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QUESTIONS ON AUTHORITY
AND
PASSAGES FOR DISCUSSION
(The Apostasy)

Hugh Nibley, PHD

1. How did the world receive Jesus Christ? Chist came into the world
was. rejected
left the world

A. The Prediction: Lk. 17:22-23 As in other dispensations--Noah and Abraham were
rejected

Mt. 16:17 Elias rejected: "Likewise shall also the Soun of
' man euffer of them."
Jn. 3332, 3:11, etec. "and vo man receivecth his testimony. . ."
So he leaves the world:. '"Ye shall seek me and shsll not find
@8, o o' Jn. F234, 13:33, 14:30, 14:12, etc.

B. The Fulfillment: In scripture and history (espescially John)

II. What became of his servants? (Mk. 13:34.}
A. The Prediction: They ars to be as coampietely rejected as the Master.
Jn. 15:20 ££, 16:2, 17:4, 17:14, ete.
And be put to death in the same manner: )
Mt, 8:34. . . whoever rollows Christ can expect s&::h fate.
Lk, 21:16 £, . . Ye shall be hated by all men.

Their object is not to establish an insgtitution, bu’ to enter
-another kingdom:

Lk, 22:29 "I appoint unto you a kingdem . "
Acts 14:22 '"We must through mush tribulaticn enter into
the kingdom. . " .

Their preaching is to be not to the ear of faith, but as a witness
against those who shall not beliave. (Acts 18:5.)

As in all other dispensations /Noah, A>vaham, Moses, etc.),
after the vitness comes the epi, Me. “4:14, not the Church.

"God hath sent forth us the ~postle; last, as it were
appomtad to daatha @ o“ (I cora "'9)

B. The Falfillment:

The Peeudo-Gaspela tell of the emashing success Werywhere enjoyed by ths
Apostles, thanks to their spectacular miiacles p«rfermed on the stages of
crewded theaters. In view of the pzophscies of Carist and the apostles,

what is the significapece of thase storiss?
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Whar became of the Church?

A.

B.

The Prediction: The Church would be established and then lost.

. Mt. 13:24 but while men slept his encmy came and sowed tares among the wheat

. « » 39; the epnemy that sowed them is the devil: the harvest is the end of
the world. Mark 4:15 Satan cometh imvediataly. Mt. 21:38 ". . . aud
let 38 seize on his inheritance."” (not destroy it, but seize it for themselves.)

- See alsc Mk. 12:7, Lk. 20:l4.

(The field--not the individual ears, was to be completely ruined until &
new ordering of things to take place at the end of the world.) Mk. 13321,
Mt. 24:5.

Lk, 12:25 After Christ has been rejected and left the world, then people will
try to get into the Church, but it will be too late. The remark "thou hast
taught in our streets, etc." shows that this was to happen in tha Lord's own
generation. Ju. 10:26 ££.

I Cor. 7:29 But this I say brethrem, the time is short. . .

What time is short? (Scholars have twisted this to mean the apostles
hurrying the Christ‘'s 2ud coming.)

I Joln 2:18 Even now there are msny anti-christs; whereby we know that it is
the last time.

It {s not the devil's time that is short: anti-christs are just begin-
ning, but that means that the time is up for the Church. II Cox. 11l:13-15,
False Apostles, transforming themselves into Apestles of Christ.

1 Peter 4 & 7: the end of all things is at hand. . . 12: Think it net strange
. . » but rejoice: ye are partakers of Christ's sufferings.

Like Christ and the Apostles, the Church is to suffer the same fate:
Peter warns them to think it not strange as though some awful thing
were happening to you." I Jn. 3:13, Jun. 15:18-19, Bm. 12:2, I Cor. 13:8.

A muchequoted prophecy (both in the Didache and the Apostolic Const.)

Didache, ¢. 16: The sheep shall be turned to wolves, and love shall
change to hate. . . Then shall appear he who leads the world astray
as the Son of God; and he shall do sings end wonders, and the earth
shall be given over into his hands, . "

Note: The wolves do mot simply attack the sbeep; the sheep themselves
turn into wolves, add the whole world comes under the coutrol of
the Anti-christ. (Other genarations: Romans 3:9-10 "Are we better
than they? No, in no wise.") Mt. 24342 £, (Christ was expected
suddenly, not soom.)

The Fulfillment:

1. The Great Gap: The most significant contributien of recert NT and
Church History studies is the ndiscovery" offa complete and baffling
22p between the primitive Church and the Christian Church of the 2nd

Cantury.

This is the very period at which it is most important in the intereat
of the claims of the Christian churches that no gap should exist.
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S0 cocplete 4 the gap thot "the xadical school fn Hollunmd uné Gesrmoay"
could claim that Christ "eould ba shewm pever to have exlscad, because
he did mot explain ths Christianity of the seccad century.” Lake says
the gap can be explained by the extresa vapidity of eveluticn in the
Cturch., (Kinsopp & S. Lake, An JIutroduction to the Nesw Tesgtament, S.Y.,
Hazpezs, 1937, pp. 21-22,)

But evolutien is nct a rapid thing. Abrupt and radical change ecmes
not under the heading of evoluticn (Lake is tyylng to soften the
blow) but of revolution, There was a complete revolution in the
Church between the time of Christ acd the 2ad ecentuxy. Thus,

"The late organization of the Chureh, the fluidizy of ber eiandazds,
teaching and cbservance for more thoa & eentuzry, the gap between the
literzture of the Apcstolic and that of the post-Aposteolic age=-thase
things vhich are s¢ unaccounteble and so pesplezing to us aze the natural
qonsaquenco of the attitude of intense expectation in which they lived."
&lfrad Pewkes, "The Development of Christian Institutions and Beliefs,"
Hazvard Thegl. Rev. X (1917,) 114,

Piscuss: What did they expectl

"“The end of all thinga?”
The long rule of the antichrist?
The Millenium? (Then why the urgency and tears of Parl?)

"Ssch was primitive Christianity. It was short-lived; before the middle

of the sacond century it had disappearsé, A=d it had disapasarad 8o
cempletely that wa caneob now even imeging jtw-e charistmatic religion,

Zor which a tripal tneology is an open questicn aad the end of all thirgs

is imminent."” ID. p. 115 (Favkes is the foremcst Anglican Chuvch bistorim.)}

The Preeent stand of NI textual criticism confixms and emphasizes the reality
of the Great Gap:

The oldest Manuscripts of the NT which we mow possess present "a welter
of unassgrted variants, cut of which the familles that we £ind at a later
dste were evertually formed. . . 3n the lst and 2nd centurnies this
original text (of each book) disappsazed under 3 maas of variants, created
by errors, by conscicus alteratioas, aaud by attenpts to remedy the
vndertainties thus created., Them, as further atterpts ©o Teccover the

lost truth were made, the faviline of toxts what we pox kocw took ghepe "
(I Nephi 13:26 As lefg Apcetles bkands. )

8{r Frederic XKenyon,

Pe 241,

wuis ig the latast verdict of the foremost autherity on NI Mgs. It
shous that sll the tesits of the NT come from this side of the gap.
Thus K. Lake, Intd, €0 the Nt., p. 100: "The Christicns of the 2nd
and later centuries know no mors about the Epistles of Paul than we
do." '

2. Dges not the survival of the Christisn nsma aad tradition gusrenmtec the
genuine deacent of the Chuzch?

A. The Prediction: Christ and the Apostles pzedicted that mamy would
coms in his nama
Antichwist comes cut of the Couvch ftself, I Jn. 2:18.
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B. The Fulfillment: Igpat. Trall., 6: '"There are some Christ-betrayers,
bearing about the mname of Christ in deceit, and corrupting the word
of the Gospel." Juetin, Apol. 7 1 All are ecalled Christians,
whather good or bad, (See Acts 19:1=6.)

IV. What became of the Doctrine:

A. Thae Prediction: 2 Tim, 4:3: to suit themselves they shsll take in the type
of preacher that pleases them, "And thsy shall turn auay
their ears from the truth, and ghall be turned unto fables."
(I Cor. 15:12, II Cor. 3:3£.)

In a very ancient letter attributed to Peter, the apostles is rapresented
as corplaining to James: "They make & hodge-podge of my teachings. . .
They seem to think that they can interpret my own words better than I can.
If they take such outragecus liberties while I am alive, what will they
pot do after 1 am gome!" (Clem. Ep. in PC II, 28) Rouw 16:16-17, I Cor.
1:10-15, 2 Jn 1:9.)

Forelnowing what would happen, and by express erder from Christ, the
spostles carefully limited and coutrolled the extent of their teachings
to ths werld.

Me, 28:19 literally translated: Having gome forth, therefore, instruct
all the natioms. . o teaching them to carry eut these things I
gave you directions about. And behold I am with you every day
until the period is completed.

N.b.:1) This is not an unlimited commission to auycue who wents to
preach; it was given to the "eleven disciples.” '

2) They are nat told to tell everybody all that they have heard
from Jesus. They are to instruct people to do (terein)
certain specific things regarding which the Lord had given
them orders; the word rendared ‘commanded® in King James
is vary special term weaning nee give directions for a
plece of work to be carried out."” 3 Nep. 11:38-40,

3) "All the nations (er tribes)” is not the same as "all the
people" in the world. When all the languages of the eivil-
4zed world were heard on Pentecest, Peter announcad that
that was the fulfilluent of the prophecy that God in the last
days would "pour cut wy spirit upon all flesh." Acte 2:16f.,
Joel 2:28-32, see also P, of G. P.

4) "‘l:hacwdofthem“mstbamtadlnthemmu
Pater's "end of all things,"” ete. Jesus prouises his
presence caly until the end, but at the end of the world
Jasus is to recurn, not depart. Oa the other hand, the
Scripture repeatedly predicts his departure at the end of
the "ason,” or dispensatiom.

The earliest Christian philosophers, Origen, Minucius Felixz, Justin, ete, all
held the theory that there wers in the chuzeh two totally different and distinet
doctrines, ona for the ignorant masses (the exoteric teachings) and another for
the intellectual elite (the esoteric doctrine). Such an astonishing theory uas
an attempt te explain the etrangs {nadequacy of the Scxiptures, unless given a
vexy special (asoterie) interpretationm, to supply information about certain
basic questicus of doctrina, The {information was eimply not ‘there; it had
pever beon dlvaiged. '
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NT scholars todsy all recognize as an indisputable fact that the teaching
of Christ and the Apostles was deliberately limited; they do not pretend
to explain this strange fact.

Lake, Inted. to the N.T. p. 233: "All interpreters agree on one pointe~
in Galilee Jesus did not amnounce himself to the people as Messiah
or as Son of Man. . "

Id. p. 37: "It is howsver very noticeable that according to Mark
Jesus never mada this claim in his public tesching. . . Until he
reaches Jerusalem, he i3 not recognized by any excapt his diseiples.
He tells his disciples tc be silent until after his Resuxrection

¢ 41 teaches in parables in order to conceal his Messiahship."

The same reticence was preserved by the Apostles:

Id. p. 95: “If we trust Acts, the Apostlaes did little to perpetuate
the teaching of Jesus as distinet frem the teaching about Jesus,
This sgain, is corroborated by the G. of Mark, which gives us so -
litecle information about what Jesus said, as distinct from what he
did."

This shows that the Apostles were scting on speeial instructions
The things people would moat daesire to hear were what Jesus
said, especially what he said after the Resurmection. But on
these vary things tha Scripture is silent.

From the ancient Gospel of Peter (long held to be canonical, and

the lagt thing to be rejected by the makers ef the NT) as coutained
in the Clementine Recog. 2:33: Peter says to Clement: "Our Loxd,
when he sent us apostles out to preach, enjoired us to teach all
nations certain things that wers committed to us (mandats sunt ncbis:
mandata refars to specific iunstructions to be carried out, not to a
body of doetrine). Therefore we camnot utter those things in the
way in vhich he himself spoke them. For it is not our business to
talk, but to teach thess specific instructions (docere ez in mendatis),
showing how each particular ome of them rests em truth. BHor again
are we allowed to present any of our oum ideas. For we have been
sent as emisparies, and an emissary must daliver the msssage he is
sant to deliver, and explain the intentions of hia who sent him."

Peter refused to discuss work for the dead with Clement, saying that he
was not rveady to hear such mysteries at that time., Clem. Recog. 4:33:
"Meanwhile he (Christ) has commanded us to go forth to preach, and to
invite you to the supper of the hesvenly king. . . and to give you the
wadding garments, that is the gift of bupt:l.an. =« « You are to regard
th.uastheﬁrststapofthree. “ ™

The spostles had been erdered to teach only as far as baptism, which
was not tha whole Gospel but enly the first step.

Cl. Recog. 1, 52: "you campel me 0 Clement, to touch upoa things
which it is forbidden to discuss, Still, se far as it is allowed
to declare them, I shall not shrink from doing so."
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Té. 111, 74: DPeter, "whatever ke diegcouzoad of in ths presence of the
poople in ths day-tise, ha ezplained wore fully and perfectly in the
pight, in private, to us, as moXT faithful and coupletaely approved by
his."

According to this very old traditien, the apesties followved ths
sdantical method of the Lord, cobsarring eeciocy and discretiom.
They no more intended o divulge the secrezs of the Kingdom to
the world at large than he did.

14, III, 1: "If we set forth pure txuth to those wie do not desire
salvation, ws do injury to Him whe saul u8. .« . Wherefors I also,
for the most part, AVOID publishlag ths chicf knouledge conceraing
the Supzems Godhead to umwartby ears."

1d, III, 4: "“1f a man remains zrapped up and peolluted in ebvious
sins, it ic net proper for me to speak tc nim at all of the moze
secret and sacred things. . . but rather to eall him to repantance."

Afrer the Apostles, the so-called “spostolic Fethexs" preserved the seme
striet reticence.

Ignatius, Letter to the Tralliars e, 5: "I would like to write you
things more full of mystery; buc I on afraid to do &0, lest I should
inflict injury on you whe are but babes. . . Pergive me in this,

but since you are not ready to zocsiwve the fvll fozco of the Gespel
you would be strengled by it. . . Though L en acquaintod with such
things my kucwledge is still far from perfect: nor am I such a
disciple as Panl and Peter, For many things aze yet wanting in me.”

Ignetius knows far less than the Apostles, but doas mot intend
to reveael what he deecs kmowr. Thus we sce how the krowledge of
the Cospel could be quickly lost, through being daliberately
withheld by thoee who posscssed it. Heces the sudden and
cox=plate g&p.

The Fulfillment:

What actuvally beppsned imvsdiately afrer the passing of the last spestle? A
dascription of the sppalling avent has beon preserred in 8 passage frem @ lost
sory by Clement, &n eye-witness. No ope digpulas the anthenticity of the

passage as it has been pzeserved by Eusebius, Eecl. Hist. IXI, 32:

" _..up until those timos the chuzch kad vemained a pure aad wmcorrupted
virgin, while any that were fnelined to pervert the scund dotiring were
etiil sulking in dark eormevs. BUT whem Che koly sociaty ef the apcstles
had ended theiz lives in vavicus ways and that generation passed away of
those who had heard the divine wisdom with cheir own ears, ot that momens
the conspiracy of godless ervor toak its rise ghrough the decepticn of
£-1se teachers, who fzom the momsar the last apostle was no Tora fixat
czze cut openly srd hencaferth undestook to cpmese the truth with what
they falsely style the Grosis."

Iupanaingqfchalutapﬁzhtsﬁmmtaramum. Whaze

were the "sucecessoza" of the Apostlas? The Apsstelic Fatbars, ths
leading bishops of the time, emphatically deny that they have
apostolic authority. The upetexts vho had been forced te "sulk in
dark cornera,” by the presence of living witncesee and apostles, now
felt no such restraint. They sprang up in vaal arbers, like
mshrooms , says Irensus. 5
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It wen hpestolic authezity that restrainad thrm- with tie pasging
gf the last apostle they came Zortk wachzllienged:

Buseb, E.H, V. 28: "With perfect impunity and tho greatest of
east, thay proceedsd to do viclemce to the scxiptuze, blithaly
disregarding the origlinal teachinge. . " sge belwor.

2. In doctrinal matzsxs the Apcstolic Fathers asre helpless:

Polycarp, 4n his famous letter to the Phillippions vhen they agk

him for advice can enly refor them te & lettaz of Pawl to them:
uNeither I pov such a: cae can eore up ¢o the wisdom of tba blessed
‘and glorious Paul. BHe wien anong ySiic » . tauzght the wond of

truth. . . and whon absent from yeu, he wrots you a lettez. . . which
will build you up in thet foith which has been glven yem.

By all coumts the lettsz to the Phillinpiang £5 the lesst
{nstructive book in thke entire Biblz, yet Polycazp deems it
worth more then all the living ceachings be eeuld giva thew,
So far wers these men ramowed Zzom apostolic suthaxity.

Tims the great Ignatiss, bishop of the largast amd (oaxt to Jerusalem)
the oldest bramch of the Cturch and the lesrmedest Bishcp alive
writes: "Shall I veack cuch a pitch ¢f presmsptiom. . . as to issuz
commands to you as if I were an Agastle!?” Ep. ad Trall. e. 3.3.

FPor him any claim to apostolic authority 4s utterly unthinkable:
"Neither am I such an ore &s Peter aad Paulj they were spostles,

I am but a ®an, + « %dm- a}

Clement , Bishop of Reme, watch eveuts in Coriath that csused bhim
the most intense alarm and dictress, for four ycars without inzerx-
wening, and then he excuses himself for doing o ouly becsuse the
Cozinthisns themselves kad {ovited him to write them.

So completely was the Church left witheut my central authority with the
paseing of the Apscstles that Sacrates, the second great Claurch histoxien,
car write in the Sth centuxy: (Bist. RBesl. V, 2z (640):

"yt would be hard to find two churches amywheze thatl cboerve the
aszme ordinences and rites. The reasch for this, I believe, is the
geeat difference of opinien ghat prevsiled azomg tha leaders of
the cihurches. . . The Apostlos had many differences to deal with
{n their cwn times, aud sipce thsy ket these wculé be the c=zuse
of great diaturbances among the gentilas, they all cze tugether
gad formslated the boly law, which they wrote doun in the form of
a letter. . . But ths teachings of this letter ware distorted and
the injunctions of the Aposiles vere held as a thing of nought."
Why resort to such a lettar i€ spcstolie suthority was going to
cemain? Sosretes himsolf says ths letter was not a success: it
would ouly bsve baen tried in lack of a mora vital transuission of
austhority. Iustesd the authority ws withdrawn.

3., After the "Apostolic Pathers" who guidas the Church in doctrina?

Aaswar: Any man with a reputatien for knouwledge, vegardiess of his
offiee or position in the Church. Lsymea, pziecst, bisksp,
monk--nething couvnted except the shility te feruish sems kind
of an snswer,
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The first great doctrinal gulde of the Ciourch and the fouander oi
orthodox thaology was Origen. ALl sericus queocticas of doctrine came

to him for solutlon; he kept sevem secrotaries busy night and éay
turaing cut his iretructionms to the Chuzch., Yet ke was culy a presbyter
whose ordination wes not recognized by his own bishop. The significant
thing {8 that he himself claics oo authority beside his mother wit and
learning. :

Typical statements of Ovigen, de Princip, Vi, 7: "The above ave the
thoughts which have occurred to us Ghilc treating of subjects of
guch difficulty as tha incarnstion aad godhood of Christ. I£ there
be_anyone irndesd, who caa discover someching better, eod who can
establish his asserticns by clearver praofs from the boly Scriptures,
let his opinion be réceived in prefexesmce to mina,"

1d. viii, 4: "“Our statemsnt, howaver, that the undezatanding is
converted into a soul, or whatever else seems te have such a mesning,
the reader moest carefully consider for himself, as these views are
NOT to be rogerded as advanced by us in & dogmatic mannsr, but

simply as opinicas, . . IE it is alloesable for us to vaature to say
anything more oo the subject, the soul of God may perheps be
understood to mean tha enly-begottecn Sea of Ged." 2. In whatever
way, bowevar, it is to be understeod, it seems, meanwhile, €o be
named the scul of God." etc. ‘ :

Thus the man who is quoted by later Church writers wore thaa any
other when speaking of First Prineciples aluays hedges and qualifies,
is aluweys vory csutious and veyy uneertain, What makes this

attitude so significant is thet he 4s not speaking on gbstruse and
minor details but of the very Pizst Frinciples of the Goespel. The
introduction to hia work of thst title makea the clear and unequivoca.
stetement that an understending of the izt Principles was pot to

be had in the Church 4n his day, &inecs neither the scriptuzes norv

the tradition contatned the necessary plain and aedequate explanations,
sone examples:

De Princip. I, 4: "As to ths Holy Ghost, it is not clearly
discarned whather be is begotton or unbegotten oF is tc be
regarded as the Son of God. But these tiinzs must be investi-
gated by us according to the bast of cur ability through sagacious
examinatica of the holy Scriptures. "

1, 6: "Concerning the devil and his angels, the teacbiag of the
Church i{s thet they exist. . . but wbat they are or how they
exist isz not explained with sufficient clarity."

I, 7: "“As to what existed before this eaxth ox whét shall coue
after. . . theve is no clesr statement in the teaching of the
Chazreh.”

1, 10: "The Chuxeh teaches that theze are sngels. . . but when they
ware ¢reated, oz what sort of creatures thay are, of how they
axist, is not stated with sufficicnt cleammsss.”

I, 9: “Even the problem of how God is to be thought of wust be
inquired into; whether he is eorpozeal, ot what his proper fora is,
er whethor he is corporeal in euothex sende §rom other bodies is
NOT elearly set forth in our teachings. And the sama questions must
be ansvered rogarding Christ and tbe Holy Ghast, and likewise Che
nature of every spirit and rational natuve wWuet be iavestigated.
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Note that thase sre all in Ovigods opinion basic first
prineinlcs. And yet MO clear teaching on these fundamental
matters is evailable in the Church:

Thersfore to the best of his ability be takes it rpon hircsel £
to ssarch out plausible answers, which he coes NOT prasent as
certitudes but ouly opinions, for which he censtantly
apologizes.

What dees Origen take as his gulide? Secripture and ph{logophy.
And when the two clach? Scripture must give vay--you simply
cancel any contrary passage by givirg it & allegorieal,
(origen says “proper" of “gystical’) interpretation. Thie
method is followed by all subsequent theclogians. An example.

Origen's favorite word for degeribing God is "incorpeceel”
(asomaticn). This word was a fetich with the philosophare
of Alexandris among whem Origen was ralsed, but, he
observes (Ié. I, 8} "im our scriptuzes the word is both
unemployed and uskoowm; “on the ecntrary, there are many

s in the sexipture that say Cod does have a bady
(1d. I, 4, 1); agalust this, however, ''reason itself
demsustrates that God caanct be thought of as corpus."

All this shows that the passing of the Apostles was fcllowed by a
complete doctrinal vacuum.

This is clearly seen.

I.

In the sudden rise and prosperity of the Conostice.

What was the Gnosis? Bverywhere oné ¢2n £ind vague and airy
definitions of it, reflecting the vague and airy teachings of
the false Gnostics. - Church histories f£ight shy of tke ¢lear
definition given by Clement as cited by Eusebius H.E, II, 1z

wpo Jamas the Just and to John and Peter after the
rosurxection the Lord cummitted the Goosis. Thay
handed it en to the rest of the apestles, and the
rest of the apestles to the saventy."

It was this that the "self-styles Gnostics," “Gaoctics so~
ealled," “"Falee Cnostics," ete. claimed to have., The main
Church cpposed them.

a. By adopting most of their stuff (for evaryome flockad to
t
b, By categorically denying that anmything had ever been lost.

This ie the guly alternative to adnitting that irmportant thinge
wers lost. Ferced to take this alteznative, Irenaeus must
support the absurd eorollarics which show how empty the elaim ia:

a. That the Sexiptures contain gil tho Apostles ever knmeu!
wgoen 1€ the Apestlac hed pessessed hidden wmysteries. . .
They would esrteinly have transeitted them to those to
vhen thay cemmited the Clszehos." Contra Hecres. IIX,
114, 1 (PG ViII, 8438)



1I.

Page L0

b. Thot ef this complete depository of all Inowledege , evezy
word is perfectly plain and clear to anybody :

naA11 thege things lie before us, clearly and
uncquivecally set forth and read io the words of

the holy Scriptures. Even the parabies present not
the slightesg exbiguity. . . The emtize scriptures,
both the propheta and the Gospels ean be cowmprehended
by all alike, baing plain and cpem and devoid of any
ambiguity, eéven though all do not beliove. o "
(Contra Haeres, II, =xvii, 1-2)

In the adeption of obviocus substitutas for the Goeopel.

From tha 2aéd cectury cn the Chuzch Fetheza (origen, Justin,
Irenscus, etc.) ara to a man loyal to Philosophy. .

But for ocbvicus reascas the carlier Church had alusys eondemmed
Philesophy:

Tertull, da Anizme 3: Tha Philosophbers “may indeed by a lucky
chence sematimes stumble on ths truth, as men groping in the
dark may accidentally hit upoa the right path; but for the
Christian who cnjoys the benefit of zevelatican from heaven ic

4{s inexcussble to comnit himself to such biind znd tcreachercus
guidance."

Tertull. de Prasscr. Herxot., c. 7: "All false doctrines of the
Church may be traced to heathen philosophy. . . Thare are
soms who would bring forth a Christian dialectic.

The oldest deseripticn of a missiomary in action doscribes tha
preaching of Bsrnsbas: Clem Secen, I, 7: “There was nothing
of dialectic artifice in the man, I noticad, but that he
expounded with siwplicity sad wichout aoy craft of spsech such
things as he bad heaxd fzom the Sen of Ged, or had seen. Forx
he did nct ecnfirm his assestions by forxce of argiments, but
produced vitaesses of the sayings and maxvels of which bka
spoks." When mesmibers of the audiencs (it was a straet mecting)
threw out philcsophical questicas to cetch hinm, he resolutely
refusad te discuss them, eaying that though he could talk on
such things as weil as the next maa, thot wac not his business.

Justin, Cohory. sd Greec. VI, 2563 The Philosephors have been
able te produse mothing certain about GCod. They give themselves
away by thelr mutual agreamcats, "Por neither by nature nov
by buman fntallect is it pcssible for wen to know great and
divine mattors, but only by the gift that descends frem ebava
upon koly men, who de net nead training ef the achools,

neithor skill in controversy and debate, but rathoyr to be
sustained by the pewer of the Ioly Ghost, which like a plectium
dascending frem heaven to plsy upom thom a5 upon an instIuments,
makas use of righteous wen and reveals to then the divice and
hesvenly Gnosis." '

1¢ was imwediately after the pascing of the Apostles that this
philesophizing begen in the Church: Euscb, CH v, 28:



Page 11

"Hich pezfect impunily and the greatest of esso thoy proceeded
to do viclence to the Scriptures, biithely disrogarding the
original teachings. . . Thoy never comsulted the Scriptures,
but bucily worked cut olzborate stzuctures of syllogism. . .
They deserted the Holy Scriptures of Euclid. Aristotle, and
Thaophras*ua. « « They cultivated the arts of the unbelisvers
and took te hair-splitting discussiens about the ons simple
faith of the Boly Writ. . . Thereby they brazenly undertock
to lay hands on the Scr:iptures, saying that they should be
eormted &nd reintezprcted.”

By the 4th century tha aue-do'-pised teachings of the pagan schools
are esgential to Christian thoclegy. The Abbe Cozxbes, in an
suthoritistive ezavdnstion cf the learning of 8t. Augustine, the
"Founder of Medieval Christianity," ezplsins why this was so:

G. Combes, Satnt Augustin et la Culture Classique (1927) p. 127:
Augustine “makos use of the anclent theodicy, metoplysics,
ethics, and polities. At times he secms Co veproach himselif
for thig, but the pzctests of his heart are silenced in view

of ths {mperious need of his mind, Hs wanted to endow the
Chuzch with a doctrine so sclidly constzucted that she would
never again have anything to fear from her copemies."

Question: Did not Christ givae the Chuxch such a
"solidiy coustructicn dectrine,” zeating
on & rock?

Where was that doetrine, if Augustive must

1) take it upon himself to producs oae?

2) go te pagan thaolegy, philoscphy, etifces,
etc. for his meterizls?

Hou painful it was for the Church to have to adjust itself to philesophy,
- end what & fundamental weakness in the Church gueh a stsp betrayed (it
was a straight declarztice of bankruptey) is apparent fraa all accounts
of the first great Synod, the Council of Niee, in 325 A.D.

One day at & loesl couference in Alexandria, the Bishop, "by way

of showing off his kmowledge of philosephy ou the sublect of the
Boly Trinity, remarked *that the traid wes a wonsd.'" To this
technical and purely philosophizal remark one Ariuv chbiected with
heat, be being & "man of nec small experience ip dlalictie." This
ArS.ua "eomatructing his syllogicsms in this povel and sensational
panner, revived the glreral incevest in the question, znd from a
tiny spark kindled a mighty blaze." (Socrates, Clmreh Histery I, 3)

Nota that the famous Arien coptroversy is & puzely phiscecophieal
affair.

“Shortly befoxe the goneral sescion of the biskops was to taks
place, a sumber of dialecticizus wevs enm the gpol deliveriang
preliminacy discourses to the msultitude. While evexycue was
enjoying tho fotellsctual treat & cextein layman, who bad been
one of the wmaztyrs, being a litezral end stratghtforward tuxm of
mind, rebuked the dislecticians, saying te them: "Clwist and the
Apostles, you know, did net hund dovmto us any arts of éa.aleeci.e
but seraightforward knowledge, presesved by faith and good wor
At these words all weve astenished and agoeed to tixar.' The
dialecticians were temporally silenced, 1d. I, 8 (20).
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The Council settled fts atsument by adopting the word “homocusios"
to describe the reiaticaship of the Smm to the Fathox. "It was the
Bmpercr himself whe first brought foTwaré the word hompousies and
urged othezs to accept it, sayisg that it zepresented his personal
cenviction. When it was umanimously adepted, the Emporor himsslf
gave a gpeech, explaining its megning, saying that it wes WT to bhe
thought of i any physirzl senze, . « meither in terms of division
or as & cutting or sepavation. Me zaid it was impcgsible for any
iwmarerial intslisctual bediless nature to admit of any corpoveal
affects, but that it was neceesary to recogaize that such things
eculd only be knawm by divine aad souttevable worde., Aand tlwa the
most wice Euoerer Ehilasenhizsda" Id. I, 25. This was ths elosing
specch of the Coumcil, ending oo 2 purely philesophiczl pote,

with the confeesion that its mew definiticen of God wac imcomprehensible.

Soc. Hist. I, 8 (26): "There remaired the prcblem of defining
homoousios. Cousubstantial means simply that Chxist bhes sbsolutely
ROTHING in common with the czestures bho cxeated. Ws accopt this
interpretation becgusc it was arrived st in the prosencs of the
Bmperoz himself sfter lemg and ripe deliberttion and on the basis
of adequate azguments (Logismci)” c€. IX Coz. 10th: {"Tha Gnosis
{nvalidates all logismoi", Gnosis beling here ugsed in its true sensea
as revealed truth.) ) :

The leaders of this comferance were perfastly suare thet thers was
something wery suspicious about thelr $nnovaticns, They plead neceasity
{n their general letter:

wrha terms 'nenebeing,' 'out of nothing' Consubotantiel.' ete.,
ave not found in tha Seriptures. Yhy nct? Because it hags not
seemad proper te sposk snd teach in such terms. Thozefore it
has been fmd nacessary for uvs to legallze theix uvce, since up
until that tims we had notthought it proper to employ such terms.
We now take the nscessary etep of apprizing you of these results
of our inquizy and discussions." Soc. Hist. I, 8 £25)

Wiy had that all-impoctant word been untdl 325 A.D. found
umecessary and improper? Eod God changed his nature in that
year? Ths word "Consubstantial” had been eondeamed by &

synod at Aantioch i 263 es an irportation £roe pagen philosophy.
Moww {t wes adspred as the best pessible word to dascribe the
nature of God and Christ. A smashing victery for heathen
nataphyaics.

This i3 a plain declaratien thaz the knowledgs of God that cbtained
{n the Early Chuzch had becn totally lost.

Two statements of St. Hilagy bring this out:

Hilary, Ep, to Coustantime I, 4-5: "It {8 a thing equally
deplorable and dangerous, that therc are as many €reecs as
epinicns ameng =en, &5 wany dast=ince os irclinatious, and as many
sgurces of blasphomy as thers are faulls aueng Us; bocouse we make
croeds axbitrarily, and explaie them just as sxbitrarily. The
PBosoousion is rajecied, then xecelved, then explained cway by
succeseive synods. The partiel oz total rescedlance of the Father
mddthaSmisamzbjesto!éispumﬁastbesemhq:wtms.
Every year, nay, 6very monthk, w8 mske new crecds to daosciribe
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invisible mystories. Then we change our mind, dcfend these

wvho have chenged theirs, end domn those whoz we lately dofended,
We econdemn eithex the doctrine of otkers in cureclves,; or our
cwn in thet of others; md, veciprocally tearing ouns ancithoy

20 pleces, we have been the causc e each othex'eg ruin.®

Hilary, Da Symodis c. 63: "With the enception of tha Bishop Elussius
and a few ochers, the grester pawt of the ten Asizn provivces where
I now stay (be had been baniohed from Gaul) aze iguorant of the tyue
Cod. Would that thsir fgnorance were even greatez! Por it is move
pardcnable to be ignorant than delibarately cynical."”

But &d%n&s@mmasamwih?
It wes a "must” fex the later cluzches to meintain thot threugh the
Scripturs one ceuld always kaow tho sseret mind of God (Salvian,
Gub. Dei III, &1). :

But in the early days they took a different views:

Euscdb, Ch. Hist, III, 24 3 (quoting & wexy early wrizer):

"The Apostles. . . spogking the cormicn Congud. . . ware wholly
in the power of the revsaling holy Spirit that worked in them

s « o a8 thay preached the kingdom of hagveon to &ll the world,
and they gave almost no thought to having their spoeches
written dowm. . . Even Paul, tha most skillful and gifted of
the lot in thought and expreesiocn allowed caly a few exceedingly
short notss to be written down, though it was given him to speak
{nexpraseible things without muzbar."

Clem. Recog. I, 21: Peter: "The things of our "faith, . . wore
indeed plainly spchen by him (Chriat), but are net plainly
written; eo much so, that when they are read, they cannot be
understood without an expourdar: . « "

Clem., Ecmil., IIY, 43 (PG II, 137, 144%) Simon: How were you
taught to interpret the Scriptuzes? PeZar: The Scriptuves
are 2 wixtuve of tyuth and (unictentional} falschood, . .
wherefore i¢ is impossible to know the saving ¢ruth wizhout
his teackings, even though one should search uatil doemaday
bhe could never £ind it. . "

The Scripturss are all but silent without an inspized inter=
preter. But vhen such an inspired pexsen 4s present, the
wrirten word itsclf becomss a very sccondary thing {Buseb,
shove); lacking euch a pesscn; bamsfull of seripfure are not

encugh.
Scriptures can be and weve forged and falzified:

No singlc umaltered Ms is knoum todsay.

Apost. Comet. VI, 16: "We Apocstles gcend you this so that

yor mey knew how wa really shink shoue these things, znd not
goceiva thoso books that are falsely cizealated by the
unrightacus in cuxr usme. For 4t is not encugh thset you
adhape to the mawmes ef the apestles, Fou should adhere as well
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to truth itsslf with eu unsheken mind. Fov we imow that
both Siman and Clegbis published books fn tho name of
Christ and of the Apaatles.” BEa goes om to describe

maerous forgaries circulating in the names cf tho prophets
and patriarchs.

V. Whet beesme of Genaral Authority in the Cluarch?

A

B.

Predi~tion: The "successors” to the Apostles were to be, not more Apostlec,

but "wolves, not spering the flock. e

[.1S41lment: Passages cited above srgue a complete lack of central suthority

1

2.

in the Church. All the othor evideuce SUppesis thds.

Tha letters of the Apestolic Fatbers are all expressive of a strong sonse
of loss, confusion, and alarm. Various Cmurches heve appealed to these
men for adviee acd instruction--if theve had beea aoy genaral eutborities
they would have eppealed to thew.

Ignatius Ep. of Antioch writes to churches in Epkasus, Philippi,
Magnesis, Toalles, Philadelphia, gxyrna, rebulking and advising
them,

Polycarp Bp. of Sgywue, write to Philippi, and perseaally takes a
trip to Bome te settle a vexy serious €onLIGYOILY there. They
appealed to him "becausc he had kncwu &n Apostle,"” (Irem, Contza
Haerss. To that fact they attributed his suthority, he having a
closer tis tham othars with deed and distant thingse.

Clement of Bome wrote to the Coringthisms--at their request.

In a very strong letter Iremceus, Bishop of Lyous, lsys down the
lav to Victor, Ep. of Rome.

The disappearance of the Apoctles was thus €olloved by a period

of diffuse letter~uriting, without any directing bead, everycas

giving advica to everyone alss. By the fourth century, this had
become & brisk game of powers=politics--sll carried on by mail,

Earliest accounts of the Council of Nice all point out that it was the
first ganeral conference of the Clmzch e be held gince the days of the

Apcstles.
Discuse the significance ef 300 yeaxs (1) without a general conferenco.

Thore bad been mmexous local conferences, called by Bishops, but why ro
general confsronee? Beeause, according to contermpeyaries, no one had
the suthority to call ema:

The leading Romsn Catholic Clurch Aistoricn of the present time thus
gums up the altuatiom in the 4th century:

nyg ghere had basn, in the Ckarsh of the &th emmiury, & central

autharity recocgmized and activa, is weuid have offcred a mesns of
seluticn., Sut it was not &, . . Atkooasiug, waen dispesed by tke
Council of Tyrs, deea not seex to haz bad any idoa ther an appeal
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to Rome might zestore his fortunes. . o Thers WS nol a suiding
power, &a effoctize expreasion of Christisu unity. The Papeey,
such a2 the West knew it lster on, was still to be botm. IXIn the
place which it did not yet occupy, the State installed icself
without hesitatien." L. Duchecne, History of the Early Choistiaa
Clwsrch, (Londen, Joka Jurray, 1931).

A contemporary and fsportant acter im the events st Nicoa was the femous
Bishop Eusebius. In his Life cf Comstsntina he explaing wiexe the
contral autbority of the Clurch lies:

vit. Coust. I, 51: "It is not possible to settle contruversies on
matters of major immart excapt through symods.”

Id. III, 17: "It was not peasible to establish amything £irmly
and stably unless all eoxr at least ths greeter part of the Bishops
cans together."

ID. III, 20: "All that 48 dope in the holy syzods of Bishops is
to ba regarded 3s aecording to ths will of God."

But who is to eall end direct such synods? The Emparor and the Empexor
alonse:

Duchasns, op. eit. II, 522: ". . . it is always ts ths empexor that
the meeting owes its formation, ft is to him that it looks for
i® programme, for its gemoral dircctisn, and sbave all £or the
sanctica of its decisiona. . . Aud upea whet grounds does his
decision vast? Upos bis ewn personsl estimate of the situation
« o o (Italies surs).

Each Bishop had his cin sphere of action, but, says Euscbius,
"When bishops disagreed among themselvas, each repracenting his
particular region, hs (the Empercr) as the common Bision of them
all appointed by God, would swmon syreds of God®s servants, and
pitting in the widst of these bishops as ane of their numbex (l4t,
being one amumg the overseers) vould aet as ths comusn arbiter of
their affairs.” (Vit. Const. I, 44) |

1d. IV, 24: "Wherefore it was not sbourd fer him, cuce at a dimner
to which he had fnvited ths bisheps, to say that he himself wes a
bishop. - o 'While you ave bishops of things within the Chuxeh',
he said, 'God has appointed me Bishop of extermal aficizs.®"

Id. III, 5¢ On the Esster Contxzcversy: "No mortal man comuld
discover a vemady to the 411, the rescurces of tha contestants
being equally metchad, Almighty God aleme could cure thkis. . .
and fn all the werld but ovg msn, Coastantine alens, appeaved
fizting to be His agent. Who, when be had considered the whole
case, . . himself bastirring his own miad, comeludad that it weuld
be necessary to make wax en the adversary who distutbed the pescs
of the Chuzch."

"Frem the time tha emperoxs bagan t6 eherpion Christienity the
affairs of the Clumech weve direszed by ghom, and tho groot synods
weve hsid and divected in sccordenes with their wind sod will."
Socrat, Bist. Becl., ¥, imtd.
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Thore is much move fn this wein, waking it perfectly clear
‘thet in the 4th eentury therc was no General Authority to
appezl to within the Chuxch In ¢zso of coatroveysy. Con~=
stanting ves an unbzptized heatben and as Pouzifex Maximus
was efficial hesd of tha pegon state church of Rome, yei be,
perfarce, must be ax the "commom Bichep oppeintasd by God,"
there being no hiercrchy ameng tho Bishops thomselvess

Constantine's closing specch at the Council of Micea: (Fit.
Const. IYI, 21): “Acong the Bishops it 4s fex God aloas to
judge who are tha grcater and who ths lesser, Let them not
quarrel or have rivairies among themselves. (60) 1t is wzong
to envy another's episcopacy. eince nome should be bensath
another. You must yisld gracefully to one another and avoid
all this terrible dissentioe.”

(et in all this tbe entive absence of acriptural
provision, the sense of makeeshift and expedience, the
very locsa and general concept of episeccpal powsr,
etc. )

The Roman thesry is that "The Apoetles estsblished the apestolic
seat. . . S0 that che more importsnt and move difficult questicas
might always de veferred to the apostelic seat." (A letter
attributed to Anscletus, in FG I, B800; the same in PG V, 1047).

Are we to belfeve that all that euthority which Christ hizself
divided amemg twelve mon, sach of whon was an Apoetls, was ons
day to be pouzad into a single vessell Bvery Catholie will
adait that thers have been bad Popes, but basten to point sut
that thers was alsc a bad Apgstle, I£ one stzand of &8 12-atrand
rope is rotten the rope is still strong, but 4if ome link of a
chain {8 bad the antive chain {3 worthless. Ouly cue man,
Jesus Christ, was sble to troad the wine-press alone, To regard
the fuliness ef his power and authority as concentrated in &
single persom of a Borgia is simply blasphemous.

This theory is completely diccredited by the fact that the great
teachars of the Church--Origen, Justin, Tertullisn, Augustine, ete.
-swere universally appealed to, instsed of the Bishop of Re=me, to
scttle "the more impcrtant aud difflcult questicas,” and they in
turn do not refer thsir questioners te BRema as the propsr place to
eeck an amwer. Even the cfficlal cauncils of the Clmrch basos their
decisions on the writings of these "doctors of the CGr " who ware
almest never (and than only. incidantally) biskops of Rome,

The neavsst things to & geneval officer in the Church was “the Loxd
Jomps" at Jerusalem, He kept ths books and records; te him all the
wisslcnaries sent in yearly reports, and be presided at the arnual
confercncag in Jeruszlem where, at bis request each Apostle wvould give
publie accoumt of his labors of the year. {Clem. Begeg, ¥,17; thero are
meny passages on this.)

Busebins Beel. Hist. XI, 1 {Citing Clowent): "Petor, Jimas, aad
Jotm did mat dilopute for f£ivet place, but mede Jamos the Juag BDishocp
o% Jerusalem withcut debate,"

But Jameo 4s a ceatemporcry of the Apostles, @nd in no sexse &
"successsT."” i
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Rucab, E. H. I, &. 5, says of “the lines of succaession of the boly
Apostles", . . "Until now I heve not found a single writar on ecclesiac~
tical affairs who had comcermed bimself with this question.” Was this
because they took it for granted? Nz, for Euseb. Bays, (id.2) that

the beginning of these lines of succossion i5 s counlate mystexry.

Eusebius says that until his time the Church had not made any attempt
to establish lines of episcopal succession, and thevefore no record
of such has survived, The doctrine that apostolfc authority survived
{n bishops, and that its descent can be traced is a fiction of the

Tha Petrine Question,

To prove that Christ geve keys to Peter is easy, but that is not the issue.

We know that the Apostles had the keys: there 18 no problem 6f succession
there. The succession question is, whko comes after the Apostles? To that
problem Math. 16:24 ££ gives no answer, but other Scriptures, cited above

( ) do, in the emphatic declaration that there were to be no sUCCEB80TS.

Thiz is borne out to be the oldest refercnce to the problem, Textulliam,

Pe Pudicitia e¢. 21: ". . o I distinguish betweer the teaching (doctrinam)
of tha apostles and their auchority (potestatem). . . Show me, therefore,

in the spostolic manmer, your prophetic powers, and I will grant that you
have the authority to fergive sins. But if you are chosen purely for an
acpinistrative office (diseiplinae solius officia), simply to pexform set
functions rather than to exercise power, who are you to forgive sins? Can
you who cannot show any prophetic or apostolic gifts pretend to the power of
such to grant forgiveness? 'But, yeu say, the chosen Church bas that power
to give. That I absolutely rejoct and deny: The Church may overlook sins
committed, but not grant the indulgencez to cowmit more. < . Now I would like
to koow on what grounds you usurp such legal rights for tha Church? If it is
bacsuse the Lord said to Peter, "Upon this reck, etc. . . can you presume
on such grounds to claim for yourself the power cf loosing and binding,

that is, to claim it for the whole centexmporary Church? To do that is to
pervert and slter the manifest intsotion of the Lord in conferrting the power
perscnally oa Peter: “Upon thee ," he says, "I will build my Church," and
uY will give the keys to thee" not "to the Church;" and “whatscever thou
locsest or bindest,"not “whatsoever thsy loose or bind." And the actual
event bears this out. . . Peter's oun ecase proves that spiritual power is
necessary to an apostle or prophet.” The Church itself, so far as it
reprosents authority "is che Spirit working through an inspired man, it is
oot & mere loose or bind." And the actual cvent bears this out. . . Patex's
owm case proves that spiritual power is nocessary to an apostle or prophet."
The Church itself, so far as it represents authority "is the Spirit working
through an inspired man, it is not 2 mere ecollection of bishops; power and
judgment remain with the Master, not with the servant, with God himself, not
with tha priest." Such pover and judgment is not at the discretion of any
man, but must always coms through fnspiraticn. Om Mt. ix ): "If the Lord
himself took such pains to put his power to the proof, not presuming to forgive
sins without a power great encugh to heal the sick, cartaizly I may not elainm
power te forgive sins without at least an equivalent domoanstration of divine

powar,"

The most sericus attespt to explain how the keys got frem Pater €c scxabody else,
& thing for wafch no provision is made in the scripture er anywhere else, is the
famous Liber Pontificalisc, producsd after 600 A.D. (ed, Duchesne) I, 118:
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"The hlessed Peter. . . first sat om the throne of the bishopric of Antioch
for 7 years. This Peter having gone to Rome when Nero wes Exmperor there

gat on the throne of the bishopric for 25 years 2 mootks and 3 days. . . He
ordsined two bishons, Lious and Clfitus, who in his lifetime performed gll the
tasks of ministry in the city of Rome. . . leaving Peter frez to pray and
preach and teach the people. . - He consecrated the blessed Clement as Bishop
and cormitted to him the throme or ths rule of all the Church, saving: '"As

the power to govern Was given me by my Lord Jesus Chziat, so I commit it to you
. . « G0 not be concerned with tha things of this world: seek to devote all
your time to prayer and preaching."

Note: (1) Peter is Bishop eof Antioch before befng Bishop of Roma.

(2) When Peter livesin a city ko must be Bishop of that eity,
for the highest office in the Church must be thst of Bishop.
This leads to sarious trouble, bowever, for the office of an
Apostle is not like that of a Bishop at all: so it is necesaary
to have Peter trausfer his proper Guties to othess, who function
as bishops, while he goes about the work of an Apostle!

(3) Ws hzve the picture of four bishops active in Rcme at omce~<
all during the lifetime of Petex?

The vital lick in the chain of succession iz provided by the woxds that Pater

is supposed to have spoken in transforring his suthority to Clement. Everything
depends on the actual act of tramsfer, and this is describad in a spuricus
"Latter of Clemant to James the Just at Jerugalom," of which many versicns exist.

All versions agree that Clement was "the third after Peter to sit on the
great throns of Rome." (PG II, 580)

“pater, feeling the approach of death, called all the Roman brethren together
and appointed Clement their head: "] transmit to him the power o bind and
loose, etc.'. . . "Until that time Peter had reserved those powers to himself,"
(°G II, 36), naturally, sincs he was still alive, But what about Cletus and
Linus who had already "sat on the great throne of Roma," did they not have
that authority? The leadership of the Chirch wes sonething extra and apart
from merely being Bishop of Rome. Onm what do claims to this extrs power rest?
(See below)

In all versions Clement is installed by Peter alonea.

I has always been tha rule that a Bishop should be orcained by at least
three other bishops, for "we kmow that the most blecssed James, who was callad
tke Just, who was beld even after the menner of the flesh to be the brothex
of the Lord, was ordafined Bishop of Jerusalem by Peter, Jemes, and Johng"
therefore no bishop should claim ordination by less than threa.

(J. Manei, Sacr. Council, Collectio I, 683)

After 382, the Roman Church, to eclaim superiority to other churches whose
bishops had also been ordeined by Peter, put forth the theosy cf the double
Apostolate, i.e., that its bishops had been installed not by Peter alemns but
jointly by Peter and Paul,

This invalidates all the earlisr accounts.

It mekes Rome definitely subordinante to the Church ¢f Jexusslea,
which ves still intact, and vhose first bishop hed been installed
by no less tham three spostles--including Peter!

In all versiocns of the "Latter' Clement &oes dafar to the Bishop of
Jerusalem,
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Ir every case Feter makes Clement promisa "That when I die you write
a letter to Jamee, the Loxd's brother, teliing him how close you have
been to me. . . lLet James be assured that after my death ths seat will
be occupied by & man not uninstructsd sor ignorant of the teachings
end canons of the church." (PG II, 56)

The £act that the letter i{s to Jawss i3 significent. James must be
sztisfied that there i3 a good biskep in Rows. This camnot possibly
gerve notice that the Church has a mew bead, If Clement wexe to be
made head of the whole church, why 4id not Pater persoually congult
with, or at least inform, James and John, both of whom were alive?

He wants James to "be assured,"” Why doesn't he write James himself?
Why wait until after he is dead to notify tha other aspostles and make
explanations? Clement is to explain by letter after Peter is dead that
he, as a close personal friocnd of the Apostle, has now takem over the
rule of the Church. The entire future of the Chuxch was in the balance,
Peter was alive and vigorous (he died as a martyr, riot of sickness),
and yet rested the whole problem of succession on & letter which not

he but the new cleimant himself was tc write after his death?

The oréimation of Clement as described in the only records is highly irregularx,
what with the phoney letter and Clitws and Linus maldng everything confused., The
fozot that such & poor csse is made cut in the 4th century &nd after is encugh
evidence that no batter case was to be kad.

But there is one fact that entirely invalidates the Clement letters even
1f they are gemuine, as evidencs for eny claims to special and unique

* authority by Clement's successors. That is the fact that the story in every
Getail duplicates the older and much better attested aszcount &n the Clementine
Recognitions of how Peter ordained ous Zaccheus Bisuop of Caesarea:

1II Clem. Bomfl. € 63: Peter laid his hends ou Zaecheus “and forced him
to sit upon his (Peter's) throne." Zaccheus demures (Exactly as Clement
does st Rome) but Peter insists, Peter: "If you fear tha nawe of ruler
{ezchon) take that of preeident." Hs then glves Zaccheus the {dentical
speech which he later gives to Clemesnt.

IV Clem. Homil., c. 70: Pater pressuts Zaccheus to the People of
Caesarea, whom he commands to "honor the throns of Christ, as in the
past ye have been comrpanded te houwor tha thxona of Moses, even though
those who formerly sat upon it were sinful men.™ (PG X1, 156)

Clew, Recog. 3.66: Peter comeands the pecpla to bonor Zaccheus "as
tolding the place of Christ."

IV Clem, Homil. c. 72: 41n ordaining Zeechous Peter says" I give him power
to bind and locse.”

Even if this were not the scurce of the latsx Clement stories (as it
cbvicusly 1s), it must be noted that zll the poizts on which the Roman
Chrreh later based its monopolistic cleime to Peter's authority are bers
attributed to another "see", which is alzo a "gee of Petex."

The Bishop of Cassarea
1) 1s ordained by Peter.
2) Qlounts the throne of Pater.
3) 1Is hailed by Peter as vicar of Chriet,
&) Sits cn the throne of Christ, according to Peter.
5) BRecaives the power to bind and loose.
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Peter ordained the Bishops of Tripoli, and Antioch in the same way.
All the first bishops were ordafned by Apostlas.
But that doss not make them apostolis. Im every instance
pricsts and dcocons were imstalled by the samc spostles.
The fact that ome is oxdaincd to an office by an zpostle
does not mesn that one bas the power of an apcstle.

Would God Allow His Church To Be Destreyed?

It is objected that though tko world rejected the prophbots of gther diapengations
the mission of his Only Begotten Ser could nst possibly £zil. This scems logieal,
but the word of God bears more weight than the logic of men:

Me. 21333-40): ", . . But last of all he sent unto them his son, saylng,
They will reverence my 60m »  « But. . . they cast him cut of the vineyard
and slew bim. . ."if.e. Christ was trested exactly as the other proghets

had been.

The Christian world appeals to the promise of the Paraclete as preciuding the
possibility of a complete defection from the truth.

Iz deing they produce the strongest evidence that wherever the Paraclete
may have descended, it was not upon them, for they do not even pretend to
have the peculiar gifts which accompauy the Paracletea.

Tha Apostles warned the saints of their day that they enjoyed no greater immunity
then the people of any othor dispensation: Gal. 3:b; 4:9; 421,

2 Petex 2:4: "“PFor if God spared not the gngels. . . aad sparad not the old
world. . » 80 too these. . . shall uttezly perish in theiz own sorTuption.”

Jude S:1: "The Lord, after he had savad the people. . . afterwards destroyed
them that believed not. 6. And the angels which kept not their first
estate. . . be hath resezved in chains, . . Even as Sodem and Gomorzrah.”

The priacipal teaching of the Apostolic Fathers, is that God will allcw the sinful
to ba dastroyed no mattsr what promdses end miracles they have had or how much
they have suffered. The wission of Christ is no guarantee of final security but
the very opposite!

I Clem. Ep. 21: "™fake heed, belaved, lest his many kindnesses lsad into the
condemation of us ail."

(N.b. 1In this, the oldest of the pest-apostolic writinga, we ars told that

" it 3 quite possible for the whole Church to fall, and that God's past
bocnty to the Church, far from being a ecause for reassuxence is actually a
source of alarm.)

Id. ¢, 41: "Bear in mind, brathron, that the greater the knowledge that has
been vouchsafed us, the grestar also is ths danger to which we are ezposed.”
Iz is not danger from the cutside, howsver, but ome that is alresdy vexy
pregent in the Church, Thus Clement cgatinued,

e. 451 "Why do we divide znd tear in pleces tha moesdors 0f Christ, and raise
up strife against cur ovm body, and have raached such a pitch of wadness as
to forget we aremembers of ¢uc-auother?"
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c. 3: "Everyone abandons the fear of CGod,snd is bacowe blind in his faith,
neither walks any more in his ozdinances. . . but walks after his owmn wicked
lusts, resuming the practice of an unrightecus and ungodly ewvy."

The go-callad Second Bpistle of Clement is in the same vein:

11 Clem. Ep, c. 4: "Even though we be called Christians, if we should do
vicked things the Lord hath said, 'even though ye wexe gathercd together to
me in mv very bosom, yet if ye would not keep my commandments I would cast
you off," ete.

The so-called Epistle of Barnsbas to the whole Church, is just as emphatic. It
treats the doctrine that God cannot allow his Church to be destroyed as the
main cause of its destruction:

Ep. Barnab, ¢. 4: "Take nsed, and be not like seme who go right oa sinning,
and aoy, "The Coverant is both curs and theirs." They lost it just that

way, you will remember, after Moses hed alveady received it, . . Ke had
better take earnest heed in thase last days; for ths whole past time of your
faith will profit you mothing, unless mow, in this wicked tizme we also
withstand the coming sources of dangex, as becomoth sons of God, . . Take

need lest, resting at our ease, secure in having been called of God, wa should
£all acleep in your sins, and wicked prince, getting power over us, should
lead us astray from the kingdom of the Lozd. This is a real danger, brethrem,
for ccasider that after so great signs and wonders were wrought in Israel, thay
wera actually abandcned. Let us beware lest we be, . . ‘called but not
chogen.'s .+ » 14. Did the Lord really giva that cowrnant which he swore to
the fathars that he would give? BEe did indeed give it; but thcy were not
worthy to receive it, on account of their sins, . . Next ths Fathar, about to
redeem us from darkness declares, "I, the Lord thy Cod, have called thee in

righteousness, . ."

Didache, xvi: "The whole time of your faith will profit you pothing if you
are not perfect in the final test. ¥or in tho last days false prophets
and corrupters shall swarm, ete.”

Apostol. Comstitutioms Vii, 31: "Take care lest you fall into the sleep of
death. Per your whole past rightecusness will aveil you noching if in your
final trials you wander away from the tiuae £aith. . .

All insist that past virtues count us nothing as ageinst present vices, and
units in condemming what must have been a popular doctrine in the Church of
the end, This is the doctrine of the "Blood of the Martyrs," that the Church
has already suffered so greatly and the Saints have elready given so much
proof of virtue that a teserve store of merit is on hand Br the Church to
draw on; the Blood of the Martyrs guarantees the integrity of the Church. The
Apostolic Fathers unaninously condemn this appeal to “part Tightecusness"

as utterly vicious and a deadly danger to the truc Chuxch.

The earliest Christian documents after the New Testoment repeatedly rafer to the
doctrire of the Two Ways (Thus Barnsbas Ep. c. 18, Apost. Comst., Didecha, ete.)
This is the teaching that two ways, not one, lie open to the Chuxch, which is

just as free to choose ths wreng one ac the right one. In every cass the people

are yebuked for showing a tendency to prefer the Way of Daxlmess to the Way of Lighi:
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Igast, Ep. to Ephes. ¢, 16: "Evcryome who has received fromz God the power of
distinguishing, and yet follcus an unskillful shepherd end raczives false
opinien for the truth shall be punishecd. . . 16. Let uo cza be anointed with
thz bed odor of thie worid. Why do we not, &s gifted with reason, act wisely?
When we had received from Christ, end had grafted in ue the facuity of
judging concerning God, why do we fall headleng iuto rznce? And why, through
a carveless neglect of acknowledging the gift which we bave received, do we :
foolishly perish?" ete.

Note the repeated emphasis on the fact that it £s the Church that has had
everything which is lcsing avarything; that the revelations God has
given are no guarantee to the Church.

In the S5tb Ceatury, Salvian, viewing the awful state of the Church, and noting that
4mmorality and dageneracy were much greater than they had been in pagan days .
erplains what has happened as follows (we paraphrase in part his long account in
the Govornment of God I, 6-12)

“It 45 true that God has given man his law, taught msn bis precepts, and given
instructions for his development. And what has bappened after that? Man

has transgresaed the precepts, incurzed the penalty, lost paradise, and

been duly punished and darmed." Such has been the course of history and such
it remeins. Io Eden man received laws, precepts, and institutions from God.
What happened? He lost everything. When 2 lower lav was given, Cain transe
gressed that, and tried in vaia to aveid the pemalty by meking a "deal™ with
God. Next came Noah in whose day the world rejected God's offer and all
perished together. Abrabam was rejected by the Cities of the Plain and thay
were destroyed. The world, zepregented by Egypt, next rejected Moses and his
teachings--and perished, Next to be deserted were the Jews themgelves, who
were not merely punished, but punished sub_testimonic, & witness having been
given them, Miriam and Aaron transgressed against the limited light that

was given them, and were likewise punished. "And now it comes to you," says
Salvian, "You, the people of the Loxd, are being wiped out. Well, why not?
Since all the multitude of the people have einned, why should not vengenance
be wresked on all? We ourselves,by cur cwn confession, now declare that God
has deserted us." It has all happened before, why should we think that this
generation should be different from others--is 1t any less a2 sin to reject the
Master than it was of old to reject the servanta?

id. IV, 1: “The people of Israel who were onca Ged?’s owm children today are
nothing. (61) In viev of this, we are certainly deceiving curselves if we
think that bscause we are called Christians we cannot lose, aud that a good
neme alone can guarantee our safety while we go about doing avil."
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