for the Examination of Ancient Acts attached to the Kiev Military Governor-General, in 2 volumes.

A collection of ancient charters and acts of the cities of Vilna, Kovno, Trakai…, 1843.

Mukhanov’s Collection, 1836.

For example, in the Simbirsk Collection… Moscow, 1845.

Historica Russiae monumenta, ex antiquis gentium archivis et bibliothecis deprompta…, Petropoli, 1841.

Such are: the accounts of Prince Kurbsky, published St. Petersburg, 1833; on Russia in the reign of Alexei Mikhailovich, by Kotoshikhin, St. Petersburg, 1840; the notes of Russian men of Peter’s time… St. Petersburg, 1838.

Many of these works have been published separately, and many in collections, for example, under the title: Rerum Moscovitarum auctores varii… Francofurt, 1600; or: Historiae Ruthenicae scriptores exteri saeculi XVI…, 1841–1842.

They have been published under various names: at first, Notes and Proceedings…, then the Historical Collection…, Readings…, now the Chronicle.

From the Greek word: δόγμα — an opinion, teaching, decree, laid down with authority, or authoritatively (see Lk. 2:1; Acts 17:17, according to the original text). And correspondingly, in particular, the doctrine revealed by God, taught by the Church, which is invested for that purpose with authority from God Himself (cf. Acts 15:28 and 16:4, likewise according to the original text).

See our Orthodox Dogmatic Theology, vol. I, § 5, notes 42, 43.

This rule for Orthodox Dogmatics was also indicated by the Commission of Ecclesiastical Schools formerly among us, which, having shortened the course of philosophical sciences in the Seminaries, ordered the metaphysical concepts of God, the world, and man to be set forth in the course of Dogmatic Theology.

Of these, the best are reckoned to be: Klee, Staudenmaier, Perrone, Liebermann, Dobmayer, Brenner.

See their enumeration in the Theological Library of Walch, tom. I, cap. 3.
Scripture Index (Genesis–Mark)

Every Scripture reference identified in this book, sorted in canonical Bible order. Tap a reference to jump to the verse where it appears.


	Genesis
	Genesis 2:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 3:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 3:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 5:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 6:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 9:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 9:26–27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 11:1–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 14:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 15:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 17:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 17:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 22:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 24:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 24:43:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 25:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 27:42:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 29:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 37:33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 37:35:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 38:29:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 46:6:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 47:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 47:19–20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 49:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 49:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Genesis 49:29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Exodus
	Exodus 2:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 3:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 3:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 4:1–9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 4:12:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 4:30–31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 7:3–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 10:1–3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 12:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 12:14–18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 12:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 14:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 14:21:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 16:11–13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 16:33–36:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 17:14:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 19:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 19:4–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 20:1–12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 20:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 20:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 20:12:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 20:12–18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 21:1–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 21:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 21:23:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 21:23–25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 22:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 22:21–26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 23:4–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 23:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 24:4:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 25:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 30:13–14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 32:32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 34:27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 34:30:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Exodus 38:1–4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Leviticus
	Leviticus 18:5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 19:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 19:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 19:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 19:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 19:32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 20:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 20:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 20:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 23:16–21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 23:34:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 24:19–29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 24:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 25:4–8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 25:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 25:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 25:39–55:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Leviticus 26:10–21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Numbers
	Numbers 11:34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 14:29–30:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 14:34:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 16:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 16:28–32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 16:37–40:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 17:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 20:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 21:1–11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 21:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 24:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 25:4–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 26:64–65:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 27:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 33:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Numbers 33:37–44:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Deuteronomy
	Deuteronomy 1:37:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 4:15–16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 4:39:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 5:1–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 6:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 6:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 6:20–24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 7:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 10:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 12:4–19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 13:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 13:15–16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 14:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 14:22–29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 15:7–11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 15:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 17:2–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 18:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 18:21–22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 19:16–21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 19:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 20:1–15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 21:18–21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 23:13–14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 25:13–16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 26:16–19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 27:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 32:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 32:5–7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 32:39:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Deuteronomy 33:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Joshua
	Joshua 8:30–35:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Joshua 24:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Joshua 24:16–17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Joshua 24:26:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	Judges
	Judges 2:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Judges 3:4:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Judges 5:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	1 Samuel
	1 Samuel 2:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Samuel 10:25:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	2 Samuel
	2 Samuel 1:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Samuel 7:12:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Samuel 7:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Samuel 12:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	1 Kings
	1 Kings 12:28–33:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 13:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 14:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 16:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 17:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 18:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 18:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 18:28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 19:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 22:6–27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Kings 22:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	2 Kings
	2 Kings 2:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Kings 5:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Kings 6:32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Kings 7:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Kings 11:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Kings 17:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Kings 17:24:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Kings 17:26–31:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Kings 17:28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Kings 18:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	1 Chronicles
	1 Chronicles 29:29:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	2 Chronicles
	2 Chronicles 16:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Chronicles 26:22:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Chronicles 35:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Nehemiah
	Nehemiah 2:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Nehemiah 2:5–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Nehemiah 2:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Nehemiah 2:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Nehemiah 5:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Nehemiah 9:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Nehemiah 13:1–2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	Job
	Job 12:7–11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Psalms
	Psalms 2:7–12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 7:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 8:6–9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 10:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 15:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 21:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 21:8–9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 21:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 21:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 23:7–8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 26:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 32:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 32:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 34:11–12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 40:8–9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 40:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 44:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 45:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 45:7–8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 45:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 48:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 50:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 52:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 59:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 61:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 64:5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 67:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 67:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 68:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 70:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 71:7–8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 71:10–11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 71:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 77:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 84:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 88:33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 88:36–38:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 93:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 99:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 101:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 103:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 103:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 108:1–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 109:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 109:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 118:18:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 118:91:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 126:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 134:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 138:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 138:7–11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 141:2–4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 144:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 144:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 146:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Psalms 146:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Proverbs
	Proverbs 2:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Proverbs 23:4:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Proverbs 30:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Ecclesiastes
	Ecclesiastes 1:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ecclesiastes 2:23–26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ecclesiastes 5:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ecclesiastes 7:30:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ecclesiastes 12:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Isaiah
	Isaiah 1:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 2:2–4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 6:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 7:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 7:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 7:13–14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 7:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 9:1–2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 9:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 9:6–8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 11:1–3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 11:2–3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 11:5–8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 11:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 14:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 26:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 30:9–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 30:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 35:3–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 40:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 40:3–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 40:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 40:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 40:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 40:28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 41:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 42:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 42:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 44:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 44:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 44:12–20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 45:1–14:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 49:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 50:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 50:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 52:4:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 53:1–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 53:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 53:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 53:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 53:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 57:20–21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 60:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Isaiah 61:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Jeremiah
	Jeremiah 1:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 1:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 2:4:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 2:27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 5:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 5:6:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 17:1–4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 22:26–28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 23:5–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 23:5–7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 23:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 23:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 25:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 26:2–8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 26:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 30:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 31:31–35:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 33:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 33:14–16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Jeremiah 33:15–16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Ezekiel
	Ezekiel 1:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 2:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 4:6:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 6:3:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 13:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 20:7–9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 20:11:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 21:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 21:26–27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 23:32:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 25:3:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ezekiel 37:12–13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Daniel
	Daniel 2:44:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Daniel 4:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Daniel 9:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Daniel 9:11:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Daniel 9:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Daniel 10:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Daniel 10:2–3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Daniel 13:42:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Hosea
	Hosea 4:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Hosea 6:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Joel
	Joel 1:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Joel 2:28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Amos
	Amos 7:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Amos 8:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Micah
	Micah 4:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Micah 5:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Micah 5:3–4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Micah 5:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Micah 5:12–14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Micah 6:4–5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	Nahum
	Nahum 1:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Habakkuk
	Habakkuk 1:6:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Habakkuk 1:13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Habakkuk 2:16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	Haggai
	Haggai 1:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Haggai 1:3:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Haggai 1:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Haggai 2:3–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Haggai 2:5–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Haggai 2:6–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Haggai 2:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Haggai 2:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Haggai 2:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Zechariah
	Zechariah 1:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Zechariah 3:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Zechariah 6:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Zechariah 9:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Zechariah 9:9–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Zechariah 9:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Zechariah 10:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Zechariah 11:12–13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Zechariah 12:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Zechariah 13:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Malachi
	Malachi 1:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Malachi 1:4:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Malachi 1:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Malachi 3:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Malachi 3:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Judith
	Judith 5:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Wisdom
	Wisdom 1:4:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	Wisdom 2:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Wisdom 2:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Wisdom 3:1–4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Wisdom 8:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Wisdom 12:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Sirach
	Sirach 10:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Sirach 15:11–17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Sirach 17:1–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Sirach 17:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Sirach 44:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Sirach 48:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Sirach 49:12:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	1 Maccabees
	1 Maccabees 1:56–57:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	3 Maccabees
	3 Maccabees 1:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Matthew
	Matthew 1:22–23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 1:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 2:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 2:1–12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 2:1–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 2:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 2:4–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 2:13–23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 2:23:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 3:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 3:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 3:16–17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 4:7:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 4:12–17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 4:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:3–12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:3–22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:18:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:25–26:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:27–30:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:29–31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:38:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:42:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:44:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:44–45:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:46–48:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 5:48:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 6:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 6:25–30:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 6:26–29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 6:33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 7:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 7:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 7:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 8:1–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 8:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 8:4:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 8:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 8:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 8:23–27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 8:28–34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 9:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 9:10–13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 9:13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 9:18–19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 9:35:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 10:5–16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 10:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 10:20:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 10:23:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 10:27:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 11:5–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 11:20–24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 11:27:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 11:28–30:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 12:19:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 12:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 12:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 12:25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 12:50:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 13:3–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 13:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 13:40:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 13:43:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 13:54:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 14:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 14:33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 15:4:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 16:13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 16:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 16:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 16:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 16:31:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 17:1–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 17:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 17:24:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 18:1–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 18:15–19:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 18:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 18:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 18:20:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 18:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 18:23:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 19:4–5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 19:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 19:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 19:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 20:18–19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 20:28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 20:29–34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 21:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 22:14:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 22:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 22:30–32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 22:31:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 22:32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 22:37–39:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 22:42:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 22:46:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 23:31:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 24:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 24:6–7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 24:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 24:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 24:15:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 24:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 24:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 24:34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 25:21:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 25:31–46:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 25:34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 25:41:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 26:15:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 26:31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 26:33–35:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 26:39:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 26:54:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 26:56:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 26:59:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 27:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 27:9–10:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 27:18–25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 27:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 27:62–64:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 27:63:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 27:66:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 28:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 28:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 28:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 28:18:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 28:18–20:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 28:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Matthew 28:20:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	Mark
	Mark 1:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 1:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 1:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 1:10–11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 1:14–15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 1:15:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 2:11:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 7:13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 8:27:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 8:29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 8:31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 8:34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 8:35:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 9:42:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 10:29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 10:30:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 10:35–37:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 10:46–52:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 12:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 12:15:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 12:19:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 12:26:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 12:29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 12:30–31:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 12:36:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 13:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 13:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 13:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 14:5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 14:27:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 15:44:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 16:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 16:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 16:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 16:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Mark 16:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology


Scripture Index (Luke–Revelation)

Every Scripture reference identified in this book, sorted in canonical Bible order. Tap a reference to jump to the verse where it appears.


	Luke
	Luke 1:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 1:5–25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 1:68–70:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 2:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 2:1–8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 2:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 2:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 2:8–14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 2:22–38:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 2:25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 2:32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 2:52:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 3:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 3:6:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 3:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 3:21–22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 3:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 3:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 4:40:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 4:43:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 6:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 6:13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 6:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 6:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 6:30:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 6:35:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 6:35–36:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 6:44:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 7:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 7:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 7:27:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 8:1–3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 8:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 8:26–40:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 8:49:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 9:54:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 10:16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 10:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 10:27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 11:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 12:6:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 12:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 13:18–20:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 13:28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 13:37:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 14:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 16:10:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 16:12:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 16:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 17:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 18:27:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 18:31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 18:31–32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 18:38:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 19:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 19:41:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 19:44:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 20:22:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 20:24:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 21:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 21:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 21:14:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 21:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 21:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 21:32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 21:34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 21:34–36:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 22:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 22:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 22:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 22:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 22:33–34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 23:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 23:33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 23:34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 24:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 24:27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 24:37:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 24:44:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 24:47:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Luke 24:49:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	John
	John 1:1–13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 1:12–13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 1:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	John 1:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 1:19–27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 1:25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 1:45:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 1:46:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 2:1–11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 2:8:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 2:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 3:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 3:14:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 3:14–15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 3:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 3:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 4:5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 4:7–9:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 4:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 4:25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 4:25–29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 4:34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 4:50–54:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 4:53:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 5:17:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 5:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 5:25–29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 5:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 5:36:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 5:39:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 5:46:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 6:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 6:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 6:38:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 6:63:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	John 6:66:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 7:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 7:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	John 7:31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 7:42:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 7:46:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 8:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 8:5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 8:17:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 8:56:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 9:12–34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 10:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 10:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 10:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 10:35:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 10:37–38:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 11:43:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 11:47:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 11:47–48:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 12:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 12:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 12:28–31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 13:4–15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 13:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 13:31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 14:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 14:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 14:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 14:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 14:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 14:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 14:16–18:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 14:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 14:26:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 15:4–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 15:12–13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 15:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 16:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 16:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 16:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 17:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 17:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 17:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 17:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 18:36:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 18:37:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 19:9–13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 19:27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 19:30:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 19:31–32:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 19:33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 20:6–9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 20:21:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	John 20:22–23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 20:25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 20:30–31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	John 20:31:0. Preface
	John 21:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Acts
	Acts 1:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 1:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:1–12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:16–22:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:22–24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:25–32:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:29–31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:38:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 2:41:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 3:17–25:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 3:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 3:22:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 3:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 3:25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 4:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 4:11–12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 4:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 4:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 4:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 4:33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 5:33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 5:36:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 5:38–39:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 7:1–20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 7:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 7:51:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 7:52:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 9:3–6:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 9:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 9:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 10:38:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 10:43:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 12:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 13:8–12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 13:41:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 14:8–18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 14:11–18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 14:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 15:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 15:21:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 16:10–20:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 17:17:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 17:25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 17:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 17:26–28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 20:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 20:28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology; 3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 20:30:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 20:31:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 20:35:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 22:1–20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 22:1–22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Acts 25:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Romans
	Romans 1:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:8:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:17:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:17–19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:19–20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 1:26–32:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 2:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 2:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 3:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 3:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 3:4:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 4:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 5:1–2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 5:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 5:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 5:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 6:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 6:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 6:26:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 7:7–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 7:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 7:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 8:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 8:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 8:35:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 9:13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 9:25:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 10:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 10:15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 10:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 12:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 13:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 13:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 14:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 15:17–19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Romans 15:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	1 Corinthians
	1 Corinthians 1:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 1:23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 1:27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 1:27–28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 2:3–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 2:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 2:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 2:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 2:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 2:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 3:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 3:16–17:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 3:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 4:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 4:9–13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 4:11–14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 6:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 6:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 6:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 6:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 8:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 8:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 9:16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 10:9:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 10:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 10:31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 11:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 11:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 11:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 11:34:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 12:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 12:3–14:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 12:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 12:9:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 12:27:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 12:29:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 13:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 13:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 13:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 14:32:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 14:34:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 14:40:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 15:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 15:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 15:24–28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 15:25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Corinthians 15:28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	2 Corinthians
	2 Corinthians 1:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 2:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 3:13–16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 3:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 3:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 5:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 5:20–21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 6:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 6:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 7:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 10:4–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 10:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 11:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Corinthians 12:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Galatians
	Galatians 1:1:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 1:8–9:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 1:11–12:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 1:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 2:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 3:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 3:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 3:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 3:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 3:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 3:24–25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 3:27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 3:28:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 4:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 4:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 4:31:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 5:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Galatians 5:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Ephesians
	Ephesians 1:4–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 1:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 2:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 2:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 2:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 2:20:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 3:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 4:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 4:5–13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 4:8–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 4:11:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 4:11–12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 4:11–15:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 4:14:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 4:22–24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 4:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 5:1–2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 5:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 5:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 5:22–33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 5:27:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 5:29:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 5:29–33:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 6:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 6:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 6:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 6:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 6:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Ephesians 6:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Philippians
	Philippians 1:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Philippians 2:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Philippians 4:7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Colossians
	Colossians 1:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 1:18:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 1:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 1:26–27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 2:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 2:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 2:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 3:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 3:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 3:10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 3:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Colossians 3:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	1 Thessalonians
	1 Thessalonians 1:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Thessalonians 1:8:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Thessalonians 2:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Thessalonians 3:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Thessalonians 4:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	2 Thessalonians
	2 Thessalonians 2:15:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Thessalonians 3:15:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	1 Timothy
	1 Timothy 1:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 2:1–3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 2:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 3:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 3:14–16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 3:15:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 4:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 5:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 5:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 5:19–20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 6:13–16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Timothy 6:20:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	2 Timothy
	2 Timothy 1:13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Timothy 1:13–14:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Timothy 1:14:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Timothy 2:2:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Timothy 2:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Timothy 2:24–25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Timothy 3:15:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Timothy 3:15–17:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Timothy 3:16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Timothy 4:2–5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	Titus
	Titus 1:5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Titus 1:9:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Titus 2:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Titus 3:5–6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Hebrews
	Hebrews 1:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 1:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 1:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 2:3–4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 2:4–22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 2:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 3:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 4:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 4:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 4:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 5:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 5:4–5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 6:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 6:19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 7:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 7:25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 8:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 8:6–13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 8:8:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 9:11–24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 9:11–25:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 9:14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 10:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 10:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 10:4–10:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 10:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 11:1–23:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 11:4–24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 11:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 11:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 11:13–16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 11:23–40:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 12:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 12:6:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 13:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 13:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Hebrews 13:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	James
	James 1:5:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	James 1:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	James 1:26–27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	James 2:23:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	James 3:13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	James 3:17:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	James 4:6:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	1 Peter
	1 Peter 1:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 1:6–7:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 1:10–11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 1:11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 1:13–16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 1:16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 1:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 1:21:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 1:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 2:11:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 2:13–14:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 2:17:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 2:18–19:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 2:21:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 2:22:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 2:24:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 3:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 5:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 5:5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 5:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 Peter 5:13:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	2 Peter
	2 Peter 1:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Peter 1:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Peter 1:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Peter 1:19:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Peter 1:20–21:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Peter 1:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	2 Peter 2:16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Peter 3:15–16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	2 Peter 3:16:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology

	1 John
	1 John 1:1:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 1:1–2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 1:9:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 2:15–16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 2:20:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 2:27:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology; 2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology; 3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 3:5:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 3:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 3:18:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 4:8:3. Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 4:9–11:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 4:16:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 4:20:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	1 John 5:3:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology

	Revelation
	Revelation 2:5:2. Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
	Revelation 2:13:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Revelation 3:21:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Revelation 13:8:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Revelation 14:4:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Revelation 14:12:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
	Revelation 20:2:1. Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology


Colophon

Introduction to Orthodox Theology

by Metropolitan Macarius (Bulgakov).



This edition was produced by

Royal Archives.



The cover features

The Moscow Cathedrals and the River Moskva (in Spring)

by Vasily Vereshchagin (Russian, 1842–1904), Wikimedia Commons, which is in the public domain.

The text is set in Palatino and Georgia. Polytonic Greek is set in SIL Gentium.



The first edition of this ebook was released on

September 25, 2026.
EPUB/nav.xhtml

    
      Introduction to Orthodox Theology


      
        		
          Cover
        


        		
          Title Page
        


        		
          Copyright
        


        		
          Introduction
        


        		
          Preface
        


        		
          Part the First. On the Object of Orthodox Theology
        


        		
          Part the Second. On the Sources of Orthodox Theology
        


        		
          Part the Third. On the System of Orthodox Theology
        


        		
          Scripture Index (Genesis–Mark)
        


        		
          Scripture Index (Luke–Revelation)
        


        		
          Colophon
        


      


    
    
      Guide


      
        		
          Cover
        


        		
          Title Page
        


        		
          Begin Reading
        


        		
          Scripture Index (Genesis–Mark)
        


        		
          Colophon
        


      


    
  

EPUB/images/cover.jpg
:
2 e
AR - rie 1 ,,%,'_:
i e

2 (‘..l

L feRTEA TR NR
{ Wy e ™ "ﬁ}iﬂ
4 M

INTRODUCTION TO
ORTHODOX THEOLOGY

METROPOLITAN MACARIUS
(BULGAKOV)








