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Tertullian of Carthage was the first western Christian to write an extended theology. A vigorous and humorous
apologist, he defended Christians against the hostility of the Foman state. Within the church he gave great
attention to the rule of faith or criterion of truth which he found in the gospel. His controlling canon declared the
petfection of the divine plan for human sabration, in Jesus Christ, son of God, crucified saviour, but when this
was applied to the lives of believers he was disappointed by Christian mediocrity. Consequently he turned to an
account of original sin, the necessarv fear of God, and apocalvptic hope.

A complex thinker, he has in modern times been rejected by both liberal Christianity and its secular critics, who
in fealtv to the Enlishtenment believed that a passion for reason should lead to a quasi-mathematical svstem. The
destruction of this belief by Gadel, Wittgenstein, Forty and manv others opens the wayv for an understanding of
Tertullian's passion for opposites, contingency and rational argument.

Misquoted and misused, Tertulian now calls for sustained analvsis and interpretation. This book offers a major
reappraisal of his theology and its influence on the shape of the western Christian tradition, particularlv on
Augustine.
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Preface

Newness is more than a matter of timing_ It is not enough, savs Tertullian, to arrive earlv and stand at the head
of a queue, as people did each day outside the baths in Carthage. An originator has to be original The new
miracles of Christ were followed by a long line of imitators; but the novelty of Christ was his uniqueness rather
than his priority in time. In a humbler wav, Tertullian himself is not merely first in an occidental quene. He is
'astonishinglv original and personal'’ and is able to do theology, that laminated fusion of argument and scripture,
in a way which breaks new ground. Strikinglv, he wrote his own kind of Latin. He liberated Christian thought
from its Greek beginnings by analysing and developing biblical concepts.

Thinkers are 'divided according to traditions, each member of which partially adopts and partially modifies the
vocabulary of the writers whom he has read’. Traditions begin from 'the people with poetic gifts, all the original
minds with a talent for redescription’ * Tertullian was an innovator, and, in length of influence, he has outstripped
the modern creators, like Darwin and Freud, by nearlv two millenmia. It is therefore useful to elucidate his final
vocabulary, the words and meanings which continuallv recur in his arguments * Most of his words were not
new, but the way he arranged them was. He purified a dialect, by framing a vocabulary which enabled him to
challenge the opponents of his kind of Christianity.

The origins of Latin

! Jean Daniélou, 4 history of early Christion docirineg begfors the Councll of Nisgea, vol. 111
Christianity (London, 1977), 341.

=B Rotty, Contingency. irony, and solidariny (Cambridze, 1989), 76

¥ Lile anv consideration of Tertullian's use of words, this study acknowledgzes the monumental work of E. Braun, Deus

Christignorum, 2nd edn. (Paris, 1977).
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Chur concern was speech, and speech impelled us
To purify the dialect of the tribe . 7

He did not see himself as an innovator, but as the defender of a gospel which had come through the apostles
from God. Swept off his feet by the Christian scriptures (Clement of Alexandria had compared them with the
songs of itresistible Sirens), he came to grief when he denied friction between his final vocabulary and anv part
of seripture. His writing was part of the effective historv, as Gadamer puts it, of the bible. He malces it easy for
his reader to find his final vocabulary by calling it the 'rule’ and expressing it in a varietv of striking terms: "What
in the end is for vou the total disgrace of mv God, is the myvsterv of mankind's sakvation' (' Totumn denique dei mei

penes vos dedecus sacramentum est humanae salutis’) -

There were three reasons why he was able to write such a sentence. First, he possessed the intellectual virtues
of claritv and economy. He gave reasons and set out arquments. Interpreters with wide knowledge of early
Christian thought® have singled out his intellectual qualitv as pre-eminent. To this strength he added the rarer gifts
of paradox, metaphor and wit, all necessary for a thinker who fashions a language. Second, he had a sense of
the power of words, because Jesus Christ was for him a word-event; the living voice of the gospel carried hitn
along. At creation, God who had alwavs been rational became verbal and the place had never been quiet since.
Theology was a lively matter, displaving 'the limitless wealth of the word of God in its interpretation in the world
during its passage through history'” Third, he was engaged in vigorous controversy, where a kind of brilliance
was needed. Most of what he wrote was directed against someone. He took on the Roman establishment,
Marcion, Praxeas, indulgent bishops, Hermogenes and Valentinians; indeed he took on the world itself and
insisted that things were going to be very different at the end. He did this because, like Paul, he was Heraclitean
in mind and temperament — a message from God could not count on security but onlv on strife. To that divine
Heraclitean word which ruled

*T. . Eliot, Little Gidding, Fowr Quartsts (London, 1844), 38,
3 Marc 2.27.7.
? Like Karl Holl and Jean Daniélou.

Gethard Ebeling, The word of God and rradivion (London, 1968), 31
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through all things he was committed; the possessive adjective 'mv' preceded 'God' and 'lord’ in his decisive
statements.

As first theologian of the West_ he is one of those second-century writers who both absorb elements of
philosophy into theology and also illuminate the relation between the Wew Testament and later creeds. His ideas
have become more accessible in this century which has turned from svstems to problems, from conclusions to
argument. Tertullian's perpetual argumentation (rario is his favourite word) enables us to understand his
conclusions. The specific aim of this book is to analyse Tertullian's arguments and thereby clarify his meaning.
Elusive and forever antithetical, he could be described as 'the laughing Stoic', were it not that he specifically
disowned all schools of philosophy and appeared like a meteor’.

f]

(=]

Meteors make few friends, so Tertullian presents a challenge to his reader. Since the Enlightenment, no ancient
Christian writer has attracted more hostilitv * Manv have been repelled by the rhetorical force with which he led
his readers from theorv to practice. This won his contests in the second centrv and loses them today. Few
have seen how his metaphors created a new language. There is no alternative to extended analvsis and the
demands of analysis are severe. We begin from the claim that 'if we want to understand others, we must count
them right in most matters'.'® This is a strategy for getting hold of people's fundamental beliefs, for learning their
langnage, identifving their common concepts and the use to which they put them ! There is no way i which we
can understand what anv writer is saving if we neglect his final vocabularv, if we isolate a proposition from the
arguments which define its meaning. If (as most have done) we take the proposition 'it is credible, because inept’
away from the argument where it occurs, we cannot but reject it and play the common game of 'telling men of
straw that they have no brains'

* Daniélow, Larin Christianiny, 341

* Renan described his work as 'un mélanze inoui de talent, de fausseté desprit, d'éloquence, et de mauvais golt’. Mare

Aurgle ot la fin du monde amrigus (Paris, 1882), 454

Y Donald Davidson, On the very idea of a conceptual scheme, in Davidson, Jaguiriss o truth and terpretation
(Oxford, 1984), 197,

1 Quentin Skinner, A reply to my critics, in J. Tully (ed.). Meaning and context. Quentin Skimer and his critics
(Cambridge, 1988}, 238.

121 Passmore, The idea of a history of philosophy, FTAS, 5 (1265), 13.



Paze xvi

Philosophers have continuned to show, from Wittgenstein onwards, that meaning is inaccessible without context,
langnage-game, final vocabulary, verbal constellation, dialect, universe of discowrse or whatever imperfect name
we choose to call it. The more useful theologians have said the same.”* That is why this book seeks to identify
the final vocabulary which Tertullian created and used in different arguments. Such an analysis asswmes that
Tertullian is talking sense and sets out the wav in which he arranges words.

The book begins with Tertullian's canon of truth, the perfection of all things in Christ. Then, before going further
in exploration of his arguments, it examines those slogans which have classified him as an opponent of rationality:
"What has Athens to do with Jerusalem?”' and 'Credible because inept.’ There is little point in struggling with his
arguments if he set no vahie on reason. These puzzles resolved and his predilection for reason established, his
apologetic reveals an Heraclitean respect for opposites and a Stoic confidence in every soul's innate awareness
of God. His longest dispute was with Marcion, who separated the just God of the Old Testament from the good
God who sent Jesus. His conflict with Praxeas produced the first extended statement of trinitarian doctrine. The
brief account of praver indicates the central themes of his thought and his use of the bible is decistve and only
rarelv disastrous. His account of sin runs into his account of the church which he claimed should be the spotless
bride of Christ. The marked difference between his treatment of Hermogenes' argument and Valentinian
theosophv is worth investigation. His eschatology is highlv developed and his expectation of the end is colourful
and coherent. From his theology and his Stoicistn comes an austere and provocative ethic.

Interpretation requires us, as Gadamer put it, to project ouwr prejudgements against a text which destrovs some
and lets others stand. The process continues and nothing is secure. Fifteen vears ago, I wrote that Tertullian
'never stops to think what his opponent

3 1 Daniélou, on the limits of philological pedisrees, wrote Words cannot be divorced from their contexts, and a

change of context inevitably alters the sense of a word' Gospel message and Hellenistic culturs (London, 1873, 320,



Page wvil

might mean' ** Now I am mystified bv the way in which he listens to what his opponent savs. In his
apologeticion he accepts the Stoic world of opposites and innate knowledge of God. He feels and redefines
Marcion's antitheses and Praxeas' monotheism. Even from Valentinians, who are foolish enough to think that all
other Christians are foolish, he takes important elements of trinitarian theology.

Our limited congquest of conceptual parochialism will depend on the range of our prejudgements, a respect for
the text and the stamina of friends. Bevond La Trobe Universitv and Melbourne, I am grateful to colleagues in
Cambridge and Tabingen, Lille, Paris, Strasbourg, Leiden and Pamplona, who have asked different questions.
Especial thanks are due to those who read and criticized the penultimate draft: Luise Abramowsld, Michel
Spanneut and Albert Viciano. Michel Spanneut has, in his books and articles, kept the Stoic influence before
patristic scholars over the last forty vears. Andrew Lenox-Convngham and David Eankin have helped at many
points. Margot Hyslop, senior reference librarian at La Trobe University, has found manv books and articles.
Euth Parr of Cambridge University Press has guided the manuscript through the process of publication with
understanding and intelligence. Once again, I am indebted to the Alexander von Humboldt Stiftung for the
generosity which brought me back to Tibingen

No translation can do justice to Tertullian's splendid Latin. While I have often consulted the translations listed in
the bibliography, I have rarely left them intact and have never been finally satisfied. This general
acknowledgement expresses a general debt; mv special appreciation is extended to Evans's Adversus
Marcionem which [ have frequently followed with minor alterations.

Since it is forty vears from the appearance, at Cambridge, of mv first book on second-century Christian
thought, it is mv privilege to thank Henrv Chadwick and to remember with deep gratitude A Bovee Gibson and
William Telfer, who first set my fallible feet on the way of exploration.

13 The beginning of Christian philssophy (Cambridge, 1081), 272,
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Note on the Text and List of Abbreviations
Text
Quinti Septimi Florentis Tertulliani, Opera, Corpus Christianorum, Series Latina, I, IT (Brepols, 1954)

Tertullian's Works

anl. de anima

ap. apologeticum

bapt. de baptismo

cary. de carne Christi

Cast. de exhortatione castiratis
cor. de corona

cudt. de cultu feminarum, libri I
fieg. de fuiga in persecutione

Herm. adversus Hermogenem



idol.

E.

Marc.

mart.

Mor.

or.

paen.

pall.

pat.

de idololatria

de lefunio

adversus Judaesos

adversus Marcionem, libri V
ad martyras

de monogamia

ad nationes, libvi IT

de oratione

de paenitentia

de pallio

de patientia
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pat. de patientia

praescr. de praescriptione haereticorum
Prax. adversus Praxean

pd. de pudicitia

res. de resurvectione mortuorim
Seap. ad Scapulam

scorp. scorpiace

spect. de spectaculis

rast. de testimonio animae

i ad wcorem, libri 11

Val. adversus Valentinianos

virg. de virginibus velandis



Abbreviations

ACW Ancient Christian Writers

AKG Arbeiten zur Eirchengeschichte

ANCL Awnte-Nicene Christian Library

ANRW Aufstieg und Niedergang der rimischen Welt
Apoll. Apollingris. Civitas Vaticana

APQ American Philosophical Quarterly

Aug. Augustiniarum

BVSGW.PH Berichte iiber die Verhandlungen der sdchsischen Gesellschaft
der Wissenschaften,
Philologische-historische Klasse

DE H. Diels and W_ Kranz, Die Fragmente der
Forsolrarilcer



EA

EL

GCS

Greg

HTh.

HThS

JAC

Etudes Augustinienrmes
Ephemerides Liturgicae

Die griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller der ersten drai
Jahrhunderten

Gregorignum

History and Theory

Historyv and Theory, Supplament
Jahrbuch fiir Antilce und Christentum
Jowrnal af Religious Histary

Jowrnal of Theological Studies

Library of Christian Classics
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LCL Loeb Classical Libravy

LongSedley A A Tongand D. N Sedley, The Hellenistic
philosephers (Cambridge, 1987)

MH Museum Helveticum

MThZE Miinchener theologische Zeitschrift

NAWG Nachrichten der Akkademie der Wissenschaften in
Gattingen

NThT Nieww theologisch tijdschrift

Orphr. Orpheus

PG Migne, Parrologia Cursus Complatus . . . series Graeca

PhT Philosophisches Jahrbuch



REA

RET

ReviR

RHPIR

RIPH

Philosophia Patrum

G. 5. Kirle, I E. Raven and M. Schofield. The
Presocratic philosophers, 2nd. ed. (Cambridge,

1983)

Revue des études augustiniennes

Revue des études grecgues

Revista espaviola de teologia

Revue des sciences religieuses

Revue d'histoive ecclésiastigue

Revue de histoire et de philosophie religieuse

Revue internationale de philosophie



RSLR

RSR

RTHPh.

SC

Sechol.

SC0

StPatr.

Rémische Quartalschvift fitv christliche Altertumsicunde
Rivista di storvia e letterarura religiosa

Recherches de science religieuse

Revue de theologie et de philosophie

Sources chrétiennes

Scholastil

Studi classici e ovientali

Studia Patristica



StTH. Studia Theologica

SVF Stoicorum Vererim Fragmenta

ThPh Theologie und Philosophie

ThR Theologische Rundschau

TRE Theologische Realennvklopddie

Tu Texte und Untersuchimgen

TWNT Theologisches Wérterbuch zum Neuen Testament

v Teologia v vida
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C Vigiline Christianae

ZKG Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte

INW Zeitschrift fiir die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft
ZThK Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche

Other abbreviations follow the Abkirzimgsverzeichnis of S, Schwertner (Berlin, Wew York, 1976)



Chapter 1—
Simplicity and Perfection

"We also are religious and our religion is simple’, objected the Roman proconsul to the martyr Speratus, at his
trial near Carthage on 17 Julvy 180 'If vou will listen calmly', replied Speratus, 'T shall tell vou the myvstery of
simplicity ! Tertullian was not the onlv African who liked paradox * Speratus claims simplicity for Christians
rather than pagans. He counters the accusation that Christians are secret and sinister, by asserting that their
secret is simplicity. He draws on the New Testament account of the myvstery of satvation. The writer to the
Ephesians had been concerned to tell the nations of the unsearchable riches of Christ and to bring to light 'the
economy of the mystery which has been hidden from all ages in the God who created all things' (Eph. 3.9). The

church declares to heavenly powers the manifold ( TTOAV TrOIK I}LDQ) wisdom of God (Eph. 3.10), which
is the divine myvsterv. The end of salvation, the vision of Christ and the church present a great myvsterv (Eph.
5.32).

Tertullian's lust for simplicity, supported by supetlatives, persists throughout his work and is a good place to
begin a study of his thought. A fine exposition, which begins 'Tertullien déconcerte', goes on to insist that
Tertullian took a simple and total choice when

! Speratus speaks in reply to the proconsul's claim, Et nos reliziosi sumus et simplex est nostra relizio” Speratus
says, 51 tranquillas prasbueris aures tuas, dico mysterium simplicitatis " Parsio sanctorum Scillitanorwn, 3 See dera
Marperwm, ed. H. Musunlla, The acts of the Christian marnrs (Onford, 1972), 86

* This term is commonly used of Tertullian in the sense of apparent contradiction (Cicero: 'admirabilia contraque
opimionem omunium’ (Paradoxs Stofcorum, 4)), rather than in the more complex logical sense (Zeno, Fussell). See I van
Hevenroot, Logical Paradoxes, in P Edwards {ed.), Encyelopedia of Philssopiy, vol. v (New Yorl, 1967), 4351, The two
senses will sometimes over-lap.
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he became a Christian and that his complexitv comes from his earlier intellectual formation; whether a studv of
his thought begins from either simplicity or complexity, it will discover a profound unitv *

A man of keen and violent disposition (acris er vehementis ingenii’).” much of Tertullian's lively talk is
concerned with clarifving what others have confused. Like Paul, he reiterates that he wants to know nothing but
Christ crucified. Christ revealed himself, not as a tradition, but as truth (virg. 1.1). Truth is simple (ap. 23.7f),
but philosophers have mixed with it their own opinions (ap. 47 4) and sunk to a perversity (Mare. 5.19.8)
which tortures truth ('unde ista tormenta cruciandae simplicitatis et suspendendae veritatis”' arn. 18.7). The soul
testifies in its simplicitv (resr. 1.6) and its evidence is simple and divine (resr. 5.1). Truth leads to beauty so
female dress should be marked by simplicity (ceefr. 1.2 4 et passim). When Valentinians accuse ordinary
Christians of simplicity, he replies "although simple_ we nevertheless know evervthing' (I'al. 3.5). He writes
(res. 2.11) to strengthen the faith of simple believers, emploving his rhetorical skill on their behalf against
heretics (res. 5.1).

The Simple Beginning

The divine economy of salvation is reflected in Christian baptism_ which points to past and future. Life begins at
baptism; here Tertullian shows his vearning for what is simple, in 'the sacrament of our Christian water, which
washes away the sins of our original blindness and frees us for eternal life’ (bapr. 1.1). Yet simplicity never
displaces reason. Those who do not examine the reasons behind simple baptism, and who stav with an
unexamined faith, are vulnerable through their ignorance (ibid.). The wrong kind of simplicitv needs instruction,
guidance and protection (res. 2.11).7

* "This uriity lies behind the pseudo-paradoxes and pseudo-contradictions.” I.-C. Fredowille, Terrullien of la

cownversion de la culture antigue (Paris, 1972), 483

* Terome, vir. fllust. 37.
* In this bad sense, the zreater part of the faithful are simplices (ne diverim imprudentes st idiotas) who, having moved
from many gods to one God, panic at the exposition of the trinity (Prax. 3.1). The same people are uncertain about the

value of martyrdom, find their doubts exploited by Gnostics (scorp. 1.3), and cannot answer objections against the
madness of dyvitg for God (zeorp. 1.7).
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Tertullian rejects the nafvete of those who want a proof-text which forbids their attendance at the games (specr.

3.1) and the artless heresv which abolishes all discipline (prasscr. 41.3).

A heretical viper® has turned many away from baptism, through that common perversitv which rejects anything
simple. ™othing, absolitely nothing, hardens human minds as much as the obvious simplicity of what God does,
and the contrasting greatness of what he therebyv achieves. The unadorned fact, that with such radical simplicity,
without pomp, without anv special preparation, and indeed, at no cost, a man is lowered into water, is dipped,
while a few words are spoken, and then emerges. not much (if at all) cleaner, makes it all the more incredible
that he gains eternal life in this wav' (bapr. 2.1). In striking contrast, idol worship uses every possible
embroidery of ritual and every additional expense.

Fussy, wretched incredulity demies God's primary properties of simplicity and power, which should be recerved
with wonder and faith. God is found by the simple in heart (praescr. 7.10) and he appeared to Elijah openly
and simply (apertus er simplex, par. 15.6). God is too simple to have worked a Docetist deception (cari.
5.10). For the unbeliever, there is nothing in such plain acts as baptism and the pretended effects are impossible:
which illustrates how God uses foolish things to confound worldly wisdom and does easilv what men find most
difficult.

The subtlety of God's simplicity is linked with his wisdom and power, which derive stimulus from their opposites
of follvy and impossibility, 'since every virtue recefves its cause from those things by which it is provoked' (hapr.
2.3). So strife becomes a second theme of Tertullian's thought ” He links it with Panline paradox, and it is
fundamental to the Stoicism which looked back to Heraclitus whom Justin saw as a Christian before Christ.
Simplicitv and weakmness belong to God as his omnipotent rejection of earthly power and wisdom. Christians
who follow this divine simplicity are little fishes (bap¢. 1.3) who cannot live apart from the water of baptism.
Here their faith is contracted to the one word

® The Cainite heresy which honoured Cain because he resisted the evil God of the Old Testament. Tertullian's snakes
prefer divy places.

" See discussion of paradox in ch. 3 and of opposites in ch. L.



Page 4

lXﬁUQ which stands for IT]UDUS XPIOTOG OeoU VoG gwimnp (Jesus Christ, son of God,

saviour).t

Repetition undetlines simplicity and Tertullian emplovs it to reinforce his claims. More than this, his kev words
(goodness, reason and discipline) link together diverse things which are derived from one simple divine origin.
Goodness explains every part of the creative act (Mare. 2.4.5). Reason is founded in God who is ever rational,
and provides grounds for Tertullian's every argument (incliding his paradoxes) and for his constant attacks upon
his opponents (paen. 1). Ratio is his favourite word. Discipline governs all details of conduct. The constant
refrain of these themes provides unitv in his writing

Christians are plain people because thev accept the wotld as God's creation. This means that thev do not mmn off
into seclision, but live like others; thev eat, dress, bathe, worl, trade, sail, fight, farm and practise a craft. They
do not observe the common religious rites; but thev are no less human or reasonable for that (ap. 42 4). Their
simple lives are matched in modesty by simple dress (culr. 2.13.3). Thev follow the Wew Testament aesthetic of
‘putting on' Christ.

Simplicity, in Tertullian, sometimes exacts its price and affects his arguments. The sudden enunciation of God's
natne is_ for most, not the testimony of a soul which is naturally Christian, but the testimonv of a soul which is not
very Christian. The appeal to lines of episcopal succession is controversial rather than an end to controversy
and, in anv case, Tertullian alwavs wants to obev conscience rather than bishop. In his case the two rarelv
agree © Above all, Tertullian seems to fail in his account of divine justice and love. In his rejection of Marcion, he
claims that onlv retributive justice can discourage sin. '

These matters will be dealt with again later. The points to note at this stage are three_ First, we must expect that
a passion for simplicity might induce errors. Theology, like philosophy, is a

g

* To this formula we shall retum in the second part of this chapter.

* Charles Munier, La tradition apostolique chez Tertullien, in Collected studies series C5341, Autorité épiscopale et
sollicitude pastorale, I'année canonigus, 33 (Paris, 1979), 175-02 [182).

9 %ze below, ch. 3. Despite initial simplicity, Tertullian develops a complex argument here.
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complex matter and those who cut corners suffer accidents.!* Second, those who turn everv comner arrrve
nowhere. Debate differs from argument. The orator who silences his opponent rarelv uses adequate argument.
Against the plea for fear as an essential deterrent against sin, Marcion simply shook his head and said 'Absit’; he
was silent but not convinced. Third, theologians and other exponents of rational argument commonly make a
few bad mistakes. Bv far the best example is Augustine, who dominated a culture for a thousand vears, and
whose argument for the iquidation of schismatics through the severity of love!” is onlv matched, for
unconvincing barbarity, by his accounts of predestination and original sin. These three dangers make an
exploration of Tertullian's arguments obligatory.

Intricate Apologetic

Tertullian's defence of simplicity will always have a twist of paradox, and qualifications of fundamental force.
There are his own deep conflicts. How complicated was he? One writer”” produced a book to probe the
disorder of his personalitv, another composed a large tome to show the perversitv of his ethics. ** Many have
followed the verdict that he is a troubled fideist '~

More disconcerting is the praise of his admirers. Even a sober scholar could write: 'Roman restraint, legal clarity
and military discipline were transmmted into an intellectual and moral force in the ardent, aspiring mind and heart
of Tertullian '** Enthusiasm gallops away with another:

Ardent in temperament, endowed with an intellizence as subtle and original as it was aggressive and audacious, he
added to his natural gifts a

! Gerhard Ebeling often set out his lectures in numbered chapters, sections, paragraphs and even propositions.
When he once came to chapter 4, section 3, paragraph 5, proposition 2, he paused and said with a smile,
Entschuldizen Sie. bitte, wenn ich alles zu einfach mache!

12 On the Epistle of John, 7.8. See my, Ethical patterns in early Christian thought (Cambridge, 1076), 170-81.

U B. Nisters, Tertullian, seine Personlichkeit und sein Schicksal (Minster, 1930).
1% C_ Rambaux, Tertullion face aux morales des trois premiers sicles (Paris, 1979).

¥ See following chapters for discussion of A. Labhardt, Tertullien et la philosophie ou la recherche dune ‘position pure’,
MH, T{1930), 159-80.

YH von Campenhausen, The farhers of the Latin church (London, 1964), 6.
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profound erudition, which far from impeding only gave weizght to the movements of his alert and robust mind . . .
Harassed from without, the African Church was also torn from within by an accumulation of evils: apostasies,
heresies, and schisms abounded. Up through the confusion were thrust Termillian's mizhty shoulders, casting off the

enemies of the Gospel on every side. He was not formed for defensive warfare !

It is regrettable that some scholars want to award prizes rather than to understand what is alien to them.

A recent and restrained assessment, which touches lightly on the ideas of Tertullian in favour of his history and
his literary achievement, calls him a 'Christian Sophist'.'* This is helpful, but uncomfortably ambiguous, since
Tertullian spent much time attacking and repudiating what is commonly regarded as sophistry.

How complex is Tertullian? There is no lack of intricate argument, however forcefilly it mayv be presented;
worse still, in the interests of simplicity and speed, steps are often omitted and details which have appeared
earlier are not repeated. We might call this 'Tertullian's Trick'; because often, when we think we have found a
fallacy and canght him out, we find that he has answered our objection elsewhere. A good orator does not
repeat detail For his interpreters todav, this should be less of a difficulty after fiftv vears of philosophical
analvsis; but some still look for svstems and the fun of deconstructing them Many manage to ignore the truth
that conclusions are ambiguous without the argument which leads to them. In order to understand an author we
must remember the cards he has already plaved.

To a remarkable extent, Tertullian respected conventional rhetorical forms which made his work more
accessible to his contemporaries ¥ Tertullian faced a complex situation, where the culture of Greece and Rome,
the religion of Israel and the new faith in Jesus came together in a mixture of conflict and agreement. Each
component had internal diversity within which Tertullian had to choose. A critical eclecticism was characteristic
of all parties. The importance of Tertullian for cultural history is immense, and

V'B.B. Warfield, Studies in Tertullian and Augustine (Oxford, 1030), 3f.
1Y T D.Bames, Tertullian, A historical and literary study, 2nd edn (Oxford, 1985), 211-32.

B

Feee B D Sider, dncient rhetoric and the art of Tertullion (Oxford, 1971), and the wotk of C. Munier, J-C. Fredouille
and H. Steiner who sees this valuable area of study as "wohl erschapft’
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he mayv rightlv be called the ‘first theologian of the West', provided this does not limit his influence to the West or
obscure his massive debt to Irenaeus *° Justin had anticipated him, by his move to Rome, and it is remarkable
how much had been achieved. But Justin still writes in Greek and his ideas are difficult because undeveloped.
His interest is that of an originator whose ideas are taken up and developed by others who add, alter and
diverge. As aresult, his own meaning is frequently uncertain.

Tertullian's achievement was not merely cultural and linguistic, but above all intellectual. For, 'despite his obvious
originalitv, he displavs those characteristics which are to be found throunghout Latin Christianity: a realism which
kenows nothing of the Platonist devaluation of matter; a subjectivity, which gives special prominence to inner
experience; and a pessimism which lays more stress on the experience of sin than on transfiguration’.**

Tertullian believed in change. Plato gave place to Heraclitus and the Stoics. The wav up is the way down. All
things change and all things renew themselves. Nothing ends except to begin again (res. 12). While Clement, for
all his delight in Heraclitus, looked bevond the world of material things to Plato's intellectual realities (srrom.
6.1), Tertullian saw realitv in flesh and matter, and found truth in an unending series of paradoxes.

He began as an apologist and apologetic displays the contingency of theology and philosophy * It begins from a
faith to which objections are made bv opponents or experiences of widely diverse kinds. Faith's defender must
answer the several objections of A, B, C and D, with groups of arguments. Against A he must prove w37,
against B he must prove c.de’, against C he must prove 716 and against D he must prove IKAU . Now in at
least some instances, ¢ will conflict with 7., 7 with K _ _ with 6, and so on. Romans wzill not like his higher

lovalty to Christ, radical Christians will not like his political conformism, some will find him too indulgent and
others will find hit too ascetic; either they will not dance when they hear

-+ Note the necessary qualification of G. L. Prestge. God in parristic thought (London, 1938), 87: He was very far,
indeed. from being merely the father of Latin theolozy. His ultimate influence on Greelk theological speculation was
probably very considerable.

T Daniélow, Larin Christianiny, 341

2 5eeD. Adlen, Maotives, rationales, and religious beliefs, AP0, 5 (1966), 112, for a useful account of the logic of
objection and rebuttal.
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the pipes or they will not lament with those who mourn. When the Baptist neither eats nor drinks, he is demonic
and when Jesus eats and drinks he is a glutton and a winebibber (Matt. 11.16-19).

However consistent the position of the apologist is, it will not appear consistent until there has been careful
analysis and then it may look too complex.

Thev live in countries of their owrn, but simply as sojourners; they share the life of citizens, they endure the lot of
foreigners; every foreign land is to them a fatherland, and every fathetland a foreizn land. They marry like the rest of
the wotld. They breed children, but thev do not cast their offspring adrift. They eat together but do not slzep
together. They existin the flesh, but they live not after the flesh. They spend their existence upon earth, but their
citizenship is in heaven. Thev obey the established laws, and in their own lives they surpass the laws ... The Jews

war against them as aliens, and the Greeks persecute them. ™

To meet apparent inconsistencies, like Tertullian's denigration and exaltation of marriage and philosophy,
apologetic needs linking argument (for which it mav not have enough time) as well as a few general concepts
(economy of salvation, logos) which maintain a scattered presence ** Tertulian goes further, so that these
concepts embrace fundamental questions of theologyv. The remarkable thing is that, for all his vehemence, his
ideas do hold together. He had a deep, abiding concern. As a Stoic, he began with an undefined consciousness
of God ¥ As a Chnistian, he filled that concept with the gospel, the storv of salvation which ran from creation to
apocalvpse. The golden thread which runs through his thought is the recapitulation of all things in Christ.

Apologetic presents an extreme case of the tensions faced by all philosophy and theology. Today, theologians
are reluctant to distinguish historical from svstematic theology becanse every theology is marked by its historical
situation and specific questions. This move is mirrored in a wider reaction against the scientific

3 4d Diognetum, 5.
% A recent writer calls this polemical Christianity’. (A.J. Guerra, Polemical Christianity: Tertullian's search for certainty,
The Sscond Century (19907, 108). He points out that Tertullian draws on five kinds of support for his position (scripture,

reason, moral excellence, spirital witness and tradition) and that he uses different combinations when he attacks
different enemies.

* Inmo dern jarzon, 'a God-shaped blank.
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positivism which was the last gesture of Enlighterninent epistemology. In a wide-ranging review of the human
sciences, we find one common feature: 'a willingness to emphasise the local and contingent, a desire to undetline
the extent to which our own concepts and attitudes have been shaped by particular historical circumstances, and
a correspondingly strong dislike — amounting almost to hatred in the case of Wittgenstein — of all overarching
theories and singular schemes of explanation’ ** An apologist, likke Tertullian, is more likelv to be understood in
such an intellectual climate. For we have all learnt that within the most carefully argued and tidy system, there

are polarities and contradictions which cannot be ignored. What Gédel showed for mathematics (that there is no
self-sufficient, consistent autonomy) seems true of all rational systems.

What did Tertullian write? His many writings show the range of his apologetic " In 197, he exhorts the martvrs
(mart.)). confronting the major challenge to faith which was the suffering of God's faithful people and defending
the faith before a persecuting state (nar., ap.). Between 198 and 206, he argues that faith is natural (resr.), he
confronts the Jewish attack (Jud) — the gospel had come to Carthage through Jewish Christians. The threat of
heresy is met with a general response and a statement of the essential rule of Christian faith (praescr). One
well-argued alternative, the dualism of Hermogenes (Herm.) is dissected, analvsed and refuted. The public
behaviour of Christians is rigorously directed awayv from attendance at games (spect)), frequency of marriage
(1) and fine clothing (czir.). Praver (or.) and baptism (bapr.) explain matters of devotion and worship.
Patience (pat.) is a private virtue while penitence (paen.) has both private and public consequences.

During his middle period (207—8) when signs of Montanist”® influence begin to appear, substantial works are
directed against heretical dualism. The work 4 gainst Marcion (Marc.)* owes its present form to this period,
but builds on earlier worle. Valentinians are attacked both in the short work which bears their name

% Quentin Skinner, The return of grand theory to the human scisncss (Cambridge, 1983), 12,

" On the chronology of Tertullian's wortks, [ accept the argument and conclusions of . Braun, Dews Christianorum,
363—T7.
B gee below, ch. 10.

¥ gee below, ch. 3.



Page 1]

(Tal’) and in the anti-docetic works which defend the flesh (car., res). Chastitv (cast)) and modest dress
(virg.) continue the ascetic strain of ethics while the hostility of the state to Christians is frther considered (cor.,
scorp ) and a particular oppressor is challenged (Scap ). Idolatry is condemned as false and the source of all
evil (idol)) and the nature of the soul is examined (a1.).

During the final period of his writing (213—22), Tertullian is plainly at odds with catholic, 'psvchic’ (unspiritual)*°
Christianitv. Rigorous ethical demands are expressed in the rejection of flight during persecution (fg.) and
remarriage (o), and the commendation of fasting (iei)) and modesty (pud ). His attack on Praxeas defends
the distinction of persons within the trinity and the distinction of substances within the incarnate Christ (Prax.).
Yet the chains of secular culture retain their subordinate place below the 'better philosophy' (pall).

Tertullian's one central idea (the economy of salvation perfected in Christ) runs from his apologeticiom to the
better philosophy (pall.) and his theology of trinity and incarnation (Prax.). This provides internal unity to his
thought, within all complexity_ It is the constant factor. Montanism is the result, not the canse, of Tertullian's
concern for the petfection of the divine economy.

Tertullian has two external controls on the complexities of apologetic and theology: brevity and paradox. Brevity
had been claimed as a Christian virtue from the beginning (1 Tim. 1 3£ Justin (/ apol 14) took the brevity of
Christ's savings as proof he was not a sophist, and Irenasus contrasted the short word of the gospel with the
long-winded law. Sextus (senr. 430) linked brevity with the knowledge of God. For Tertullian, truth and brevity
(Marc. 2.28.3)), certainty and brevitv (an. 2.7) go together. The Lord's Praver is a compendium of the whole
gospel (or. 9.1). Conciseness is a welcome necessity; prolixity is a bore (virg. 4.4). On this theme scripture,
especially the Wisdom literature, and Stoic tradition coincided ' We have alreadv noted some reasons for
bravity. As an orator and a preacher, Tertullian leaves a lot out, so that he will not lose his

30 : o i UYIKOS : hc
*“ The term is taken from Paul {1 Cor. 2.14; 15448} where WUKIKOS is contrasted with 17 e HETIKOS

31 1 C. Fredouille, Tertullisn st la conversion de la culture artigus, 33, notes Zeno (DL, 7.3%), Cicero, Seneca (sp. 38),
Tacitus and Marcus Aurelius (msd 4.31).
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audience. As a Stoic and a follower of Paul, he accepts paradox as a common means of ordering truth. Indeed
there is a primal paradox. 'Truth and hatred of truth come into our world together. As soon as truth appears, it
is the enemy' (ap. 7.3).

We return to his simplicitv. Tertullian was himself, not a Christian Cicero. Seneca is often one of us (saepe
noster); we are never his. A Christian builds his faith on his own foundation, not that of another (@, 26.1).
Christ was not mistaken when he solemnly entrusted the proclamation of his gospel to simple fishermen instead
of skilful sophists (an. 3.3). As his follower, Tertullian rejoices in the mere name of Christian and the message of
the little fishes: Jesus Christ, son of God, saviowr'. A simple criterion governs the Christian's logic. Confronted
bv exuberance of words and ideas, he applies a constant criterion of truth. In contrast, Marcion loves
uncertainty, and prefers it to the certainty of the mile of faith ™Now if to vour plea, which itself remains uncertain,
there be applied further proofs derived from uncertainties, we shall be canght up in such a chain of questions,
which depend on our discussion of these equally uncertain proofs and whose uncertainty will endanger faith, so
that we shall slide into those insoluble questions which the apostle dislkes' (Marc.1.9.7). In opposition
Tertullian insists 'T shall therefore insist, with complete confidence that he is no God who is today uncertain,
because until now he has been unknown; because as soon as it is agreed that God exists, from this verv fact it
follows that he never has been unknown, and therefore never uncertain' (Mare. 1.9.10).

Divine Unicity*?

The first question of early Christian theology was: is there one God, good and true, who is creator of this world
of sin and evil? For Tertullian, God's own simple unity is ultimate. 'God is not God if he be not one' (Mare.
1.3.1). He holds the universe in his hand like a bird's nest. Heaven is his throne and earth is his footstool {(Marc.
225 1) However, because he is found through faith in Jesus, he does not conform to ultimate Neoplatonic
simplicity. We shall see

*= This word, popular among French theologians, is useful to express Termullian's claim concerning the unity and
uniqueness of God.
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that, for Tertullian as for other second-century theologians, the wav to one God is through the son and the
spirit

Marcion is equally convinced about God's unicity, which he places above the duality of creation and
redemption, and claims: 'One single work is sufficient for our god; he has liberated man by his supreme and
most excellent goodness, which is of greater value than all destructive insects' (Marc. 1.17.1) But Marcion,
savs [ertullian, is a great muddler and his higher god has produced nothing which might give ground for
believing in his existence. How can he be superior when he can show no work to compare with, for example,
the human being produced by the inferior god? The question 'does this god exist” is answered from what he has
done and the question 'what is this god like?' is determined by the qualitv of his worle. Marcion's uncreative god
does not pass the first test, so the second does not apply.

In the alleged interests of unitv, Marcion multiplies. He may begin from two gods, but he finishes with many
more and his account is far from simple.

20 vou have three substances of deity in the higher regions, and in the lower regions four. When to these are added
their own Christs — one who has appeared in the time of Tiberius, another who is promized by the creator — Marcion

is obviously being robbed by those persons who assume that he postulates two zods, when he implies that there are
nine, even if he does not know it. (Mare. 1.15.6)

Here Terullian is drawing his own polemical conclusions from Marcion's views and does not help his case; but
there is more than caricature becaunse, once mediators are introduced, multiplication sets i~

There are also historical confusions for Marcion. His god turned up at his destined time, becaunse of certain
astrological complexities, which Marcionites enjov, even if the stars were made by the lesser god; for the
greater god mayv have been held back by the

33 Clement of Alexandria solved this problem with his thematic statement that negative theology must pass through

the HEYEED"—' TOU XploTou (ztrom. 3.11.71). See also G. L. Prestige’s account of Tertullian's "orgatic

monotheism', God i patristic thought 981
* Which, for Marcion, deny the perfect zoodness of their maker.

** See below, ch. 3 for the problem of polemic and ch. @ for a discussion of Valentinianism and the bureaucratic faflacy.
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rising moon, or some witcherv, or by the position of Saturn or Mars (Mare. 1.18.1). Whatever the delay, he
glided down in the fifteenth vear of Tiberius, to be a saving spirit. Yet the pest-laden wind of his salvation did
not begin to blow until some vear in the reign of Antonitmis Pius. This delav implies difference and confusion. For
from Tiberius to Antoninus Pius, 115 vears and 61/2 months elapsed; the god whotn Marcion then introduced
cannot be the god whom Christ revealed, for the interim between Christ and Marcion rules out identity.

Bevond this confusion lie Marcion's great dichotomies — the antitheses of law and gospel, creation and salvation
— which run from beginning to end (Marec. 1.19.4). Marcion's god could not have been revealed by Christ who
came before Marcion introduced the division between two gods. Yet Marcion claims that he restored a rule of
faith which had been corrupted, over all those intervening vears; Tertullian wonders at the patience of Christ
who waited so long for Marcion to deliver him (Mare. 1.20.1).

This argument suggests again the cost of simplicitv and the apparent naivete of Tertullian in the interests of
apologetic. By itself. the argument has no force whatever. Marcion claimed that he was a reformer who went
back to the original gospel and apostle ** However, Tertullian makes the argument respectable by referring to
Paul (in Galatians) who was not commending another god and another Christ, but attributing the annulment of
the old dispensation to the creator himself who (through Isaiah and Jeremiah) had declared the intention that he
would do something new and make a new covenant. Later, by exact examination of the prophets (Marc. 3],
Luke's Gospel (Marc. 4) and Paul (Marc. 5), he shows that the evidence for Marcion's primitive gospel is not
to be found " Tertullian further states that the first Christians were certain about God the creator and about his
Christ, while thev argued about almost evervthing else, and that certaintv continues in all apostolic churches.
This argument is sound, since Marcionites could not point to a particular ancient church which followed their
teaching (Marc. 1.21.3).

¢ Tertuftian's arsument is used todayv, at a popular level, by Orthodox against Roman Catholics and by Roman
Catholics against Protestants.

-

" This is an example of Tertullian's Trick: omitting steps which he mentions elsewhere.
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Divine simplicity has no vulgar fractions. God is eternal, rational and perfect; his salvation is universal, whereas
Marcion's God leaves out Jews and Christians because thev belong to the creator. More importantly, because
he saves onlv souls and not bodies, the strange god never provides more than a 'semi-sabvation'. Surelv a god of
petfect goodness could save the whole of man? "Whollvy damned by the creator, he should have been wholly
restored by the god of sovereign goodness' (Marc. 1.24.4). Marcion's god cannot do anvthing to protect his
believers from the malignant power of the creator, as it works through evervthing from thunder, war and plague
to creeping, crawling insects. "Just how do vou think vou are emancipated from his kingdom when his flies still
creep over vour face? . . . You profess a God who is purely and simplv good; however vou cannot prove the
petfect goodness of him who does not perfectly set vou free' (Mare. 1.24.7).

There are now perverse and muddled objections made against the almighty God, lord and founder of the
universe,”* who 'has been known from the beginning, has never hidden himself, has shone in constant splendor,
even before Romulus and long before Tiberius' (Mare. 2.2.1) The riches of his wisdom and knowledge are
deep, his judgements are unsearchable and his wavs past finding out (Rom. 11.34); therefore his simplicitv will
not be evident to the natural man_ who cannot recetve the things of the spirit. 'And so God is supremely great
just when man thinks he is small, God is supremely best just when man thinks him not good, he is especially one
when man thinks there are two gods or more' (Marc. 2.2.6). Innocence and understanding have gone, for man
'has lost the grace of paradise, and that intimacy with God, by which, had he obeved, he would have known all
the things of God' (Mare. 2.2.6).

Indeed, simplicity marked creation, for all came from and was marked by the one goodness of God (Marc.
2.4.6). The gift of freedom was part of this goodness and it was never revoked. Otherwise Marcion would

protest "What sort of lord is this ineffective, instable, faithless being who rescinds his own decisions? (Mare.
29

7.3) None of these negative epithets should ever be applied to the unmixed goodness of God.

T

deus omuipotens, dominus et conditor universitatis’
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The same simplicity marks his providence which dispenses light and darkness, good and evil. But how can this
fail to compromise his simple goodness? Because the evil which he dispenses is a punishment for sin and
therefore good (Marc. 2.14.3).

[s there a simple gospel? Such simplicity may be hard to see; but it is there to be found, as indeed in the
different Gospels of the apostles, John and Matthew, and of the apostolic men, Luke and Mark All follow the
same rule of one creator God and his Christ, born of a virgin, fulfilling law and prophets. It does not matter if
there be some variation in the arrangement of their narratives, provided that there is agreement in the substance
of the faith’ (Marc. 4.2.2). Marcion's mutilated Gospel subverts the substance of the gospel. It bears no name,
for he stopped short of inventing a title. No written work should be recognized if it cannot hold its head erect,
offer some consistency and promise some credibility by naming a title and an author.

Truth is to be distinguished by its simplicity, with which proud men fuss and fiddle, so mixing it with falsehood
that nothing certain remains. "When thev had found a simple and straightforward God, thev began to disagree
about him, not as he had been revealed to them_ but in order to debate about his properties, his nature_ his
place’ (ap. 47.5). Some say he is physical, others incorporeal, some that he is made of atoms, others that he
consists of mumbers. Some claim he governs the wotld, perhaps from inside or perhaps from outside, others
declare that he is idle. Such confusion is not primitive but contrived, not ancient wisdom but modern muddle.
There is nothing as old as the truth of the scriptures which philosophers have perverted in everv possible wayv.

Yet Christians wear the cloak of the philosopher, because of its simplicitv and because thev have found the
better philosophy (pall. 6). The toga mayv offer higher status in the community; but it is an elaborate thing of
many folds (pall. 1.1). While evervthing changes, not all change is good. Primitive simplicity is challenged by
hoary. It was a bad dav when Alexander, on fire with his trinmph over the Persians_ exchanged his armour for a
pair of puffed-up, Persian trousers, made of silk. When philosophers move into purple, what is to stop them
from wearing golden slippers (pall. 4.7)7 What could be less philosophical than that?
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The change to the philosopher's cloak is justified by its simplicity as a garment, in contrast to the manv folds of
the toga which are a cumbersome muisance (pall. 5.1). The cloak is the most convenient garment and saves time
in dressing (pall. 3 3). Further, it designates independence and freedom from the duties of forum, elections,
senate, platforms and every other part of public life_ It wears out no seats_ attacks no laws, argues no pleas. is
worth by no judge, soldier or king 'Thave seceded from the community. My sole business is with mvself and my
one care is not to care.’ When accused of laziness, it replies, No one is born for another, and he dies for himself
alone' (pall. 5 4). Simplicity of detachment is achieved because the philosophers' cloak has become Christian
and found the better philosophy (pall. 6.2) in Jesus Christ, son of God and saviour. So the law of change is
justified. We cannot avoid change; we should ensure that it is change to the good **

Perfection in Dishonour:
"Jesus Christ, Son of God, Saviour'

The answer to the question about one God, good and true, was: "Yes there is one God, if he not onlv created
the world, but also acted to renew it in Jesus Christ.' God's utter disgrace was the pledge of mankind's
salvation. God came to man's level, so that man might reach God's level. God became small that man might
become great (Marc. 2.27.7).

Simplicity was not empty. All was summed up in Christ. Following Paul, Tertullian (pud. 14 et passim) knew
nothing but Christ and him crucified. This was the sole hope (wnica spes) of the world, the necessary dishonour
(mecessavium dedecus) of faith (carm. 5.3). In a word, God is one God, when the son hands over the kingdom
to the father.

Behind the fish ('Jesus Christ, son of God, saviour')* lay the even simpler confession of Jesus as Messiah or
Christ (Matt. 27.17, 22; John 1. 41; Acts 9.22; 1 John 5.1). When the gospel moved from its

3% This is the point where Tertullian and Stoics differ markedly from Alexandrians and Platonists.

' %ee F. I Délger, IXOYZ e heilige Fisch in den antiken Relizionen und im Christentum (Miinster, 1922).
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Jewish context mto the Greel: world, this title meant less and 'Christ' became a suwrname for Jesus. The basic
confession then became 'Jesus Christ is Lord' (parallel to the 'Emperor is Lord' of the imperial cult)*! or Jesus
Christ is son of God'. Christians had their own answer to pagan and Jewish acclamations, such as 'one is Zeus-
Serapis’, 'great is Diana of the Ephesians’. or even 'Hear O Israel . . '. This simple formula was used as a
confession of faith at baptism_ being expanded first into a twofold faith in father and son, then into a threefold
faith in father, son and spirit, and recetving various supplements. The simplicity of the fish remained There was
one lord, one faith, one baptism_

'Tesus Christ, son of God, saviour' points to the economyv of sabvation and the recapitulatinn of all things in
Christ, who is Christus Victor ** Recapitulation 1s chiefly linked with Irenaeus;* but it also dominates the New
Testament and the theology of Ignatius, Justin, Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian and Athanasius. It includes
three sets of motifs: Christ corrects and petfects all that is; as Christus Victor he is the climax of the economv of
saving historv; and as the perfection of being, goodness and truth, he gives life to the dving, righteousness to
sinners and truth to those in error.

Tertullian describes the work of salvation as continuous with creation ™ The human race is sumed up, 'that is
to refer back to

* smart Pal 82

2 Because the concept of salvation easily becomes too subjective, ‘victor is often to be preferred as a translation of

(TWNT VIL 1,005-24). In the O1d Testament, salvation points to the rescue of those Dppressed by mulitary
power of itjustice; because of human limitations, God emerzes as the ultimate deliverer. In the New Testament, the same
notion of rescue is found in God's relation to the whole human race. In the classical w otld, saviours could ke gods, men
who helped or healed, philosophers, statesmen or rulers. Hadrian is frequently celebrated as the saviour of a town or a
person. On a wider scale, the emperor brought in, as saviour, the zolden age. Philo gives the title of saviour to God who
delivers his people, preserves the wotld, and lberates the soul from passion (sode. 33; fmmur. 128; somn. 1112; lsg. all
11.103).

The message of the angels to the shepherds (Tuke 2. 10f) inks the ttles 'saviouwr and lord’ In the Fourth Gospel. the son
is seen as the saviour of the world (John 3.17; of. 1 John. £.14). In the New Testament, the title of 'saviour is found less
frequently than the verk 'save’ and the noun "salvation’. This may be a reaction against Jewish expectations of a national
deliverer (THNTVIL 1,021). The Pastoral Epistles find the title impottant for the tejection of heretical claims.

4. Aulen, Christus Victor (London, 1933), 32-51.

A Vidane, Crisie Salvadoer v libsrader del humbrs (Pamplona, 1988), 268-3350.
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the beginning or to revise from the beginming' (Marc. 5.17.1), reformed (Marc. 3.9.5) and restored (par.
15.1).* Redemption through a ransom paid (fizg. 12.2f) leads to berty (carn. 14.3).%° Christ as mediator
(seguester, res. 51.2) is clothed with humanity (Prax. 12.3) and reconciles (Marc. 5.19.5) man to God *" The
sacrifice of Christ, the paschal lamb, is offered by the great high priest (Jud. 14.8). His voluntary death is a
propitiation but not a vicarious satisfaction for sin ** As teacher, Christ brings ilnmination through saving
discipline (ap. 47.11; par. 12.4) and a better philosophv (pall. 6.2) * As divine physician, he heals sinners
(scorp. 5.8).°" Bv his descent to hell, he has restored (an. 55.1f) patriarchs and prophets.

Finallv, by the trophy of the cross, he has triumphed over death, the last enemy (Mare. 4. 20.5). His victory is
not that of the warrior Messiah for whom the Jews had looked (Jud. 9.1-20), but is the spiritual overthrow of
the armies of wickedness (Marc. 4.20—4). This salvation was also a new creation (jer. 14.2; Marc. 5.12.6).°

The saving victorv of Jesus began as his fulfitment of Jewish prophecies, within the saving history or

oikovoulx . Why did the gospel come so late in human historv? The answer lay in the plan of God's saving
economy or dispensation which prepared the wayv for and found its climax in the victorv of Christ who
overthrew the powers of darkness. For apocalyptic dwelt on cosmic triumph as well as on fulfilment of
prophetic hope. Jesus reigned as the son of God over all created things and everv power in heaven and on
garth. Devils fled in fear before his name.

To Jews, therefore, Tertullian's answer is direct. There is only one question: whether Christ, announced by the
prophets as the object of unrversal faith, has, or has not, come (Jud. 7.1). The proof is plain in the rapid,
universal spread of the gospel * It is evident that™ no gate or city is closed to him, his sound is gone out into all
the earth, gates of brass are opened and he reigns over all.

But Christ's name reaches out everywhere, is believed evervwhere, is worshipped by all the nations we have listed,
fules everywhete, is

* Ihid, 11823,

" Ibid, 1262,

¥ Ibid., 129-33.

42 ;T-_";.".’q".: 133-8 and 318-20.
4 Ibid., 138—40.

0 hid, 141-3.

1 rid. 341-50.

(L

*2 Die Eirchengeschichte ist eine Siegesgeschichte des Christenthums’. G. Leonhardi, Dis apologetizchen

Grumdgedanicen Tertullizns (Leipzig, 1882), 7. It was indeed the universal character of Christianity which brought it into
conflict with the state.

- Tertullian mizquotes Iza. 431, reading Kurios for Cvrus,
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everywhere adored, is bestowed equally everywhere upon all; in his presence no king receives more favour, no
batbarian receives less jov: no dignities of families metit special distinction: to all he is equal, to all king, to all judge,
to all 'God and lord’. Wor might vou hesitate to believe what we assert, since vou see it actually happening. (Jud 7.9—
8.1).

Christ is the bull who, in fulfilment of Joseph's blessing,* tosses the nations to the ends of the earth, on the homns
of his cross, which was also foretold in the outstretched hands of Moses (Exod. 17.8-16). How else can we
explain the peculiar position of Moses, as he sat with arms outstretched, rather than kneeling or prostrate on the
garth, unless it be that the name of Jesus was his theme? Jesus would one dav engage the devil in single combat
and conquer by the sign of the cross (Jud 10.1). He is the God who reigns from the tree * who came once in
humilitv and will come again with glorv (Jud 10.12). Death reigned from Adam to Christ who concluded the
rule of death by dving on the tree of the cross. The government is on his shoulder. No other king rules in this
way. But only the new king of the new ages, Christ Jesus, has carried on his shoulder the dominion and majesty
of his new glorv, which is the cross' (Marc. 3.19.3).

The wictory of Christ is strongly affirmed in demilitarized military terms. For he who straps his sword on his thigh
is fairer than the children of men and grace pours from his lips. He who so rides in majestv, rides in meekness
and righteousness, which are not the 'proper business of battles’ (Ps_ 45 2—4) His strange warfare of the word
ivades every nation, bringing all to faith, and ruling by his victory over death (Mare. 3.14.6).

Christ conguers as a human being, when his obedience triumphs over the same devil before whom Adam fell
(Marc. 2.8.3). This second conflict was all the more painfill to the devil because he had won the first contest,
and was all the sweeter to the man who, by a victory, recovered his salvation, a more glorious paradise and the
fruit of the tree of life (Marc. 2.10.6).

** Deut. 33.17. Moses gives this blessing to Joseph.

** Ps. 96,10 is often so quoted in early Christian writing: no adequate reason has been found for the reading. See E F.
Osborn, Justin Marnyr (Tibingen, 1973), 1033, and J. H. Charlesworth, Christian and Jewish self-definition in light of the
Christian additions to the Apocryphal wiitings, in E. P Sanders er &l {eds.), Jewish and Christian self-defnition, vol. I
Aspects of Judaism in the Grasco-Roman period (London, 1981), 27-335.
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"0 Christ even in vour novelties vou are old!" (Marc. 4.21.5) Incidents in the mission of the disciples (the
feeding of the multimde, the confession of Peter, being ashamed of Christ) show him to be the Christ of the
creator (Marc. 421 .5). All Christ's words and deeds, even his resurrection, point back to the prophets (Mare.
4.43 9. All that Christ did was part of a continuous saving economy, which God began immediatelv after the
fall of Adam. His goodness now took the form of justice, severity and even,_ as the Marcionites claim, cruelty.
"Thus God's goodness was prior and according to nature, his severity came later and for a reason. The one was
innate, the other accidental; the one his own, the other adapted; the one freely flowing, the other admitted as an
expedient’ (Mare. 2.11.2). There is unbroken contimiity in God's goodness which, since the fall. has had an
opposition with which to contend. Spontaneous goodness is replaced by justice which is the agent (procuratio)
of goodness. Goodness needed a new means to contend with its adversary and fear of punishment was the only
effective way (Marc. 2.13.2).

While he reforms rather than destrovs, and restores rather than abolishes (Marc. 2.29.3), there is change and
correction. In the place of an eve for an eve and a tooth for a tooth, he offers a cheek for a cheek, with the
difference that it is the second cheek of the victim rather than the cheek of the aggressor which is struck (Marc.
4.16.4); this kind of imaginative paradox is tvpical of Tertullian This brilliant example is emblematic of the
recapitulation which both fulfils and corrects.

Eecapitulation is both retrospective and prospective, both fulfilment of the past and promise of the future.
Because of his preoccupation with Marcion, Tertullian seems more concerned with fulfilment than with promise.
Furthermore, the miracle of new life through baptism did not do as much as he hoped. Clement of Alexandria
and Irenaeus celebrate more vividly the present glory of new life in Christ. In this difference some have seen the
contrast between Greek and Latin Christianity ** Yet the disciples of the new covenant recefve a new way to
pray from the new grace of a renewing God (or. 1) and Christians believe in one God in a new way (Prax.

5 a7
3]
iy

% See Daniélow, Larisn Christianiny, 341

" And as for Novalis, Easter is ‘sin Weltverjiingunzsfest.
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The economy would not have been complete until he, to whom it had all been directed, had come. The mass of
fulfilled prophecy is too great for anvone to denv. In him we find the sure mercies of David. It is he_ not David,
who is a witness, prince and commander to the nations, and on whom all nations now call (Mare. 3.20.10). His
new word is decisive and brief,** a compendium which offers relief from the burdensome details of the law.
[saiah foretold new things and Jeremiah a new covenant (Marc. 4.1.6). Finallv, to those who, in the face of all
this evidence, deny the kingdom of Christ, there remains the second coming which will not be in humility, but in
power and glory (Marc. 3.7_8).

Marcion is wasting his complicated time when he tries to separate the strange, simple goodness of Christ from
the alleged evil of the creator (Marc. 1.2.3). The first Christians disagreed about almost everything else; but
thev did not waver from undivided faith in the creator and his Christ (Marc. 1.21.3). Even Marcion allows
Christ to appear on the mountain with Moses and Elijah, the first who formed God's people and established the
old covenant, the second who reformed God's people and consummated™ the new covenant (Mare. 4.22.1).
'He, who made. is best able to remake,* seeing that it is a far greater work to make than to remale, to give a
beginning than to give it back again' (res. 11.10). The wonder of the gospel should not obscure the marvel of
creation.

Problems of Recapitulation

The summing up of all things in Christ, who is Christus Victor, shaped the theology of the first three centuries It
has persisted since then, in varving form, whether it be in the Eucharist of eastern and western churches or in
hvmns like Fexilla regis prodewnt and Ein' feste Burg or in the Easter liturgy of everv tradition. Its place in the
Latin Mass, in the Greek Christos Nikeres and in the Lutheran tradition® is equally secure. It found its
strongest statement in

*% See The short word, in Osbom, Beginning of Christian philosephy, 206—40.
*# Elijah is an eschatological fisure who came as John the Baptist.

®Y As so often, Augustine takes up Tertullian's ideas, 'qui fecit, refecit’. Ep. 231.6. He discards Tertullian's exaggeration of
creation's superionity over recreation. Tertullian reverses the prionty in Prao

1 Aulen, Christus Victor.
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Athanasius' De Incarnatione and its difficulties are most apparent in the conclusion of this work.

For as when the sun is up darkness no longer prevails, but if there is any left anywhere it is driven away: so now,
when the Divine Manifestation of the Word of God is come, the darlmness of the idols prevails no longer, but every
patt of the whale earth is everywhere iluminated by his teaching . . . and men. looking to the true God, the Word of
the Father, abandon idols, and themselves come to a clear knowledge of the true God.

Wow this is the proof that Christ is God, the Word and Power of God. For, human things ceasing, and the "Word of
Christ remaining, it is plain to all that the things which are ceasing are temporary, but that He who remains is God and
the true Son of God, the Only-begotten Word. {4 fre. 55, Bindley trans.)

The triumphal claims of this passage concerning the destruction of evil do not fit reality then or now. There does
not appear to have been a change of government. Indeed, from the beginning there were difficulties with
recapitulation. Death_ despite the sting of martvrdom, may have been destroved; but sin was still clearlv present.
Christians were not displaving the climax of divine and human historv, for mediocrity spread widely in the early
church. Laodiceans were neither hot nor cold, but drasticallv indigestible (Rev. 3.15f) % Tertullian speaks of
mediocritas nostra (paen. 6.1) and develops a doctrine of original sin =

From such disappointment, two tvpes of perfectionism emerged — apocalvptic and Gnostic. Irenaeus and
Tertullian both viewed with svmpathy the New Prophecy of the followers of Montanus. Clement of Alexandria
gave critical recognition to some elements of Valentinianisn. Irenasus had wonderful millenarian expectations. If
all was sumtned up in Christ, what remained had to be sensational — a thousand branches on every vine and a
thousand grapes on every twig. Lions normally eat only the best of animal steaks ® Yet in the last davs, says
Irenaeus, we know from the scriptures that lions will eat straw. Thev cannot

* Today it iz claimed that unambitious mediocrity is of course part of the Anglo-Savon tradition’ (Triz Murdoch, The
sovergignty of good (London, 1970), 30), and the arguments against enthusiasm in National Socialism and Islamic
Fundamentalism are overshelming.

LR below, ch. 8.

* They would not be interested in the contemporary Cheeseburzer.
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eat the lambs with whom they lie down. If the straw is so good as to be attractive to lions_ we shall trulv feast on
what is provided for us.

The perfectionist movement known as Gnosticism was not confined to Christianity. The desire to surpass
(supergredi) others is alwavs widespread; to the question "What must I do to be saved? is added the question
"What must I do to be a better Jew or Christian_ than mv neighbowr”' Gnosticism is a complex movement.
Tertullian saw that its final strength and weakness lav in its claim to surpass reason. Like all theosophy,
Gnosticism presents philosophy without argument, which is like opera without music, Shakespeare without
words and ballet without movement. Complex argument can be replaced by pretentious narrative. The Gnostic
reply is always that his critic is shallow (not profound) or even intellectually and morally depraved.® The
relevance of Gnosticism for Tertullian is first, its reaction against medioctity in favour of perfection and second,
its movement from argument to storv. Unlike Clement of Alexandria, he neither appreciated its abstract
tendency nor offered a higher competitive gnosis.

Petfectionism had emerged as a problem very early in Christian history. The Letter to the Ephesians affirmed
strongly that all has been summed up in Christ and that the church is the eschatological miracle which rises from
garth to heaven. There is no wayv in which this miracle can be surpassed. The believer must simplv hold to the
one faith within the one body, walk in the light and stand firm in the whole armour of God.

Apologists claimed evidence for finalitv in the moral excellence of Christian lives and in the spread of the gospel.
Such moral excellence was the ground for Justin's conversion, and Tertullian made much of it. He pointed to the
chastitv and integrity of Christians, the courage of the martyrs and the mutual love of the community. This claim
caused his discontent with the church untversal. He remained within the community of the church at Carthage;®
but he certainly expressed dissent. When his bishop offered absolution for the sins of adultery and fornication,
Tertullian was outraged, because this controverted his claim that

* The izzue is more complex. See the discussion on Valentinianism, ch. 9, below,

" See David Rankin, Terrullion and the church (Cambridze, 1993), 41-51.
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Christians were eschatological paragons of virtue. Tertullian wrote off the majority of Christians as psychics or
carnal, in contrast to the spiritual Christians of whom he was one.

The spread of the gospel was a second proof of recapitulation. We are of vesterday, Tertullian said, but we fill
the forums and the towns. We are in every country, growing from seed which is the blood of martyrs. The
world, too. is a better place; marshes are drained and roads are better. ¥ Theodicy could point to a future
consutntnation in Christ's retiurn and to the present and wvisible finits of his trivmph. When Christians faced
persecution the latter were precious signs. Even persecution, said Justin, showed that the demons (or pagan
gods) were fearful. It was different when Christians had gained political power. Christians soon realized that
they were not at the escharon.

Perfection in God

In a Christian empire theodicy ceased to be the first question, until Augustine faced the end of empire in his Ciny
of God, and explained why Christians could not expect to win anv but the final and decisive test.

While recapitulation of all things in Christ, which dominated the theology of Tertullian, Irenaeus and the early
Athanasius, gave way in the fourth century, to christology and trinity, the questions could never be held apart.
The first question and answer were 'Is there one God?' and 'Only if the creator has acted to redeem the world
i Christ.' The second question How can one God be both father and son?' is necessarv if God; is to be
credible. The divine economy has to be within God; it cannot be the detachable plan of a changeable being. The
economy of the mvstery had been hidden from all ages i the God who made all things (Ep/. 3.9

Christology moved to the centre. How could God be both father and son? Fecapitulation might remowve
distinctions in God. Tertullian spoke of the entire dishonour of his God; but he attacked the monarchianism of
Praxeas for crucifving the father, and proposed a doctrine of trinitv. The christological debates were

¥ To 'disseminate’ with Post-modernists, the camels are running on time.
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inevitable. Before they finished, recapitulation no longer had to do with history and Christus Victor, but with the
trinitv which summed up the divine being.

This was not, as some have thought, a mistake. The historv of the councils of the fourth century is no more
elevating than the history of councils in any century: "After Constantine, there is not much that is not humiliating —
the long period of dogmatic squabbling while the Empire was falling to pieces; the destruction or loss of most of
the irreplaceable treasures of antiquity; the progressive barbarisation of Europe; we need not follow the
melancholv record '** Arms did miss the pomt of the whole early tradition, that faith in one God is only possible
if that God redeems the world which he first made; but his lack of perception sparked off a genuine advance.
For faith in divine redemption can never rely on fulfilled prophecy, external plan or natural evidences, but only
on the being of God.

This profound move is apparent in the theology of Gregory Nazianzus *° After the fall of Adam, God corrected
and sustained, in diverse ways, the fallen race (orar. 38.13.36.325). When it became clear that a stronger
medicine was needed, the incarnation provided the peak of God's saving work. The kev to salvation is that
Christ is God (orar. 33.16£36.236). God is father, son and holv spirit. The full deitv of the son must be
preserved (orar. 33.17.36.236). In the incarnation there is condescension (orar. 37.2.36 284f ) and
recapitulation (orar. 2.23f 35 284f). God sums up and contains all (orar. 38.7.36.317) 'A few drops of
blood recreate the whole world and draw men together into a unitv' (orar. 45 29 36 664). The new Adam is a
suffering God (orar. 30.1.36.36.104) who overcomes human sin. For Gregory, even where the economy is
given pre-eminence, the summing up which is its centre is the triune God. Indeed it is recapitulation which makes
God one and petfects human knowledge of the divine.

Tertullian anticipates this move from recapitulation to incarnation and trinity. Christus Victor reflected the
prophetic apocalvptic

"W EB.Inge, The Platonic tradition in English religious thought (London, 1926), 111.

¥ See E.F. Osbomn, Theology and economy in Gregory the Theolozian, in H. C. Brennecke, E. L. Grasmiick and C.
Matkschies {eds.), Logos, F5 for L Abramowsici (Betlin, 1893, 361-83.
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tradition. 1}(E}ug declared the Johannine myvstery of the word made flesh. This was for Tertullian, the wiica
spes, the necessarium dedecus, the sacramentum oiltonomiae. In the end, the mass of prophetic fulfilment is
replaced by this one claim, and by faith in the triune God.

Simplicitv and recapitulation, which dominated early Christian theology, including that of Tertullian, found their
place in one God, father, son and spirit. Tertullian's ideas persist into the fourth centry and indeed into the
twentieth century, where a metaphvsical poem ends:

A condition of complete simplicity
{Costing not less than everything)

And all shall be well and

All manner of thing shall be well

When the tongues of flame are in-folded
Into the crowned knot of fire

And the fire and the rose are one.

T 8. Eliot, Four Quartsts (London, 1944), 44 Note also p. 33:

Here the impossikle union

Of spheres of existence is actual
Here the past and future

Are congquered, and reconciled.
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Chapter 2—
The Puzzle:
Athens and Jerusalem

Before a detailed study of Tertullian's arguments may proceed, it is wise to consider his reputation as the enemy
of argument and the apostle of unreason.! There are two famous passages where Tertullian seems to reject
argument and reason: "What has Athens to do with Jerusalem”' (praescr. 7.9) and it is credible because

inept . . . certain because impossible’ (carm. 5.4). The first is a puzzle because in the Stoic Tertullian Athens has
a lot to do with Jerusalem; the second is a paradox because credibility and ineptness, certainty and impossibility
are opposites. These two claims have become slogans in fideist alternatives to the Enlightenment where they
have each acquired a meaning which is foreign to Tertullian Analvsis of Tertullian's text will show that both
puzzle and paradox make good sense, and that Tertullian's explicit claim to follow the discipline of reason
(discipling rarionis) and his demand 'here again [ must have reasons’ are amply justified. The first mav be
called 'the puzzle' and the second 'the paradox’. Tertullian has countless paradoxes but this one is celebrated.

One by one the common opmions concerning Tertullian have fallen. Barnes® has shown the mprobability of his
being the jurist Tertullian, the son of a centurion, or a priest. Hallonsten® has shown that his accounts of
satisfaction and merit do not anticipate later legalism. Rankin has challenged the view that he was a schismatic *
It is equally necessary to show that Tertullian was not a

! This will involve examination of his critics as well as of his text.

= T.D. Barnes, Terrullian 4 historical and literary stusy.

G. Hallonsten, Satisfactio bei Tertullicen (Malmd 1984), and Meritum bei Tertullian (Malma, 1983).

* Ranlkin, Tertullian and the church.
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fideist * Not onlv did he never sav, 'credo guia absurdion’, but he never meant anvthing like it and never
abandoned the claims of Athens upon Jerusalem. This mayv be achieved by a simple analysis of what he said.
Only to the extent that a hearer connects the truth conditions of an uttered sentence with those of many others

with which the speaker connects them_ and largely agrees with the speaker about whether those truth conditions

are satisfied, will he understand what the speaker says

Tertullian's question,” "What has Athens to do with Jerusalem?', looks like a rejection of Greek rationalism in
favour of unreasoning faith. Yet Tertullian alwavs asks for reasons. Marcion should investigate the origins of his

one apostle Panl; for he, Tertullian_ also follows Paul as a new disciple. 'For the time being mv onlv belief is that

nothing should be rashly believed' (Marc. 5.1.1).* The most recent perpetrator of the misunderstanding® avoids

analvsis and explicitly interprets Tertullian in terms of thirteenth-century theology and the first Vatican Council. A

more puzzling conclusion'® accepts C. G. Jung's analvsis of Tertullian as a paradigm case of sacrificium

inrellectus, 'vollbrachte Selbstverstitnmelung’ (total and self-inflicted intellectual castration). Tertullian hates
dialectic, we are told, but uses it from beginning to end of his worle; this can onlv be explained psvchologically.
He could not renounce

* In support of 1.-C. Fredouille and others.

*1 owe this statement of analytic principle to Alan Donagan and Donald Davidson. Donagan (Can anyvbody in a Post-
Christian culture rationally belisve the Nicene Creed?) adds Tor the most part, contemporaries speaking ot writing the

same language do connect sentences in the same ways and do agree about the truth. T. Flint (ed.), Christian philosophy

(MNotre Dame, 19588), 82-117 (86,

" In imitation of Paul, 2 Cor. §.14—-16; 1 Cor. 1.18=23.
¥ To believe anv one without examining his otigin is certainly rash belief. The onlv srounds for accepting the Benjamite
Paul are found. not in the Gospels, but {in the creator's scrptures) in the blessing of Jacob, in Saul and David, and in
Tesus who came from the line of David and Benjamin (Marez. 5.1

M. Eretzmann, Faith Seeks Understanding Finds, in Flint, Cheistiaen Philosopiny, 1-368, and also, Beason in mystery, in

G. Vesey {ed.), T

Y. The Philosophy in Christianity (Cambridge, 19907 1339,

Y A Labhardt, Tertullien et la philosophie ou la recherche dune ‘position pure’. He quotes C. G. Jung, Pochelogischs
DNypes (Zurich, 1941), 24: The im sacrificium intellectus vollbrachte Selbstverstimmeluns Tertullians fithete thn nur
rickhaltdosen Anerkennung der inneren irationalen Tatsache, der witldichen Grundlage seines Glaubens . .. Mit dem
sacrificium intellectus fielen fiir thn Philosophie und Wissenschaft, konsequenter-weise auch die Gnosis." Labhardt
insists that we should not reject Jung because of the problematic nature of his discipline.
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his intellectual formation; philosophy remains both his seducer and his enemy. Tertullian deserves something
better than anachronistic psvchoanalvsis.

Tertullian is the most improbable fideist; no one has argued so itrepressibly. We are fortunate to have him as a
Christian representative of the Second Sophistic, where argument could be vigorous and offensive. Diogenes
told Plato, according to one storv, that he could see a table and a cup but could not see tableness and cupness.
"That is reasonable’, said Plato,_ 'for vou have eves to see the table and cup; but vou do not have a mind (

VOUV OUK E}{Elg) with which to see tableness and cupness.''! Tertullian said much the same about
Marcion who claimed Christ had no human body. One thing is clear for Tertullian: it would be harder to find a
man born without a body than to find one, like Marcion, born without heart and brains (Marc. 4.10.16). This
kind of ivvective, which mav amuse modern readers, can make it harder for them to follow Tertullian's intricate
argument; within the tradition which Plato and Tertullian helped to fonm, invective is today seen as a substitute
for argument.

As a Stoic, Tertullian, like Seneca, revelled in the reproof of others '* Seneca wrote, '] can harangne against
vice without end' (Ep. 51.13). Tertullian saw, but rarely admitted, the strengths of his opponents, because his
readers would have been confused by compromise, braviras was the secret of good Stoic stvle, and meekness

(ETTIELKELQ(Y was suspect to Stoics because it implied that one could treat equal offences differently. 12

A—

Four Solutions to the Puzzle

(i)—

Psychoanalysis of a Puzzled Mind

The psvchological explanation’® is reached onlv after investigation. Tertullian's conflict is not unique. Most early

Christian writers compromised with their classical heritage. Thev thought in one wayv and lived in another. They
both rejected and accepted

! Diogenes Laertius, The lives of the philosophers, 6.53.
2gee I M Hist, Seneca and Stoic orthodoxy, ANET, TeilIl, Band 3§, Teilband 3 (1988), 1,995-2,012 {2,012)
13 s 2 007

A0 LT

1% Note further discussion of this point in ch. 3.
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philosophy. Tertullian is important because he tried to hold to a 'position pure'’” which consistently denied
anvthing bevond the content of revelation. There are three passages which crvstallize his ideas (ap. 46—50;
praescr. 7-9; an. 1-3).

While most attention has been given to the apologericion and the de praescriptions, the fullest treatment is
found at the beginning of de anima. Tertullian begins with the claim that there is no truth outside God (an. 1.4)
and that it is therefore safer to be ignorant than to inquire bevond the limits of revelation (@, 1.6).'° Here he

and follows Paul's warning against philosophy (Col. 2_8). The de praescriptione similarly forbids curiosity
because of the sufficiency and petfection of faith (praescr. 7, 9, 13). Philosophers cannot control their curiosity;
their motive is alwavs wrong.

The method of philosophers is also to be rejected. For it is concerned with appearance rather than realitv, with
words rather than realiies. Through rhetorical skill philosophers are able to build or demolish what they will,
being more concerned to talk than to teach (a2, 2.2). Dialectic has the same duplicitv, which casts doubt on its
integritv (praescr. 7.6). Yet Tertullian makes more use of dialectic than do other earlv Christian writers.

Tertullian admits that philosophers sometimes say the same things as are found in scriptures. He uses the Stoic
argument from common consent to prove that there is a God. In spite of these coincidental similarities,
philosophy brings more confiision than clarity, becanse it is marked by disagreement: 'nevertheless vou may find
more disagreement than agreement among philosophers' (a2 2. 4f) 1 Philosophers hold some true opinions; but
thev derive them from a different source and applv them in a different wav. Truth is harmed when it is linked
with false origins or false results.

On the one hand, philosophers take opinions which thev share with Christians and join them with their own
arguments which contradict the rule of faith. On the other hand, thev defend their distinctive opinions with
arguments which Christians would accept

13 gee Labhardt, fn. 10 above.

¥ Quis enim revelabit quod deus texit?

Y tamen plus diversitatis invenias inter philosophos quam societatis’
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as valid and consistent. This means that truth does not have a chance and it is therefore necessary to separate
common opinions from philosophers' arguments and to separate common arguments from philosophers'
opinions.

Therefore Tertullian does not reject or accept philosophy as a whole. He knows his philosophers better than do
most Greek fathers.'® The points where philosophy has hit on the truth may be used to convince educated
pagans that the gospel is true. Some Christians, whose works Tertullian has before him, have studied ancient
writers and shown that there is nothing new or outrageous in Christianitv; but pagans are not honest enough to
accept such testimonv (resz. 1.2). Tertullian does not hide his svmpathy for Seneca (an. 20.1) nor his genuine
regret that all heretics have seasoned their works with Plato (ar. 23 5).'* Yet Christian artisans readily find the
creator God whom Plato declared to be so difficult of discovery and description (ap. 46.9).

In contrast to simple Christianitv, philosophy is aligned with sophistry (ap. 46.18). This is further linked with
magic (Marc. 1.1 5, and praescr. 41.5), Valentinian fantasv (al. 24.1) and rhetoric (res. 5.1). The reference
to Christianity as the better philosophyv (pall. 6.2) mav be seen as the unfortunate consequence of a metaphor
and a concession to secular usage.**

The proposed solution*! of the puzzle is that Tertullian is the classic example of sacrificium intellectus as
described bv C. G. Jung.** As a believer, he rejected philosophy; but his own traming in philosophy and rhetoric
could never be discarded

B¢

For details see Labhardt, Position pure, 174, who refers to M Pohlenz, Die Stoa (Géttingen, 1948), vol. I, 437,
Termillian does not possess the penetration of Clement's nowledze of Plato.

%1 dplen bona fide Platonem omnium haereticorum condimentum factim.

Y Labhardt, Position pure, 176, This is not a cause for embarrassment with Tertullian. Everyone uses words in different
senses; gll that matters is that the context of the argument should make the specific sense evident.

1 By Labhardt, ibid, 177-80.
2 Tung, Psychologischen Typen, 22 cited in Labhardt, Position pure, 180,

=? The psychological interpretation drew a quick response. It was condemned as simplistic and unbalanced (F. Refoulé,
Tertullien et la philosophie, ReviR, 30 [1938), 42-3), and regret was expressed for the passing of older benign
nterpretations (e.2. G. Schelowsky, Der dpologst Tertullianus in ssinsm Verhdlinis zu der grischisch-rdmischen

15

Philosophie (Leipzig, 1901):; I Lortz, Tertullian als Apologer, 2 vols. (Minster, 1927 1928}, vol I, ch. 7). These had
claimed that Tertullian's quatrel was with philosophers rather than with philosophy.
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(ii)—
Cultural Histary

A more extensive account comes from cultural history. It begins from the bewildering mass of secondary
material, which detives from Tertullian's appeal for different modern groups: philologists, theologians and
historians.** Puzzlement is enhanced by the different concerns of these three groups: one sticking to isolated
texts and ignoring connections, the next bothered by apologetic concerns, the last driven to simplification within
the wider range of general history > From New Testament times, Christians began, at conversion, with a
remumnciation of their former wavs, and the pagan wotld accepted this rejection long after Christians tried to
modify it Before Constantine*® there were already Christians who, like Tertullian, were highly cultured but
opposed to the pagan world. The tension between faith and culture must not be lessened”” by minimizing
Tertullian's learning or placing him on the analvst's couch; his polemic against classical culture is not merely
thetorical but theological **

Ancient Paideia was a wav of education and culture, an attitude to fundamental problems. Its anthropocentric
rationalitv*® clashed head on with the Christian faith. Tertullian's antithesis between Athens and Jerusalem
demonstrates this clash;*® but his writings show technical dependence on classical Paideia® and he is proud of
his cultural strengths (a7, 21.5f).°° While his many citations serve different purposes, when taken together they
show a positive attitude to culture: in the apolageticum alone, Tertullian cites thirty different authors. Tertullian's
literary formation begins from the richer heritage of Carthage rather than Rome and goes on to

=7 Mot to mention, as we have seen, psychologists.

° H. Steiner, Das Verhdglis Tertullicns zur aotilen Paideia (3t Ottilien, 1989), 1. Philosophers and historians of ideas
should be added. This plurality of interested groups is a fundamental problem of pattistics.

% 3When the opposition changed without disappearing.

=" Dras schillernde Phinomen Tertullian wnfassend abzuhandeln, seiner komplizierten Denloveise eindeutiz auf die Spur
m kommen — diese Aufzabe ditfte wohl morgen so wenig wie heute zu bewiltizen sein.” Steiner, Paidsiz, 4

% Nan is the measure of all things.

IR, 45 See also P Stockmeier, Glaubs wad Kultvr (Diisseldodf, 1983), 151,

1 Foran example see analysis of the apologeticum, Steiner, Paidsia, 49,

32 rn:0 00
100G, FL.



Pasze 33

include Sitver Age writers like Pliny, Tacitus and Seneca. 5till firther, Homer and Herodotus are fundamental,
while his extensive knowledge of Plato's writings is seen as a late growth from his controversy with Gnostics
Some writers he knows only from anthologies; many of his references are allusions rather than citations. In the
apologeticiom and ad nationes, the mass of citations is for the benefit of his readers ** His corpus of citations
goes well bevond the requirement of stvle and exceeds that of anv other early Christian writer. He is reluctant to
acknowledge his debts, especiallv his supreme debt to Cicero; but unacknowledged citation was a common
convention of his tme. His debt to Paideia was far more profound than has been recognized **

Tertullian held the Roman state in high regard. as the classical tradition required. It troubled him that, as a
Christian_ he had to qualify this evaluation *° To the historian, Tertullian's occasional rejection of philosophy is
outweighed by his positive general attitude. His 'better philosophy' (melior philosophia) is not a rhetorical
flourish but a theme found elsewhere in his accounts of philosophers as 'authors and teachers of

wisdom' (sapientiae auctores (ap. 19.3), sapientiae professores (Mare. 1.13.3)), who possess an amazing
wisdom (mira sapientia, nat. 2.2.1)°" Christianity remained the better philosophy, partly becanse it could
point to an historical manifestation of the truth to which earlier development was subordinate ** Tertullian's
description of Justin as 'philosopher and martyr' is not antithetical but complementary

In the end. the historian cannot harmonize all that Tertullian

33 This is hard to reconcile with the fact that he gives Valentindans no philosophical standing.

# Ibid, 111-15.

g IThid, 172, This issue will be dealt with more fully below, ch. £

*' Deep dowt, it is sugzested, Tertullian looks for a co-operation between philosophy and faith. His historical
circumstances made it impossible for him either to seel or to comment openly on such a joint venture. J5id, 203; of.
Fredoulle, Comversion, 352,

ML E. Stritzhy, Aspekte geschichtlichen Denkens bei Tertullian, J4C, Supp. 10 {1983), 261, makes much of the
difference between Platonic and Christian views of history. Steiner (Paideiz, 203) thinks this antithesis might be
overwotked: but my judzement is that it points to the chief answer of the puzzle which is found in the sfconsmiz.

3 Steiner, Paideiz, 206. He would not place Justin together with Miltdades, Irenaeus and Procutus if he had any
reservations about his philosophy. Noeldechen took the opposite view.
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wrote on culture, for all was not written at the same time and even in one work, the apologericion, Ternullian
can speak both positivelv and negatively of Socrates. Perhaps there is no plain answer to the relation between a
complicated man and a complicated culture; but at least he cannot be represented as the radical opponent of
that culture *

(iii}—
Tertullian As Philosopher

An older account*! looks at the philosophy behind the puzzle and the paradox. After scripture and tradition,
Tertullian places nature as the third source of knowledge. Feason is natural and comes from the God who is
himmself essential reason. Unreason comes from the dewvil and is against nature (a1, 16.2). Eeason finds God in
the natural order of the world (Marc. 1.13.1 and 1.18.2).

(On the evidence of reason and nature, Tertulian attacks the ancient philosophies for their presumption (ap.
21.4; specr. 28 4. Philosophers first took and falsified elements of revealed truth (qap. 46.7); then curiosity led
them on to things which God had not revealed (an. 2.7; ap. 47 .3; nar. 1. 4.2). Further, they perverted the
testimony of nature (praescr. 7.2; an. 1.5) and then cut loose from it (an. 2.2). The lives of philosophers (ap.
46f.) and their sole concern for glory (ap. 46.18) call for criticism. Even Socrates was possessed by a wicked
demon (an. 1.4 and 39.3). There can be no common ground between such worldly wisdom and faith in Christ
(praescr. 7.12). To make things worse, heretics have used philosophy to falsify the gospel (ap. 47.9; Mare.
1.13.3). The Gnostics derive from Plato and Marcion from the Stoics. Philosophers are the patriarchs of heresy
{ar. 3.1; Herm_ §.3). Finally, Tertullian must not be divorced from his setting in which paganism and Christianity
were diametricallv opposed. Such a setting explains Tertullian's immoderate langnage and intolerance. *

There is a more favourable view of philosophyv: just as by good luck, ships, in a storm, find a harbour and men
in total darkness

=
T
Thid , 269-T1.

41 G. Rauch, Der Einfluss der stoischen Philosophie auf die Lehrbildung Tertullians (Halle, 1890).

7= I Neander spoke of the ‘grossartize Einseitigheit seines Wesens' sntignostitus. Geist des Tertullicnus und
Einlsftung i dessen Scohriften, 2nd edn (Bedin, 1849, 4.
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find a door, so philosophers stumble on the truth (. 2.1). There is also a deeper principle at work. God
rationally ordered nature (paern. 1.2) and gave reason that nature might be understood (cor. 4.1). The partial
successes of pagan philosophy derive from these causes (e 2.1). In man and in nature there are points where
philosophyv and faith join. All that is true in philosophy is the historically conditioned development of the true
reason which is revealed in the gospel (paen. 1; test. 5.7).% Tertullian constantly uses the Stoic terms: body,
spirit, substance, nature and word ™ As a result, his concepts of being, soul, knowledge, God and goodness
bear clear marks of Stoic influence * The same reason which is applied to natural questions must also be
applied to the intelligent exploration of God. Because Tertullian sees the need for rational theological inquirv, he
has been placed among the first philosophical Christians *

{iv)j—
Clarity through Disjunction

More and more work reveals the extent to which Tertullian is marked by classical culture *” He is a Stoic in
logic as in ethics and metaphvsics. Philosophy points the way to God (Marc. 2.27.6; virg. 11.6), immortality
(rest. 4.1-8) and even resurrection (rfesz. 4.9—11). Philosophers and Christians agree on manv points (ap.
14.7). Seneca, 'often one of us', Presocratics and even Lucretius are cited with approval Christianity is the
'better philosophy' (pall. 6.2). Tertullian condemns the curiosity of heretics but commends Hadrian as an
‘explorer of all curiosities’ (ap. 5.7). His own curiosity goes bevond elementary inquirv (»es. 2.11), is insatiable
and ever-present.

** Bauch, E#yfluss, 13 Rauch claims this point as original to Tertullian: but the similarity with Justin is obsious. For
Tastin, there were seeds of logos in everyone, especially in the prophets and Socrates; the whole logos came in

Christ.

T corpus, spivitus, substantia, natura and sermo. I5E4, 18, For a fuller account see M. Spanneut, Ls stofcisme des péres
de l'églize (Paris, 1937).

* Rauch, Epgfluss, 19-33.

#°H. Ritter, Geschichie der Philosophie 12 vols. (Hamburg, 182853} v, 372, Cited Rauch, Efyfuss, 16,
7 The major recent work, which broke new ground, is by I.-C. Fredouille, Tertwllien of la comversion de la culture
autigue. Itis enhanced by the more recent work of H. Steiner, discussed above.
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There are initial objections against taking the Athens-Jerusalem formula literally. Twenty-six imitations of 2 Cor.
6:14-16% pomt to a still wider love of antithesis ** Nevertheless the puzzle remains *° Tertullian's hostility to
philosophyv begins at a superficial level, where he attacks the personal deficiencies of philosophers and follows
the satirical tradition of Aristophanes, Horace, Petronius and especially Lucian. He goes on to more serious
objections against philosophers: their mutual contradictions, inconsistent behaviour and dialectical displav. The
first criticism had been answered by Posidonius who claimed that disagreement is a part of life, not just a part of
philosophy; to avoid it one would have to grve up life as well as philosophy.*! The second criticism —
inconsistency between life and thought — is stated or answered in Cicero, Seneca, Plutarch and the many
anecdotes of Diogenes Laertius. Lastly, the sterile verbosity of dialectici is derided by Seneca** and Lucian
contrasts the practice of justice, wisdom and courage with verbal gvration and aporetic argument (Harmortimos
79). Tertullian adapted all these standard criticisms to his own circumstances. Disputation with heretics
prompted his objections to dialectic and his call for simplicity (czlz. 2.11.2) is a protection against their
elogquence.

Disjunction becomes a stvlistic ric in the writings of Tertullian. He wants to simplifv what others have confused.
He resists (ap. 46.18) the reduction of Christianity to one among manv kinds of philosophv ** He fights
(praescr. 7.9) on the uncertain front between orthodoxyv and heresv, selects the improper use of philosophy by
heretics as the chief source of confusion and recommends, in this context, the renunciation of philosophy.
Simplicity is his concern and disjunction his method.

* Here Paul puts the rhetorical question: what common ground has light with darkness, Christ with Belial, believer
with infidel, God's temple with idols?

*¥ Note also the Semitic Hellenistic formula i Epol kai ool (John 2.4).

* Fredouille, 554, 301-57.

A1 Diogenes Laertus, Jives, 7,120,

i Ep. 435-13, 48.4-12, 40.5-12 where Euripides, Phosnissae 469, is cited: 'veritatis simplex oratio est’.

** Using five neologisms to stress his point.
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fv)—

Common Ground

All four solutions recognize the depth of the puzzle ** The first confesses that a rational solution is not to be
found and falls back on Tertullian's psychology. The second establishes the claims of classical culture on
Tertullian, shows that the problem is theological rather than psvchological, but retires with a tribute to Tertullian's
personal complexity and the confused world to which he belonged. The third solution makes Tertullian a
philosopher in his own right, so that it is proper for him to handle insoluble problems. The final solution shows
that disjunction is Tertullian's wayv of clarifving things. This is the best of the four solutions; but I think there is
another important element.

B
The Perfect and the Imperfect

An analvsis of the puzzle, in the context of de praescriptrione, falls easilv under three headings: faith as criterion,
summing up in perfection and the discipline of reason. The solution of the puzzle lies in the perfection of Christ;
when the petfect is come, that which is in part, like philosophy, must be done away. The puzzle is not peculiar
to Tertullian Justin savs negative things about philosophy in his account of his pre-Christian pilgrimage; vet all
have the spermatic logos and Socrates and Heraclitus are Christians before Christ. Clement sees philosophy as
a tutor to bring the Greeks to Christ, but the individual schools of philosophv have torn the body of truth apart.
Clement and Tertullian use philosophy openly and attack fideism frequently.

(1)—
The Rule of Faith

Much Hellenistic philosophy is directed against the infinite regress of Sceptics who deny the possibility of
knowledge. What Tertullian dislikes about Gnostics and sceptical Sophists is their endless

“TE. 1 Rouri, Tertullizn wnd dis rémizche Antilcs (Helsinld, 1982), sets out contrasts and contradictions in Tertullian

atid his interpreters. He suggests that Tertullian did compromise in his use of pagan culture. See also the article of J.-
C.Fredouille, Tertullien, in Dictionnaire des philosophes (Pans, 1984) 11 2 485-8. Stoicism provides Tertullian with

his catezories of thouzht and these will be definitive for the West.
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wandering. Christian philosophizing began in the second century with epistemology. Clement used Epicurean
.. TTPOATIWIL
and Stoic epistemology to combat the Platonist rejection of faith. Epicurean anticipation | POATIY gj was

[ [
the substance of things hoped for, Stoic assent | UUYKHTGBEUIE] was BEDGEEEEICIL

Christian piety (
3

perception I:CIIG‘B'I]D‘IQJ was perceived with a Christian new eve and ear, the hible was the voice of God

which called with the power of Sirens' voices. Platonists, who denigrated faith [ﬂlGTIQ) in favour of

knowledge (T VO TIMM had to acknowledge that they could not have knowledge (ETTFOTTIMM) of
their first principles for there was nothing higher from which such principles might be inferred .~

Clement's sixth argument for faith is attributed by Cicero to Zeno (dcad. 1.41f) in an extended form which sets
out these claims:

1. Assent is a vohmtary act.

2. Only those sensible presentations, which possess clarity and are cognitive presentations, are worthv of faith
(fides).

3. Cognitive sensation is knowledge (scientia), rremoveable by reasoning. All other sensation is ignorance
(inscientia).

4. The move to knowledge from ignorance is comprehension, and it alone is credible (dcad 142}

5. Hence Zeno granted fides also to the senses, because a grasp achieved by sense was true and fidelis,
because it let go nothing which was capable of being its object, and because nature had given a canon (or
criterion) and a first principle of itself.

6. Antiochus of Ascalon accepted this as an indication that the Stoics developed rather than rejected the
tradition of Plato and Aristotle.

Clement's summary of the argument is brief and he wrongly (because of Antiochus) attributes it to Aristotle: the
judgement concerning the truth of a presentation decides whether it is faithful and this verdict is reached by faith,
using faith's own criterion. Evervthing begins from the rule of faith as the Stoic/Platonic criterion of truth

The criterion, canon (or rule), of truth is the central point at

F5ee EF. Oshorn, Arguments for faith in Clement of Alexandria, [0, 48 (1904 124

% See the excellent dizcuszsions in: P Hubv and G. Weal (eds.), The criterion of trurh, FS Georges Kerferd (Liverpool,

ER

1989) and G. Striker, NPVTNPIOV TAS SMBEICS i oy user Kimsse (1974, 47-110,
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which Tertullian assimilates Greek philosophy into Christian theologv *” From Antiochus to Alcinous, dogmatic
Platonism began its fight against Scepticism with the Stoic teaching of the criterion and certainty ** Antiochus
found certajnh' in the cognitive impressions which he identified (contrary to Stoic materialism) with the ideas of
Plato ** Alcinous expounded the criterion as the first topic of his dialectic (did. 4): he distinguished the faculty
which judges, the object of judgement and the judgement made. Both the faculty and the judzement could be
seen as the criterion. The objects judged are intellectual for the senses cannot reach beyvond opinion.

Clement's account of the rule or criterion became the most important of his arguments for faith. Tertullian used it
in his pretended ban on philosophyv, as he adhered to Stoic logic and argued vigorously. For him nquiry is only
possible when we follow our criterion, the rule of faith, which Christ taught and we confess (prasser. 13). We
may seek and find as long as we wish if we hold on to the rule. 'To know nothing against the rule is to know
evervthing' (prasscr. 14.5). The expansion of the rule of faith from 'Jesus Christ is lord' later achieves a double
aspect: it is the total content of revealed truth and also a list of articles of faith. As it is correlative to faith, truth,
doctrine, teaching, instruction and pledge.™ difficulties were bound to arise from such a wide range of
meanings !

(ii)—
Summing up AU Things in Christ
Tertullian's rule (praescr. 13) declares that all is corrected and perfected in Christ:

(&) that there iz only one God, and that he is not other than the creator of this world who produced all things out of
nothing through his word,

*" See E.F. Osborm, Reason and the rule of faith, in B. Williams { (ed.), The making of Orthodoxy, F5 H Chadwick
(Cambridge, 1989), 40-61. Clement speaks of the canon of the chu.ru:h 'xh.u:h mchudes the confession of the essential
articles of faith :':zrsi'r L1590

*% See discussion in J. M. Dillon, The Middls Platonists (London, 1977), §3-9 and 273-6.

ELUN PR

Bid Q3.

™ fidss, varitas, doctring, discipling nstitutio and sacramsntun.
1 G. G. Blum, Der Begriff des Apostolischen im theologischen Denken Tertullians, Kerygma wnd Dogmea, 9 (1963), 102—

21. The development of magisterial poresras was one answert to the problems. See David Rankin, Tertullian's use n:uf'the
word pofestas, JRH, 19.1 {1993), 1-9.
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whom he sent forth first of all, (k) that this word is called his son and under the name of God was seen in different
ways by the patriarchs, heard at all times in the prophets, (c) at last brought down by the spirit and power of the
father into the virgin Mary, he was made flesh in her womb, and being born of her went forth as Jesus Christ; from
then on he preached the new law and new promise of the kinzgdom of heaven, wotked miracles; {d) having been
crucified. he rose again the third day: taken up into the heavens he sat at the right hand of the father; he sentin his
place, the power of the Haoly Spirit to lead believ ers; he will come with glory to take the saints to their eryjovment of
evetlasting life and of the heav enly promizes, and to condemn the wicked to ev eflasting fire, after they have both
been raised to life with their flesh restorad.

This rule came from Christ, and only heretics will question it.

Here the perfection of the son of God implies that his power, presence, truth and reality are universal There is
nothing which can be added to him. The son of God completes creation, restores what had fallen away,
redeems what was lost ** In modern terms, just as the universe has been 'fine-tuned'® to produce humanitv, so
humanity has been 'fine-tuned’ to produce Jesus Christ.

For Tertullian as for Irenaeus™ recapitulation consists of three groups of concepts. First there are totality,
petfection and correction, secondly, history and Christus Victor, and thirdly the divine activity in being,
goodness and truth. The manv combinations and permutations of these eight concepts preclude the possibility of
comprehension without analysis.®

Recapitulation comes as the climax of history, of the economy which runs from the Alpha to the Omega, and
which declares the trumph of Christus Victor.* In God's unfverse, sin must be

2 In this way, Ireniaeus challenges the claims of Grnostics to go bevond Jesus and his gospel. There is nothing left to
be done after the totality of Christ. Answers to Marcion and to the Jews are also included: Jesus brings creation to
its petfection and sums up the old dispensation.

am

Touse John Pollkinghorme's good phrase.

® In Irenaeus the following themes are found in the asversus hasreses: history (3.9, 3.11.8, 3.12.5), Christus Victor {3.23.1,

521.3); totality of being (3.21.10, 4.6.7), goodness (4.12.5, 4.153.3), tuth (3. prefl and 1); petfection of being [4.19, 20, 3.1.13:
EDDdﬂESS (4 38.2,3, 5.16. Zj_ truth { (3.18.7.227); cotrection c-fbeme (5.12.6 8, 5.14) En:u:ndnecc (3202, 4.473), truth {3.16.6-8).

sl L.,

™ For an extended analvsis of this complex idea, see my Ths smergence of Christian theology (Cambridge, 1993), 142-72

002

atnd 200-304: also, The logic of recapitulation. in E. Romero-Pose {ed.), Pléroma F5 4 Orbe ﬁarmagc- de Compostela,
19907, 321-35.

== This theme has already been discussed in detailin ch. L
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corrected by going back to the first transgression, reversing it and then bringing evervthing to the proper and
petfect end which God intended Perfection is the goal for anv world made bv God. Tertullian's rule of faith
covers these three points. Totality (all things were created by God through his word who was heard at all times
in the prophets), correction (Jesus preached a new law and a new promise) and perfection® (the son and word
was at the last brought down into the Virgin Marv, was crucified, risen and ascended to the right hand of the
father, whence he will return to take his saints to the heavenly fulfilment of all the promises) enable the son to
finish the work which the father has given him to do. All must be corrected and perfected in recapitulation. In
Tertullian's puzzle, perfection has priority; in his paradox, we shall see that correction is the theme.

(Tii)—
Discipline of Reason

The rejection of Athens occurs within an extended argument against heresies; second-centurvy Christian writers
commonly talk and argue about truth in the context of heresv ** To learn what thev thought about truth and
reason, we have to read their disputation with heresv.

(1) Heretics are no surprise (praescr. 1.1);% we were told to expect them (Matt. 7.15 and 24 4, 11.24;1
Thess. 3.1-3 and 2 Pet. 22.1).

(2) Heresy is like a fever which simply exists and does harm because that is the reason for its existence
(praescr. 2.1). A heresv mayv topple the weak man but it cannot stand against strong faith. Humans are prone to
be toppled. If heresy claims the odd

" Some scholars find it difficult to combine the notions of correction and perfection, e.g. C R, Smith writes
recapitulation is not a definition of Heilsgeschichie as the task of restoring conditions before the fall. but rather an
insistence on the essential harmony of the true soteriolozical task, that of brinzing humanity from its Edenic state of
infaney to the tue manity of God-likeness' (Chiliasm and recapitulation in the theology of Trenaens, [0, 48 [1994),
328 However, Irenasus speaks both of the fall and restoration of Adam (haer, 3.12.4-6) and of his tise from infancy
(haer. L3851, While mankind has fallen in Adam, God's grace turns the racial catastrophe into part of the process of

redemption.
°% This is not what a twentieth-century reader would expect or enjov. For an extended study of Tertullian's approach to
hetesy, see P A Gramaglia, [l inguaggio eresiologico in Tertulliano, L'approachio cattolico all' etesia, fug., 23 {1983,

667-T710.

¥ We follow the argument of the &z prasseriptions hasrsticorum.
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bishop, deacon, widow or even martyr, that does not discredit the rule of faith, for the rule tests and is not
tested by persons (praescr. 3 4).

(3) Since we have been warned about heresv and apostasy, we must prove all things and hold fast to what is
good (praescr. 4.1).

(4) Philosophy is the material of the world's wisdom which interprets God's nature and dispensation with too
much speed and not enough thought (praescr. 7). Behind the scenes, the ultimate cause of heresy is philosophy.
Valentinus' acons and forms come from Plato, Marcion's tranquil God is a Stoic, the Epicureans produced a
soul which is mortal. for Zeno God was made of matter, and for Heraclitus God was fire. Heretics and
philosophers forever argue about and propose successive answers for the same questions: the origin and
purpose of evil, the source of man and the manner of his origin (unde malun et quare? et unde homo et
quomodo ) (praescr. 7.5).

Tertullian's objections against his philosophers concentrate on their inconsistency and interminability. Dialectics
build up and then pull down. They are evasive, wildly conjectural, harsh in argument, troublesome, infinitely
retractable and inconclusive. Thev produce endless genealogies (1 Tim. 1.4) bv means of the bureaucratic
fallacy which introduces p to relate x and v, then q to relate x and p, then r to relate p to v, useless questions
(Titus 3.9), cancerous words (2 Tim. 2.17) and vain deceit (Col. 2.8).

(%) This is why there must be separation between Athens and Jerusalem_ academy and church, heretics and
Christians (praescr. 7.9). The porch of Solomon, where Christian preaching began is marked by simplicity of
heart (Wisd. 1.1). There can be no Stoic, Platonic and dialectical Christianity, no precious curiosity after
possession of Christ Jesus, no inquiry after the gospel has been believed, nilil wlrra cradere is the final verdict.

'Seek and vou will find' (praescr. 8.21) means that there is a proper curiosity in contrast to the nit-picking
scrupulosity of heretics. The command was spoken at the beginning of Christ's ministry ® when there was still
doubt as to who he was. There is

“ This claitn is interesting because historical exezesis was unusual in Termallian's day.
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one definite thing taught by Christ, which should be sought. We should seek in order to find, find in order to
believe. Seeking must continue until the fullness of Christ is reached (praescr. 9.5).7!

(6) We should follow the discipline of reason, which shows that the command has three parts: matter, time and
limit. These point to the three questions and their answers: what must we seek” (Christ's teaching), when must
we seek? (until Christ's teaching is found), and how long must we seek? (until what is found is believed)
(praescr. 10.1f)). The onlv purpose of seeking is to find and the only purpose of finding is to believe (finis
quaerendi, statio credendi’) (prasscr. 10.7).

({7) Heretics should not be allowed to argue from the scripture which does not belong to them (praescr. 15 4).
This is the main 'prescription’ or restraining argument aimed at excluding heretics. Argument over scripture
produces a belly-ache or a headache ('nisi plane ut aut stomachi quis ineat eversionem aut cerebni’) (praescr.
16.2). Heretics mutilate the text of scripture or, worse still, pervert its meaning bv logical error, which combines
and selects itrationally, plays on ambiguity and gets nowhere, until critical questions are asked (prasscr. 17.1-
5). The discipline of reason asks these critical questions: 'Among whom belongs that verv faith which the
scriptures possess? From what original source, through whom, when, and to whom, has been handed down that
discipline by which Christians are made”? Where there is true Christian discipline and faith, we shall find true
scripture, true exposition and all Christian traditions (praesc».19.2).7

Where there is a fear of God, there is the beginning of wisdom and graviras honesta, while diligence and
carefilness are matched by an ordered ministry and commmumnity and by a church which is united and belongs to
(God. So the discipline of reason leads to truth and preparation for judgement (praescr.

1 No one should be ashamed of progress; for even in Christ knowledge goes through different stages’ {pud 1.11-
12).

"2 Tertullian is today criticized because, after hanging so much on historical succession, in the end, he puts his own
cotiscience before tradition. See Munier. La tradition apostolique chez Tertullien, 192,
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43 %), The same gospel is the rule which runs from Alpha to Omega and never changes. The judge whom all
must face is not going to withdraw his original doctrines in order to spare those who must stand before him.

Tertullian closes by saving that this treatise is a preface and a general refutation of all heresies, without using
scriptural argument on points of detail ™ It malkes formal objections which are clear, just and necessary ('certis
et fustis et necessariis praescriptionibus’) (praescr. 44.13). It is a logical defence which claims a criterion of
divine truth. Cicero had moclked the Epicurean rile because it must have fallen from heaven, if its pretentious
claims were to be respected (de finibus 1.19.618). Christians claimed that their rule and gospel had come
from heaven and that the incarnate logos included rather than precluded the discipline of reason. There was no
excuse which might justify the evasion of persistent thought. Jerusalem does not need Athens because it has
included and gone bevond it.

Following the chosen criterion of truth, Clement of Alexandria was able to select, from different schools, the
right kind of philosophy to form an eclectic whole which he called "philosophy’. Further, if by philosophy is
meant the practice of argument, as when Clement claims the necessity of philosophy because one would have to
argue to prove it superfluous, then all second-century Christian thinkers (even Tatian) were disciples of Athens.
Indeed, Christian theology came into existence and Euwropean thought began, because of the practice of
argument, which was learnt from Athens and used according to the rule of faith or canon of truth.

C—
Finality of Christ As a Solution to the Puzzle

There is no place for curiosity after Christ and there is no need for inquiry after the gospel. In the centre of his
argument stands the

" The link of scripture with church tradition here is interesting. Tertullian's historical claim that certain churches
possess undefiled faith is linked with his claim for apostolic succession of office (see Telfer, below, p. 181). [tis
historically less secure than the capur 4z which he finds in the critical centre of scripture (see below, p. 133).
Argument with heretics about the centre and limits of scripture gave him a headache or bellv-ache (prasscr. 16.2),
howewver, and he was not in a position to discover the historical wealkness of any form of historical succession: he
therefore used the rule which he had received.
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claitm of Tertullian for the perfection of Christ. Like Justin, who saw seeds of logos in all human beings
(especiallv in philosophers and prophets) so that Socrates was a Christian before Christ, Tertullian believed that
the whole logos had come in Christ. He could encourage philosophers to move on to petfection in Christ. To
suggest that anvthing should be added to Christ was to deny the criterion of the gospel.

For Tertullian there are three stages in the development towards the Christian gospel: natural religion,
philosophy and Judaism. These may all be recognized; the chief error is to take one of them as the final stage ™
The perfection of Christ is the climax of a history which includes Greek philosophv. After the rule there is no
need for philosophv because it has been summed up in Christ. Summing up means totalitv and perfection. There
is difficulty with using philosophers who came after Christ. Tertullian meets this problem by sayving that Seneca is
saepe noster, one of us. We are never his. The same problem had existed with Judaizers who wanted to add
the practice of the Law to the gospel. Paul explains to the Galatians that thev have reversed the order of things;
law precedes gospel, flesh precedes spirit, the paidagogos precedes freedom. To improve on the gospel is to
deny it.

We see here that the kev idea is not hammered repetitivelv (Irenaeus had done that); rather, it stavs in the
background and dominates the argument. It is stated negativelv at the beginning. What indeed has Athens to do
with Jerusalem, what concord is there between the Academy and the church, what between heretics and
Christians? 'Let them beware who put forward a Stoic, Platonic_ dialectical form of Christianitv. For us there is
no need of curiosity after Christ, no need of inquirv after the Gospel. When we have believed we have no desire
to add to our faith. For this is our primary faith that there is nothing further which we ought to believe' (praescr.
7.11-13). It emerges obliquely at the end of the de prasscriprione haereticorum, where sarcasm portravs
Christ as saving, '] once gave the gospel and the doctrine of the said rule to my apostles; but afterwards it was
my pleasure to make considerable changes in it!' (praescr. 44 8)

7 Bee P Monceaux, Histoire liftéraivs de l'dfrigus chrstionme, vol [, Tertullien et lss origines (Paris, 1901), 338,
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The final perfection of Christ sobves each confrontation which Tertullian presents.”” He points Romans and Jews
to Christ "born for the salvation of all' (ap. 21.17). Against the Valentinians, Christ is no mere angel, but the 'one
bearer of satvation' (carr. 14.3) who came not just to be seen (carn. 12.6), but to save, and to save not a few
but all. His flesh is the 'hinge on which salvation hangs' (res. §.2). Against Marcion, the incarnation offers final
redemption through the real flesh of Christ (car. 5.10; Marc. 2.27.7). Against the Monarchians, the climax of
salvation is the coming of the son from the father into the wotld (Prax. 2.1). The father did not spare the son
but delivered him up for us all (Prax. 30.3; Rom. 8.32 and Isa. 53.6). The son, not the father, is made a curse
for us (Prax. 29.3; Gal 3.13). Yet it is the one God the father who did evervthing which was done by the son
(Prax. 16.7). The 'final end’ is in the hands of the son who will deliver the kingdom to the father, that God may
be allin all (Prax. 4.2; 1 Cor. 15 24ff). The perfection of Jesus Christ as son of God and saviour was the
secret of simplicity, the rule of faith and the canon of truth.

Tertullian's acceptance of the concept of rule or criterion of truth leaves him open to some of the objections,
ancient and modern_ against this concept. It should be noted, however, that the most influential modern apology
for Christian faith ™ takes Tertullian's view of faith as rational choice, and that he and his pagan predecessors
were concerned to limit faith to malke room for reason. Literalist unease over different verbal forms of the rule

may be removed by the distinction between sense and reference.

His move also elicidates the tiresome problem of whether he and Clement should be called "philosophers’
today; there is no doubt that thev philosophized or argued. Both took the Christian rule of faith and the
scriptures which that rule summarized as their criterion of truth. This was a philosophical move in that
philosophers at that time worked with a canon of some kind. It was a strikingly different kind of canon,
however, so that it created a new

T Viclano, Cristo Salvador, 235-67.

® Hans Kiing's book, Existiert Gont? [Doss God exist?] (Minchen, 1979 London, 1980) sold hundreds of thousands of
copies in five lanzuages.

Frege's distinction between Sio and Bedeurung points to the way in which 2 times 4, 2 tmes 2 times 2, 8 times 1 all
refer to §.
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langnage. The contrast between perception as the criterion of truth and scripture or rule as criterion of truth
could hardlv be greater. Tertullian, we shall see, breaks down that paradigm shift when he speaks of the
scriptures as presenting a cognitive impression which compels belief "® Further, the use of literature in the ancient
wotld, where poetrv served as an encvclopedia of ethics, politics, history and technology, a vast storehouse of
wisdom and knowledge, ® made the use of the bible less shocking. However, the move is violent and the first
centuries of Christian thought present the assimilation of this strange body of truth into philosophy, so that by
Augustine the difference between philosophy and theology no longer makes sense. When Clement and
Tertullian speak of a Christian philosophy, their speech is metaphorical; when we come to Augustine the
metaphor has died to become part of the language *

Finally, Tertullian's theme derives from scripture. The warning against philosophv and vain deceit according to
the tradition of men (Col. 2.8) is justified bv the claim, For in Christ the perfection of the godhead dwells
embodied and vou have been brought to petfection in him, who is the head of every first-principle and

power' (Col. 2.9, 10).%! It is remarkable that Tertullian does not quote this text. While he quotes Col 2.8
(praescr. 7.7), he puts the substance of Colossians 2.9 and 10 into his own words in the antithesis between
Athens and Jerusalem (praescr. 7.12). This shows that he is thinking and not merely citing, using scripture as a
criterion not as an oracle. In a similar wav the words of Clement (srrom_ 7.1.1) claim to draw their life and

breath from the meaning ( VOUV')_ not the letter ( ?\.EEIUJ: of seripture. Therefore Termullian is able to add to
the disjunction of Colossians the economy of salvation which he finds in Ephesians and Galatians. What has
Athens to do with Jerusalem? Evervthing, provided vou travel (economy class) by way of Ephesus and
disembark at Jerusalem.

Egee below, ch. 4. Clement went further and found the wotld of forms in seripture; for Albinus dialectic and the
forms provided the criterion of truth.

FE A Hav elock, Prefice to Plato (Oxford, 1963), 27.

¥ Donald Davidson has shown the appropriateness of this wav of talking about metaphor. "What metaphors mean’, in
Inguiries into truth and aterpretation (Oxford, 1984), 24564

i QT Ev :::Errig': KOTOIKE] TGV TO Tr?rr‘]pmuu e OedTnTos cwpaTikG:. Kal toTE &v alTd

memAnpwptvol, 85 EoTwv 1y kepahn Taong apyfs kail éfovoiag
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Chapter 3—
The Paradox:
Credible Because Inept

My books, at this epoch [wrote a modern novelist] if they did not actually serve to irritate the disorder, partoolk, it will
be perceived, larzely, in their imaginative and inconsequential nature, of the characteristic qualities of the disorder
itself. I well remember, among others, . .. Termullian's Te Camne Christi' . . . in which the unintellizible sentence,
Morns est Dei filius: credibile est quia ineptum est; et sepultus resurrexit; certum est quia impossibile est [The son
of God has died: this iz believable because itis silly; buried he has risen again: this is certain because it is

impossible] .. " occupied my undivided time, for many weeks of laborious and fruitless investization.”

(Others have been less fortunate, because their fruitful investigations produced clear, but false, results which have
encowraged irrational piety.

Tertullian is famous for his paradox (carn. 5 4).7 which is commonly misquoted and seen as the archetvpe of
irrational faith * Yet his most assiduous modern editor and translator writes, 'This is one of the most lucid
sections of Tertullian's work, in which his Latin flows with unwonted ease and perspicuity ™ Is this claim, asks
another, 'unconscious humour' 7 Some writers take the passage by tself and find irrationalism, while others look
at the context and

' Edgar Allan Poe, Berenicé — A tale, in The unabridged Edzar Allan Poe, ed. T. Mossman (Philadelphia, 1283), 138,

* The paradox has two epistemological forms: credibilitv and certaintv. The ethical form (non pudet guia pudendun) will
be considered when we look at Tertullian's ethics.

* Cf. F.W. Farrar, History of imterpretation (London, 1888), 180, who writes of Tertullian: he adopted the paradox Credo
guia absurdum est, and the wild conclusion that the more repugnant to sound reason a statement was, it ought so much
the more to be deemed worthy of God'.

“E.Evans, Terfullian's treatise on the mcarnation (London, 1936), 107.

* Fredouille, Comversion, 326: Evans 'iznore tout des remous souleveés par ce "paradoxe’.
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find rational argument. A refrain of the treatise is But here again [ demand reasons’ (carn. 10.1).

Tertullian's paradox is a cruel test for sorting out those who analvse arguments from those who do not. Most
error is caused by the attempt to use the paradox in settings where it does not belong * Tertullian wrote that:

X (1) He is not ashamed of the crucifixion of God's son because it is necessarily shameful
(2) The death of God's son must be believed because it is inept.
(3) His burial and resurrection is certain becanse it is impossible.

Y. All this can only be true if he had flesh which could die, be buried and rise again.

Z_ Christ had two substances: divine and human_ two states, two natures. This may be proved: 'The powers of
the spirit proved him to be God, his sufferings proved his human flesh' Therefore "Why halve Christ with a lie?
He was wholly the truth’ (i e both God and man) (carm. 5.4-8).

What have scholars made of the paradox? One group has interpreted it as irrational; the other has seen it as
rational.

A—

Irrationalist Interpretations
We shall look first at the main irrationalist interpretations: psvchological, empiricist and medievalist.

(1)—
Newurotic Fideism
Because of his psvchological problem,” Tertullian opposes the one irrational truth of the gospel to the many

rational accounts® and makes meptitude the test for credibility (car. 5). His exclusive fideism must not be
qualified * This is Tertullian's 'position pure’ in

® Rational reconstruction and historical reconstruction must proceed separately: both are necessary. B Rortv, The
historiozraphy of philosophy: four senres, in B Rorty, I B. Schneewind and Quentin Skinner Philssoply in history
(Cambridge, 1984), 4073 (497,

Dizcussedin ch. 2.

¥ Labhardt, Position pure, 177. Labhardt accuses Gilson of minimizing the tizour of Tertullian; but solving a paradox is
understanding, not weakering, its claim.

=T

* I5id, Paradoxe chogquant pour lesprit qui raisonne, mais que le contexte interdit absolument datténuer.
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which he is able to sefttle questions by citation of scripture without anv argument.'” In contrast to Clement, there
is no trace of a Christian philosophy !

Tertullian's exclusive fideism is linked with his environment in two ways. First, he was opposed to Gnosticism
which falselv affected a philosophical position and showed the dangers of possible confusion. Secondly, in the
West, philosophy never had the priority which it held in the East. Cicero was an orator and politician first and
only a philosopher second insofar as an orator needed some philosophy. Tertullian could more easily link
philosophy with rhetoric and sophistic. ™

At his conversion Tertullian sacrificed his findamental drive towards rationality. He became a 'man of feeling’,
with his faith fixed on that itreducible irrationality of the incarnation, which the paradox declares. However, it is
one thing to renounce one's past and another to be free from it. Tertullian's rationality was too deeply ingrained
and he could not resist its claims_ ** The conflict is evident in the exaggerated claims of the paradox. The
wealmess of this interpretation is that Tertullian does not universalize the paradox. He finds a credible ineptitude
in the incarnation and not elsewhere.

(ii)—
God-talk and World-talk

The empiricist account gives due weight to the several components of the argument Against Marcion's rejection
of a real incarnation Tertullian argues: God can do anvthing except what he does not wish to do; God can
become incarnate without a change in his essential nature; and the shame of incarnation is necessary.

How do paradoxes work? The strength of paradox is that an objector is like someone who has missed the point
of a joke and looks foolish. Whatever the dangers of this wayv of talking, Tertullian's paradox should be taken
seriously as a striking

Y But Tertuflian does argue, avolds mechanical citation (see above p.47) and dislikes exegetical debate.
1L abhardt, Position pure, 178, This opinion depends on a particular definition of philosophy, which could not claim
wide acceptance today, and on a neglect of Tertullian's Stoicism.

12 mpid 179

135

Tbid 180,
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formulation of an essential Christian belief '* In the Tractarus Logico-Philosophicus (6.432), the earlv
Wittgenstein drew a sharp line between language about God and language about the world. "How the world is,
is completely indifferent for what is higher. God does not reveal himself i the wotld.' This raises problems for
religious language when the incarnation points to an intersection of God-talk and world-tallk, when 'it has to be
said not onlv that a certain person was crucified, but that that person was the Son of God'.** This leads to a
clear discussion of the problems which face any analysis of religious language and of the special difficulties which
face a defence of the incarnation of a changeless God.*

These are genuine problems, but thev are not the problems which Tertullian faced, and thev do not offer an
accurate analysis of what he said. First, he was concerned to refute someone who claimed that a human body
and crucifixion were inconsistent with a divine person and that therefore a simulated body must be preferred.
Tertullian replied that an unreal body would not be a real incarnation and that the shame of the incarnation was a
test of its realitv.!” He is further concerned that present demial of the shameful cross will lead to final rejection by
Christ, and to denial of the sabvation of mankind, besides which there is nothing more appropriate for God.
God's dishonour is necessary for man's safety.

Secondly, it is wrong to claim as a corollarv: "because it is inept it is not credible’ '* Tertullian does not
universalize his claim for ineptitnde; it is the test of a true incarnation. There would be no paradox if ineptitude
were not normally a pointer to falsehood.

'% Bernard Williams, Tertullian's paradox, in A. Flew and A. MacIntyre (eds.), New sssays in philosophical theology
(Londen, 1235), 187-211 (192).

1% Ibid., 203.

19 Jk44, 207, But this is to counter one's opponent's move by smashing up the chessboard’ On the contrary, we shall see
that Termullian makes a clever move.

" His critics may ask whether, in choosing between a realist and docetic christology, Tertullian leaves a place for those
who deny anv mode of incarnation. This was prejudzed by his Heraclitean thought-wotld; of. Clement, paed 312
bpdos &pa elmev HpdxheiTog

“Gnfipwomror Beol, Beol &vBpwmol. Adyoc yap wUTe;” puoThplov Eugavés. O] &v

dvliparmme, kal & &vlpwog Beog
¥ Williams, Tertullian's paradosx, 211. He admits that he is not concemned with an analvsis of Tertullian's paradox but with

certain consequences and the general question of verifiability. He would need to do a proper analysis if he wizshed to
make this claim.
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(iii)}—
Muystery and Reason

A medievalist account is not concerned to analyze Tertullian's argument, but to examine the general question of
theological mysterv and to correct the exuberance of Reformed philosophical theology in contemporary North
America. The writer is quite explicit about taking Tertullian's claims out of their context: 'T do not know, where,
if anywhere, Tertullian said "credo quia absurdum” as he is so often said to have said ' The nearest thing, which
he can find. is the paradox of de carne Chrisei 5.4.1°

The discussion concerns the relation of reason to mystery. The archetvpes are taken from a thousand vears
before the medieval debate. Tertullian and Augustine both discuss the relation between authority, faith, reason
and understanding. The contrast, it is claimed, could not be greater. For the latter accepted and the former
denied 'the application of reasoning to religious truth' ** It is unfortunate for this interpretation that Augnstine's
claim that human reason has an affinitv with God.*! quoted in support of the contrast, appeared earlier in
Tertullian (an. 16.1) who seems to have provided Augustine with some of his best lines >

Tertullian's joining of philosophy and heresy (praescr. 7 and ap. 46_8) presents no difficulty: T think it is clear
that what he is really repudiating, even in passages of that sort, is the verv idea of a Clristian philosopin =
Along with the link with heresv, there was a more important reason for rejecting philosophyv: essential Christian
doctrines were inaccessible to reason and must be accepted 'as certain on the basis of divine authority alone, or
perhaps on no basis at all'

These doctrines are treated, we are told, as divine 'mvsteries’.

YN Kretzmann, Faith Seeks, Understanding Finds: Ausustine's Charter for Christian Philosophy, in Thomas Flint
(ed.), Christian Philosoply {Notre Dame, 1989, 1-36 (4).

Y Kretzmann, 75id., Tertullian viewed the project of a Christian philosophy as at best a waste of time’

-1 Ep. 120,13, Also quoted by Eretzmann, Feason in mystery, in G, Vesey (ed.), The philosopiy i Christianiny
(Cambridze, 1989), 20. This opindon, which is commonly attributed to Augustine, is already firmly established in Justin,

Clement of Alexandria and Tertullian.

*2'Qui fecit, refecit’ has alre ady been noted. Another is tam antiqua et tam nova’. coxgf” 10.27.
*3 Kretzmann, Faith seeles, 4. With great respect, surely there is more than one fdez of a Christian philosophy, and not
metely different attempts to do the same thing?

4 rya g =
A Thid 5
2004 D,
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Under the theme of Reason in Mystery', the rejection of classical foundationalism bv Eeformed epistemology is
seen as a challenge to the usefulness of Aquinas and medieval philosophy > Tertullian's wholesale 'repudiation’
of philosophy is contrasted with the views of Peter Lombard, Aquinas and Bonaventure. All of which might well
be in order if it were not tied to Tertullian as a tvpe. Bonaventure's claim for the consummation of the innate light
of reason by the infused light of revelation is remarkably close to the position of Tertullian >

The first and third irrationalist interpretations of the paradox depend on a doxographical (one word — one
meaning) approach while the second presents a useful but incomplete analvsis. The third position uses Tertullian
to fight a contemporary battle about medieval usefilness.

B—
Rationalist Interpretations

(1)—
Improbability and Certirude

A brief note*” shows a parallel between Tertullian's paradox and Aristotle (Rheroric 2.23; 1400a%), where it is
argued that f incredible events are claimed to have occurred, thev, or something similar, must have happened to
make the claitn possible. Such incredible events are all the more likelv to be true, because what we believe is
either (a) actual fact or (b) probability. If we believe something improbable (not-b) then it must be actual fact
(a).

Incredible things would not be believed if thev were not true or nearly true. An object of belief is either a fact or
a probability; 'if, therefore, a thing that is believed is improbable and incredible, it must be true, since it is
certainly not believed becanse it is at all probable or credible' ** The examples, given by Androcles of Pitthus,
when he claimed that the laws need a law to set them right, are that fish need salt and olive-cakes need oil.

A Plantinza, Reason and beliefin God, in A Plantinga and N. Wolterstorff, (eds ), Faith and Rarionaliny, (Notre
Dame, 1883), 1693 (48, §3-93). Cited by Eretzmann, Feason in mystery, 18,

= Eretzmann, Feason in mystery, 38, See Termullian's account of faith as recognition, below, ch. 4.
*" James Moffatt, Aristotle and Tertullian, JT/S, 17 (1916), 170

<t Rhstoric, 2.253.1400a. Translation W. Bhys Roberts, The complete works of dristotle: the revized Oxford translation,
ed. Jonathan Barnes (Princeton, 1984), 2231
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This is not as good an argument as that offered by Tertullian. The enthvmeme (svllogism with one premiss
unstated) was presented by Aristotle as a commonplace, and Aristotle was taken into the Stoic tradition, as
Cicero (Aecad 1.41f) declares. It is sufficient to note the parallel and its evidence that Tertullian was not the first
to infer certainty from improbability and that the assumption of irrationalism is groundless.

(ii)—
Context, Scripture and Particularity

Another rationalist interpretation of the paradox begins with the exegesis of scripture. The author recognizes,
while other interpreters ignore, that the major source of Tertullian and his contemporary Christians is always the
New Testament. He rejects the irrationalist interpretation of the paradox on three grounds: it neglects the
context of the argument, it ignores the two basic texts of scripture (1 Cor. 1 and 2; Mark 8 38 with Luke 9 26
and Matt. 10.32), and confuses a particular case with a universal rule *

The writer acknowledges the wide range of interpretations, from provocative rationalism to absolute
irrationalism: one account rightlv reminds us that a rational Tertullian is speaking to heretics who need to be
recalled to the rule of faith ** while another discerns the superior certainty of faith and rightlv doubts whether
even an indrvidualist likke Tertullian would place the criterion of truth in absurdity **

Tertullian begins with God's folly and shame. The 'stupidities which belong to the abuse and suffering of God'*
are the foolish things of the wotld which, according to Paul, God has chosen to confound the wise. This divine
shame is linked to the words of Jesus, 'He who is ashamed of me, of him shall [ be ashamed’; human advantage
lies in accepting the disgrace of God. What is unworthy of God (indignum deo; cf. inconveniens (carn. 3.26))
is whatever could

== %W._Décarie, Le paradoxe de Termllien, [C (1360), 20-31. See also Viciano, Cristo salvador, 2491
A dAles, Lo theologie de Tertullien (Pans, 1903), 34

LE Gilson, La philosophis au Mayen-Age ::?a.ﬂc 1232), 97f In addition to the three antirationalist positions which we
hawve discussed, Décarie mentions G. J. de Vries, Bifsvage ror de poyehalogie van Tertullizous (Unecht, 1920)

*="stulta quae pertinent ad contumelias et passiones dei’
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cause the disciple to be confounded and to disown his lord. The causes /mareriae) of such confounding —
crucifixion, death, burial and resurrection — are twice identified. Good impudence confesses what is unworthy of
God and felicitous stupiditv acknowledges the foolishness of God. What is, for the worldly, morallv and
intellectually inappropriate (impuders, stultis) is good and profitable in the presence of God. The particular
case of crucifivion is credible and inept. So the alleged 'antirationalism’ of Tertullian (like that of Paul in 1
Corinthians) is simply a rationalism which takes account of a wider, eschatological range of factors. It proves,
against Marcion, the possibility of the incarnation (carz. 3) becanse neither the natural humiliations of life in the
flesh (carn. 4) nor the painful humiliations of the cross are unworthy of God (cami. 3).

Credo guia absurdim misquotes and misrepresents Tertullian's logic and exegesis. Logicallv, it isolates a
proposition from the context which gives it meaning, alters it, and then generalizes from the particular rrationality
of the crucifixion to the universal rejection of reason. Exegetically, it neglects the two scriptural sources which,
for Tertullian, represent the word of God. It represents a neat example of the doxographical dangers which
threaten all study of the earlv fathers — failure to analvze the argument within which a proposition occurs and
failure to examine the exegetical basis of a theology which is always meant to be based on the bible.

(Tii)—
Paradox, Scripture and Syllogism

The third rationalist interpretation of the paradox™ begins by a consideration of the wider context (especially ap.
17.1-3). There is an initial paradox: God's great power both places him bevond our understanding and enables
him to bridge, from his side, the gap which is for us unbridgeable ** We cannot see God, but we cannot deny
the evidence of his wotks. His transcendence and intelligibility are inseparable. Tertullian here opposes the
irrationalism of the unknown God of the Gnostics with the rationalism of the Christian God who is creator of the
wotld. But the paradox is clear. Three

* Fredowlle, Comversion, 326—37.

Tita eum vis magnitudinis et notum homimbus obicit et ignotam’.
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times Tertullian states the antinomy of intelligibilitv and transcendence, three times he resolves it

In his reply to the Jews (Jud. 9.7f), he shows how the sign promised by Isaiah has to be outrageous to be seen
as divine ('a virgin mother deserves to be believed'). The simplicity of baptism (bapt. 2.1-3- is jomed to drvine
omnipotence, at once a biblical (Job 42; Matt. 19.26; Luke 1.37) and a Stoic™® principle. Against Marcion
(Mare. 2.2.4-6 and 2.27.1) he exploits the Pauline paradox of the folly and the wisdom of the cross: Marcion,
for all his protestations of Pauline lovalty, does not respect Paul's claim that God's wisdom and power are
foolishness and weakness to the world. "So when God is small, by human standards he is especiallv great, when
he is not good by human standards he is especially good, when he seems two or more to man, he is especially
one' (Marc. 2.2 6). The humilitv of incarnation seems unworthyv of God; but the incarnation is necessary for
satvation, and nothing is more worthy of God than human salvation (Mare. 2.27.1).

When we consider the Stoic widespread use of paradox and Tertullian's frequent return to the Pauline scandal
of the cross, the famous credibile guia ineptum ceases to be outrageous. Rather than a cvnical rejection of
reason, the paradox points to the svllogism:

1. The divinely true scriptures have in different wavs announced the foolishness of the cross.

2. This follv implies incarnation and crucifixion.

Lad

. Therefore the incarnation and the crucifixion are necessary and true.

All three rationalist interpretations emphasize context and aroument. An analysis of the argument which
surrounds the paradox provides the only firm basis for interpretation.

C—
Tertullian's Argument
(i}—

Marcion Disproved

Marcion denies the flesh and nativity of Christ. Certainly the creator's prophet talks of a virgin birth; but this is
not relevant

** See ch. 1, above.
T Cicera, & natura deoruw, 392

* Fredouille, Cosmversion, 334,
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because Marcion's creator never knows what he is talking about. Christ comes suddenly, without the proofs of
his flesh which the birth provides, and indeed birth is either impossible or inappropriate for God. Nothing,
replies Tertullian, is impossible for God, except what he does not will. Further, since God willed to appear as a
man, he must have willed to be a man, because he would never have willed to seem what he was not ¢
According to Marcion, others could have wrongly supposed him to be a man; but Christ would not have
exhibited himself as that which he knew he was not.

(ii}—
God's Unigue Transcendence

(God is sovereign and unique, the supreme greatness, established in all eternitv. The most high God is bevond
comparison (Marc. 1.4.1), is independent of time and has no beginning or end (Mare. 1.8.3). God is unique in
kenowledge, revelation, origin and sinlessness. The knowledge of God is given by him alone, since only God can
reveal what God had formerlv hidden (@ 1.6). He is the only being who is unmade, unborn and unchangeable
(an. 21.7). Wothing is equal with God; his nature differs from the condition of all things (car. 3_5). Unlike all
other things. he can change without losing the existence which he previously had. Even angels can change into
human bodily form and remain angels. Anvthing angels can do. God can do better.

(iii}—
Correction through Opposites

God loves and redeems what he has made. While nature is an object of reverence to others, Marcion, who
hates all humans including himself, spits on it in contempt.

Eecapitulation occurs because God loves and therefore redeems and renews his creatre. While in e
praescriptione haeraticorion Tertullian looked chiefly to the unsurpassable perfecrion of Christ, in de carne
Chrisei Tertullian declares the miracle of divine correction and sabvation.

*% God is not in dangzer of losing his state and condition; he cannot change if chansing means an end to something,
for God has no end.
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Car birth he renews from death by a heavenly regeneration:
he restores our flesh from every siclness which afflicts it;
he cleanses the stain from the flesh of the leper:

he gives light again to it when it is blind:

he restores strength to it when it is paralysed;

he exorcizes flesh possessed by demons;

he zives life again to flesh which is dead. (carm. 4.4)

{iv)—
Folly and Wisdom

As Paul says, in paradox, God has chosen the foolish things of his humiliation to confound the wise. Tertullian
demands a reassessment of the foolish things which include conversion to worship of the true God, rejection of
error, and moral progress in righteousness, chastity, mercy, patience and innocence. Thev are true wisdom.

The rejection of Christ's birth means rejection of his cross and sufferings; vet Paul is clear that Christ and him
crucified constitute the whole content of faith.

Indeed our only hope is the necessary dishonour of our faith. Whatever is unworthy of God is to our gain.
Tertullian is not ashamed of the crucifixion of God's son because it is inescapably shameful The death of God's
son is an essential belief because it is inept His burial and resurrection are certain because thev are impossible.

The point of the argument is plain. If God, who is wholly other, is joined to mortal man in a way which is not
inept, then either God is no longer God or man is no longer man, and there is no true incarnation. Truth on this
issue can onlv be achieved by ineptitude. Tertullian does not universalize his claim; most ineptitude is false. This
argument is put into paradox, to imitate Paul and to make it more striking and provocative. Paradoxes are useful

because thev are wonderful and against common opinion **

f1)—
Two Natures

The correction of our need could only take place i Christ had flesh which could die, be buried and rise again.
Therefore he had two

** Ciceto, Paradoxa Stofcorum, L.
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substances: divine and human, two states_ two natures. This mayv be proved: 'The powers of the spirit of God
proved him to be God, his sufferings proved his human flesh ' Therefore "Why halve Christ with a lie” He was
wholly the truth' (carn. 5.7f). He chose to be born rather than to pretend in anv wayv. Birth and death are
correlates and Christ's death proves that he was once born. To die a human death he had to have human flesh;
morttal flesh has to be preceded by birth.

Here we have in a nutshell the development of earlv christology.* The contrasts between the second and the
fourth century should be evident. We should not begin by looking for fourth-centiry controversies in the second
century; but we have seen how a concern with divine economy and recapitulation moves into trinity and
christology. Recapitulation points to the need for two natures if God is to renew man. Similarly Tertullian writes
against Praxeas that simple people must recognize that the one God can only be understood in terms of his
economy (Prax. 3.1). The trnity is unintelligible apart from economy and recapitulation. God is one in a new
way: by the son and spirit. If there were no recapitulation, there would be no way of knowing the trinitv. The
striking thing in Tertullian is the clarity with which, from the beginning of his theology, the move is made from the
primitive acclamation 'Jesus Christ, son of God, saviour' to a threefold nile of faith. Recent theology recognizes
that trinitarian theology depends not on the scattered formulae found in the Wew Testament but on the ever-
present proclamation of the cross. "What God did on the cross is the most concise statement of the trinity !

vi)—
Correction As Final Clue to Paradox
Christ taught the new wayv of life, preached the kingdom of God and healed the sick. Here the 'exchange

tormulae’ ( Tauschformeln), beloved of Irenasus, point to newness and correction. The most striking source is
prophetic hope which gives "beauty for ashes, the oil of jov for mourning, the garment of praise for the spirit of

' S helow, ch. §.

B, Steffen, Das Dogma vom Kreuz (1922), 152, cited in E. Tingel, Gorr als Geheimmnis der Welt (Tiibingen, 1277), 481

=t A
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heaviness' (Isa. 61.5). For Tertullian the meptitude of the change is important *

With Irenaeus, the idea of balance, exchange, svmmetry or fitness is used to argue the necessity of the
incarnation. ‘Because of his infinite love, he became what we are, to make us what he is' (raer. pref. 5). A
Tauschformel® describes an exchange between properties or people. The father witnesses to the son and the
son announces the father (haer. 3.6.2). Through obedience, Jesus destrovs disobedience (hasr. 3.18.3); he
had to become human among humans, to be visible and tangible, if he were to unite humanitv and God (dem.
&), Tertullian goes firther when he insists that the two sides of a balance must be opposite if a just balance is to
be achieved; what was aprion for Irenaeus is both aprum and ineprum for Tertullian.

The passages, which Apelles and Marcion use against Christ's human flesh, prove his birth and flesh, when thev
are interpreted 'according to the truth of the whole and uncormpted gospel’ (car. 8.1).

Some tried to take him from his great work, so he says, "Who are mv mother and brothers?' This was an
appropriate question for Christ 'who was preaching and revealing God, fulfilling the law and the prophets,
dispelling the dark gloom of the long preceding age' (carn. 7.11), when others wanted to take him from this
worl: of correction and fulfilment. He did not deny his birth and family (as the Marcionites claim) but gave them
second place to his mission. He requires us and all his disciples to do the same. Again when he did not denv his
mother's womb and breasts, but declared the greater blessing of the word of God, he was concerned with the
priority of the gospel.

The sufferings of Christ prove that his flesh was not a celestial substance. No one would have dared to lav a
finger on his bodyv, let alone spit on it, if it had not borne the signs of phyvsical weakness.

7= For Irenaeus, the whole history of salvation is apfuwm, joining beginning to end. That is why it took so long. For
Tertullian the sprum of the dispensation is achieved by balancing what is inept.

°* See A Bengsch, Heflsgerchichie und Heilswizsen, Eine Untersuchung zur Strulitur und Engaliung des
theologizchen Denloens im Werk 'daversus Hasreses' des Bl Irendus von Lyons (Leipzig, 1937), 1571
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His hunger, tears, trembling and spilt blood point to the earthiness of his incarnation **

What did he want to correct? He came to destrov sin done by the flesh, not the flesh which sinned. 'not the
substance but the flaw’ (carn. 16). The flesh of Christ resembled sinful flesh in its nature_ but not in the

corruption which it had recerved from Adam *

Why must Christ be born of a virgin? A full statement of recapitulation follows to show how correction involves
both continuity and newness (carz. 17). He who was to consecrate a new order of birth must be born in a new
way, as [saiah predicted: 'a virgin shall concetve . . . Emmanuel’ . In this new nativity, man is born in God and
God is born in man He takes flesh of ancient stock without ancient seed, to reform it with new spiritual seed
and to cleanse it from ancient stains.

The parallel is clear. A virgin (like untouched earth) is the medium of the new dispensation of divine nativity. The
Second Adam, as Paul says, is a life-giving spirit out of the ground, i e. out of unstained flesh. God regained his
itnage and likeness in the same way as he had been robbed by the devil.

While the word which snared virgin Eve crept into her ear to bring death, the Word enters the virgin's soul to
bring life. The feminine gender which brought ruin now brings salvation. Eve believed the serpent; Mary believed
the angel. Eve bore a devil who murdered his brother; Marv bore one who was to brng salvation to Israel, his
brother and his murderer. God sent down his word as the good brother, to blot out memory of the evil brother.
It was necessary that, to save man, Christ should come in that flesh in which man had lived since his
condemnation (cari. 17.4-6).

Only the Spirit was needed to assume flesh of man, because the seed of man was unnecessary for one who had
the seed of God. As God the Spirit he is born of God; being generated in the flesh as man, he is born of the
flesh of man (carn. 18.7). (God, the beginning, is joined to flesh which is the end, when the word becomes
flesh)

** Other explanations are rejected because their proponents cannot produce zood reasons for turning Christ's flesh
iito soul, or his soul into flesh. Christ took a soul in order to redeem both souls and bodies of mankind. He came to
save men hot angels.

* Those who deny the human flesh of Christ because he did not have a human father, should remember that Adam
recetved his flesh without a human father.
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This account of flesh and virgin birth is invaluable because it shows the mumerous truth conditions with which
Tertullian connects the incarnation. Those truth conditions enable us to understand what he savs * We return to
our summary of the paradox.*’

X 1. Tertullian is not ashamed of the crucifixion of God's son because it is necessarily shameful.
2. The death of God's son must be believed because it is inept.
3. His burial and resurrection is certain because it is impossible.

Y All this can onlv be true if he had flesh which could die, be buried and rise again.

Z. Christ had two substances: divine and human, two states_ two natures. This mav be proved: 'The powers of
the Spirit proved him to be God, his sufferings proved his human flesh '

Therefore "Why habve Christ with a lie? He was wholly the truth '

The paradox mav be analvsed:

God is wholly other, and differs from man and from all else. Ifhe is joined to man in a way which is not shameful,
inept and impossible, then either God is no longer God or man is no longer man. If God is joined to man in a way
which is shameful, inept and impossible, then God is taly God and man is taly man.

Recapitulation is, for Irenaeus, the joining of the end to the beginning, the joining of man to God (hger. 4.20.4).
For the Fourth Gospel, that word who was in the beginning (John 1.1) becomes flesh (John 1.147 which was
God's final creation. When he follows the way of human life to the end on the cross, recapitulation is complete,
for the end has been joined to the beginning and he can sav, 'It is finished ' For Tertullian, 'Just as Alpha rolls on
to Omega and then Omega rolls back to Alpha, so he might show in himself the wayv from the beginning to the
end, and the wayv from the end to the beginning' (morn. 5.2).

Alpha is not Omega and Omega is not Alpha Therefore Alpha'Omega will be Alpha'not-Alpha, which is inept.
Beta'Omega or AlphaPsi would modify the ineptitude by moving the terms closer together, but would not be
true because Beta is not God (Alpha) and Psi is not man (Omega). What is at

*¢ The resurrection of the flesh and the virgin birth were both rationally acceptable to Tertullian's audience.

7 See above p 40,
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issue here is not whether God somehow became man, but whether he did it in a way which is apt and therefore
untrue, or in a way which is inept and therefore true. The paradox requires that ineptitude commonly implies
falsehood but does not implv falsehood in this special case.

D—

Supporting Arguments

There are supporting arguments for the analvsis which has been put forward. They make the popular picture of
Tertullian as an apostle of unreason even less probable.

(i) Tertullian claims to follow the discipline of reason against Marcion who, he savs, is brainless. While manv
rationalists say things which are not rational, thev neither intend to do so nor do they confess their departure
from reason. Tertullian's paradoxes here are to be understood together with all his other crvptic savings. Blood
is seed’ is an equally enigmatic but perfectly reasonable and evangelical (John 12.24) claim. For Tertullian
almost anvthing worth saving can be expressed in a paradox.

(i) This was both a personal habit and part of his Stoicism. Cicero had set out six paradoxes:

those doctrines which the Stoics scarcely succeed in proving in the retirement of the schools of philosophy. These
doctrines are surprising and they run counter to universal opinion — the Stoics actually call them paradoxa; so ]
wanited to try whether it is possible for them to be brought into the light of common daily life and expoundedin a
form to win acceptance, of whethet learning has one style of discourse and ordinary life anothet; and [ wrote with the
greatet pleasure because the doctrines styled paradoxa by the Stoics appeat to me to be in the highest degree
Socratic, and far and away the truest 2

The six paradoxes™ are:

1. Only what is morallv good is noble.

[ R

. Possession of virme is sufficient for happiness.

Lad

. Transgressions are equal and right actions are equal.

4. Every foolish man is mad.

L

. Only the wise man is free and every foolish man is a slave.
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6. The wise man alone is rich.

These are in no wayv a denial of reason; they are truths which derive from Socrates and which persist into
Stoicism because thev are most true.

(iil) Today, fideism is most commonly linked with that rejection of the Enlightenment proposed by Dialectical
Theology. Whereas the Enlightenment opposed faith and reason and enthroned the latter, Barth, or at least
some Barthians, accepted the opposition but deposed reason. Barth's evaluation of Tertullian is therefore
interesting. He sees him as having understood the distinctive Christian claims and vet having failed to modify his
apologetic appropriately. Tertullian is not a true believer. All the apologists present a sorry picture of
competition with the existing relizions, a competition which thev regrettably won. 'How strangelv did a man like
Tertullian see the danger which threatened at this point, and at the same time never reallv see it at all, but
actually help t o increase it '~

(1v) Against irrationalist interpretation stands Tertullian's anthropology which finds the divine image in human
rationalitv, his opposition to Marcion's irrational god and his Stoic priority for all that is according to nature.

e Barth, Church dogmartics, 1.2 (Edinburgh, 1938), 335f. Barth's condemnation of Tertullian is strange. Was
Termullian to stand by while his fellow believers were persecuted for following a depraved superstition, without

offeriz any defence against the charge?
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Chapter 4—
Strife of Opposites and Faith As Recognition

The apologeticum is a defence of Christians in face of persecution by FEoman authorities. As elsewhere in early
Christian literature, the virtues of Christians are set out, their blameless lives are extolled and the demonic origin
of persecution exposed. However, as with Justin's Apology, there are general principles and themes which give
coherence and intensity to the long list of details.

The first general principle is that the wotld is governed by the strife of opposites — of light with darkness, of
good with evil. Following this axiom, three points are made. First, within universal conflict, justice or reason
must balance all things, suppress evil and encourage good. Secondly, God is present from beginning to end,
from first to last. His economy runs without faltering from creation through all his dealings with mankind, until the
coming of the man Jesus in whom all is brought to petrfection. Thereafter Jesus is present in the varied virtues of
the church and in the seed of the martvrs, so that nothing lies outside his rule which is to be plainlv declared in
his final judgement. The third theme is the persistence of the cross. The worship of Christ as God comes from
those who are tortured and afflicted. Out of the depth of their suffering, they proclaim salvation and out of their
seed the gospel grows.

To these three themes (balance of justice, divine economy and seed of suffering), Termillian adds a note of
confidence. Since God gave Christians as his gift to the world (ap. 40.13), there has been a change. Their
innocence has tempered injustice in the world and their pravers have prevailed upon God for good. In summer
drought, pagan anxietv produces pagan panic. However Christians "parched with fastings and pinched with
every sott of self-restraint, separated from all bread which is necessary to life,
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wallowing in sack-cloth and ashes_ importune heaven with reproach, touch the heart of God. When we have
wrested mercy from him, Jupiter gets the honow!' (ap. 40.1%). Pagan violence is dangerous since it is directed
against Christians who mitigate injustice and disaster. Christians are not merelv one half of the dialectic between
good and evil. Thev are also part of the reason or justice which preserves the balance of opposites, the logos
spermatikos, the seed of the cross. The incarnation gave Tertullian a strong sense of God's involvement in
events.

A—
The Strife of Opposites

(1)—
The Balance of Justice

In the strife between good and evil, hatred for the Christian name springs from ignorance which alwayvs hates the
wrong thing. WNatuwe has stamped on everv evil the qualities of fear and shame: evil hides itself and does not offer
a defence. In contrast, Christian faith overcomes fear, shame, false denial, regret and despair.’ A Christian
confesses his faith and even gives thanks for his condemnation (ap. 1.12).

The goodness of Christians is confirmed by contrasting the treatment of real criminals who must answer
accusations with that of Christians who are not allowed to answer the charges brought against them. When Plinv
(the Younger), savs Tertullian, examined Christian behaviour, he found entirelv blameless lives. Yet Trajan
instructed him not to seek out Christians but to punish them if they were brought to trial There is no logic here:
Christians are not to be sought out because they are innocent, vet when thev face judgement, thev are
automatically punished as criminals (ap. 2.9). In all this, the strife between good and evil goes on; but Eoman
justice does not discern the realities of the conflict. This blindness spreads throughout the community so that it is
commonly assumed that a good or wise man will not become a Christian (ap. 3.1). When a Christian chooses
virtue and goodness, hatred blinds his fellows to a recognition of his improvement.

Now follows a refutation of those charges against Christians,

! There remain a higher fear and shame, to be discussed below, ch. 11
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which culminate in the law which forbids them to exist ('non licet esse vos'); but a law should both be just and
also exhibit justice to those who must obev it. Justice must be done and must appear to have been done. A law
which cannot pass this test is an evil thing (ap. 4.13). The goodness of Christians is confirmed by the
wickedness of those who, like Nero, have persecuted them (ap. 5). In the violence of Nero against Christians,
it is easv to see on which side good and evil are placed.

Such confusion of good and evil is due to rumour (fama) which is always swift and false (ap. 7_8; of Virgil,
Aeneid 4.174). Indeed the charges of infanticide and cannibalism which are levelled against Christians mav be
proved against their accusers (ap. 9). No sense can be made of the punishment of Christians simplv for their
failare to worship the gods. Pagan practice (ap. 14) and pagan fantasv about Christian worship (ap. 16) are
equally irrational Magic and deceit (ap. 23) pervert the course of justice, while pagan festivals dishonour
modesty (ap. 35). The enemies of Rome do wrong against their fellows as well as against the emperor, while
Christians refrain from wrong-doing at every point (ap. 36). Christians are enemies of human error, not enemies
of humanlcind (ap. 37.8). There is no evil in the rules and practice of the Christian community which expels
siners, dispenses charity for others and displavs mutual love (ap. 39). Christian innocence goes bevond public
acts to inner attitudes, for their God searches all hearts and nothing can be hidden from his judgement (ap. 457;
vet it collects blame for every catastrophe (ap. 40.2).

Tertullian's central idea is that the universe is made of opposites which must be harmonized and held together by
reason. The persecution of Christians destrovs this harmony and is therefore findamentallv wrong and due to
demonic perversion. The balance of ethical opposites is necessary and anticipates God's final justice which will
restore all things. The persecution of Christians undermines the moral fabric of the world. Tertullian's claim is
strengthened by an insistence that the justice of the wotld is always proleptic and impetrfect, whereas the final
justice of God initiates the eschaton now.

Having refuted the main accusations against Christians, Tertullian moves to minor charges (ap. 39—48).
Christian lives are marked
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by exuberance in life and praver, a 'violence pleasing to God', and hold a common profession, discipline and
hope. Christians meet to offer fervent and united praver to God, praving for all in authoritvy and for peace and
the postponement of the End. Together thev read their divine Scriptures and stir up faith and hope. Judgement
of wrong-doers is dulv pondered and members are solemnlv expelled. Those who judge are certain that God is
watching them. Monev, collected once a month on a voluntary basis, is spent, not on orgies but on the poor, on
destitute children, on old people who are shut in and on survivors of shipwrecks. Those banished to mines,
islands or prison for their faith become the alumd of their confession (ap. 39.1-6).

This practice of excessive charity burns a brand on Christians so that their neighbours sav, 'See how they love
one another!' Yet this brotherhood is not exclusive, but joins Christians to pagans 'bv law of nature, our
common mother' (‘ure naturae matris unius’) even if the latter are hardly human because they fail as brothers.
How much more fittingly (guanto dignius fratres) are they called brothers who recognize one God as their
father, have drunk one spirit and have burst from one womb of ignorance to the one light of truth.

Fraternity is made stronger because Christians share their material possessions. Unlike Socrates or Cato, they
do not share their wives, refusing to imitate Attic wisdom or Roman gravity in this respect. The Christian love-
feast contrasts with pagan orgies, for it is a religious office, free from all immodesty. Praver is followed by a
chaste and frugal meal, hands are washed and lights are brought. Each stands to sing a hvmn, either from
scripture or from his own composition and this means he fias to be sober. Such a gathering of pious and chaste
people is not a faction but a solemn assembly (ap. 39).

The real factions (ap. 40.1f) are found among those who blame Christians for every disaster, with shouts of
'Christians to the lion!" This is absurd. There were plentv of calamities before Christians appeared, because sin
alwavs had to be punished. 'The human race has alwavs deserved ill of God' (ap. 40.10). Men did not work on
their limited natural knowledge of God but invented other gods to fill his place. They wilfully ignored Jesus, the
righteous teacher. If thev had sought and obeved God, then God's grace would have
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replaced his wrath. Their ingratitide brought suffering. By contrast, Christian fasting_ penitence and praver
check wickedness and hold back disaster (ap. 40.14).

Christian enthusiasm plunges into life in the world which their God has created. As sailors, soldiers, farmers,
traders and craftsmen, Christians play a full and usefil role in societv. It is true that, lilke some others, thev do
not pay money to the temples; but they give much more to beggars in the street. They meet their other taxes,
because thev will not defrand their natural brothers (ap. 42). Of course, it must be admitted that Christians are
not much good to pimps, poisoners and soothsavers; but their pravers to the true God protect their persecutors
{ap. 43). Further, it is a loss to the commonwealth when the trulv good people are Lilled off {ap. 44.1).

Christian perfection comes again to the fore. Only Christians keep clear of crime; this is a necessitv not a
contingency. Those, who are taught goodness by God himself, have perfect knowledge through their perfect
teacher. Other ethical views are human opinions, carry human authority and are narrow in scope. Which are the
larger claims: 'do not kill!" or 'do not be angrv!’, 'do not commit adulterv!" or 'do not lust!'? The Christian
incentive to virtue is equally enlarged. Other punishments cease at death. The Christian fears eternal punishment
from a divine judge, before whom he can never hide (ap. 45).

The climax of Tertullian's argument combines Johannine dualism, where death brings life_ and Paul's account of
God who raises the dead and creates from nothing with a Heraclitean and Stoic belief in the ultimacy of
opposites. Resurrection simply repeats creation. We who once did not exist were made; when we have ceased
to exist, we shall be made all over again (ap. 48 5f). Creation from nothing implies resurrection from death.
Light and darkness alternate, as the seasons return in their order. All things are preserved by perishing and all
things are remade out of death. For the divine logos or reason made the universe from opposites (ap. 48.11)).

That same reason which constructed the universe out of diversity, so that all things from their antithetical
substatices agree i a Wity — empty and solid, animate and inanimate, comprehensible and incomprehensible, light
and datlmess, even life and death — has also so disposed the whole
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course of existence according to a distinctive plan, so that the first part of it, which we inhakit, reckoned from the

creation, flows on to its end in the age of time: and the following part, to which we loolk, extends into boundless
etertity. -

When, however, the end comes, the temporal form of the wotld will pass away (ap. 48.12). All men shall be
raised, judged and sent either to eternal life with God or to eternal punishment in fire. Like the mountains which
burn but remain, the wicked will endure in fire. The opposites, justly ordered, go on forever.

This view of the changing world is older than the Platonism which took charge of early Christian thought. Thales
described the wotld as a cycle of watery change and insisted that all things are full of gods (PP £5, 91;
Aristotle, Mer. A3 983b6, de anima A5 411a7). Anaximander said that all things came from and returned into
the Indefinite, 'making reparation and satisfaction to one another'. Instead of one material substance the
'oppositions in the substratum, which was a boundless body, were separated out' (PP 101: Simplicius, in Phys.
24, 13). Air_ water and fire oppose one another so that if 'anv one of them were boundless, the others would by
now have ceased to be' (PP 105: Aristotle, Pinisics 5. 204b22). As the elements fought with one another, they
must make reparation at an appointed time for trespassing over their limits.

Anaximenes believed that all things came from air, which was ivisible when even and visible when disturbed by
cold, heat, moisture or motion. In constant change and motion, it became fire, wind, cloud, water, earth and

finallv stone (PP 141: Hippolvtus, Ref- 1.7.1).

For Xenophanes, as earlv Christian writers rejoiced to hear (PP 170: Clem. Alex _ strom. 5.109.1), there is
one god who sees, thinks and hears all (PP 171: Sextus, adv. marh. 9.144), being immoveable and rling by
his mind (PP 171: Simplicius, i Phvs. 23.11 and 23 .20). He unifies the opposites in himself, while man is bormn
of earth and water (PP 181: Simplictus, iz Plvs. 189.1D) and earth is graduallv

: (Cuae ratio universitatem ex diversitate composwit, ut omia ex aemulis substantiis sub unitate constarent, 2% vacuo
et solido, ex arimali et inanimali, ex comprehensibili et incomprehensibili ex luce ot tenebiis, exipsa vita et morte,
eadem asvum quogue ita distincta condicione cotisenuit, ut prima haec pars ab exordio rerum, temporali astate ad
finem defluat, sequens vero, quain exspectamus, in infinitam aeternitatem propagetur. (ap. 48.11)
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dissolved by the moisture of the sea, in a process of universal change (PF 184: Hippolyvtus, Ref- 1.14.5).

Heraclitus gives the most striking account of opposites and of the sovereign logos which must be the goal of
knowledge and guide to life (PP 194f: Sextus, adv.marh. 7.132-3, PP 196: Hippolvtus, Ref. 9.9.1). The
union of opposites mayv be inherent or successive. First, 'There are opposites which inhere in or are
simultaneously produced by a single subject ” The same sea water is good for fish and harmful to humans (PP
199: Hippolvtus, Ref. 9.10.5). The path up and the path down is the same (PP 200: Hippolvtus, Raf. 9.10.4).
Onlv disease, hunger and tiredness can show the goodness of health, fullness and rest (PP 201: Stobaeus, Eel.
3.1.177).

Second, there are successive opposites which are 'different stages in a single invariable process' * Between life
and death, waking and sleeping, vouth and age, there is change and interchange. Things are brought together
and held apart, are whole and not whole, are in and out of tune * God mdeed is both dav and night (PP 204:
Hippolbitus, Ref 9.10.8). From the balance of opposites comes a deep unitv. Hidden harmonies are stronger
than those which are apparent (FF 207: Hippolvtus, Ref. 9.9 5). WNature prefers concealment (PP 208:
Themistius, or. 5 p.69D). War which governs all things (PP 211: Origen, Cels. 6.42) is universal father and
king (PP 212: Hippolvtus, Hef. 9.9 4). Yet there is contitmity, like that of a river; he who tries to step into the
same tiver, steps into different waters which scatter and gather, join and flow away, come near and depart (PF
214 Arius Didvimus apud Eusebium Praeparatio Evangelica 15 20 and Plutarch, de E apud Delphos
18.3928). Fire is the stuff of all things. 'This world-order (the same for all) was made bv no god or man; but it
was ever, is and shall be an ever-living fire, with measures of its kindling and measures of its going out’ (PF 217:
Clem. Alex__ strom. 5.104.1). Fire, sea and earth mutually change and balance one another (PP 218: Clem.
Alex | srrom. 5.104.3). As money and goods are exchanged, so it is with fire and all things (PP 219: Plutarch,
de £ 8§ 388D). The thunderbolt which guides all things is purest heavenly fire (PP 220: Hippolvtus, Ref.

s 8K TQUTCV Ev Kal £ EvOg TOVTX o 303: [Asistotle],

de mundo 3.396b20.
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governed by measure which justice enforces (PP 226: Plutarch, de exil. 2.6044A% To know how 'all things are
steered through all' (PP 227: Diogenes Laertius, Lives 9.1) is the sole wisdom and is found onlv in a god who
resembles and differs from Zeus (PP 228: Clem. Alex_  strom. 3.115.1). In a changing world, self-knowledge
(PP 146: Plutarch, adv. Colotem, 20.1118C), restraint (PF 248: Diogenes Laertius, Lives 9.2) and
dependence on divine law (PP 249: Diogenes Laertius, Lives 9 2) provide the way of understanding (PP 250:
Stobaeus, Eel 3.1.179).

Stoicism took the harmonv of opposites as the fundamental feature of nature under the control of reason. It is to
the Hymn of Cleanthes that we owe the clearest statement of Heraclitean strife, moderated by divine reason.
'But vou know how to make things crooked straight and to order things disorderly. You love things unloved.
For vou have so welded into one all things good and bad, that they share in a single everlasting

reason’ (LongSedlev, 54 1, STF, 1.537). According to Chrysippus, those who object to providence because
of the existence of troubles and evils are foolish. Good and evil 'must necessarily exist in opposition to each
other and supported by a kind of opposed interdependence’. Indeed opposites are 'tied to each other in polar
opposition, as Plato said. Remove one and vou remove the other.' Infirmities of the body, like the thinness of
the skll were necessarv for rationalitv. Virtue was born through nature's plan (per consiliion narurae) and
vices were born by relation of opposition (per adfinitatem contrariam) (Gellins 7.1.1-13; STF, 2.1669, 70;
LongSedlev, 54Q)). Three hundred vears later, closer to the time of Tertullian, Epictetus wrote, 'Zeus has
ordained that there be summer and winter, plenty and poverty, virtue and vice and all such opposites for the
sake of the harmonv of the whole' (Diss. 1, 12, 163).

Seneca explained the movements of heavenly bodies (nat. guaest. 7.27): "What then can we sav? Is not the
universe itself, if vou look at it, composed of contrasts (ex diversis compositus)? Despite their

® This will not satisfy Lactantius as an explanation of evils. The Stoics are wrong When they reply most clumsily that
among plants and amimals there are many whose usefulnesss has up to now gone unnoticed: but that this will be
discovered in the course of time’ {&e fra ef 138 5TF 21172 LonzSedley, 34E).

"S%ee A A Long, Hellenistic philosophy (London, 1974), 181, and also H. Llovd-Tones, The justice of Zeus (London,
1971).
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affinity, Leo produces scorching heat and Aquarius brings frozen ice; thev are both of the same external
condition but their effect and nature are different. The rise of Aries is sudden and that of Libra is slow. The
elements are opposites (conrraria inter se): heavy and light, hot and cold, wet and drv. The wortld is a harmony
of discords ('tota haec mundi concordia ex discordibus constat”). The same kinds of heavenly bodies mav take
up their positions once a vear or once every thirty vears. Nature prefers variety to uniformity ('non ad unam
natura formam opus suum praestat, sed ipsa varietate se iactat’), producing things large and small, fast and slow,
strong and weak, violent and moderate, individual and communal The power of nature is evident in the freak
phenomena which do not fit the normal pattern.

The world of Seneca's plavs exhibits the conflict of firor and rario against a Stoic background. Seneca's
description of the forum (7ra, 2.81-91) is reminiscent of a school of gladiators. 'They are a collection of wild
animals or worse; but if the wise man gets angry with them, he will always be angrv. Anger, in fact, is out of
place."®

For Philo Judaeus (Quaest. Gean. 2.55), nature depends on the changing pattern of seedtime and harvest, cold
and heat, summer and spring, dav and night. Each variation is necessary for the safetv and growth of an
individual species or plant. Nature is like a harmony of different notes, some high some low; indeed the universe
is composed opposites. Unless we preserve nature’s order of cold and warm, wet and drv, all things on earth
will die.

As usual, Philo finds a deeper meaning in the relevant verse (Gen. 8.22 (1:20)). Seed and harvest are beginning
and end, which are both causes of salvation. Beginning needs end and end needs beginning. Philo interprets cold
and heat as fear and anger, dav and night as reason and follv. All of which shows the presence of opposites in
man as in the cosmos.

%o Heraclitean opposites persist in Hellenistic and Roman thought.

Tust as lanzuage may be nddling, ambizuous, paradoxical, so in the wotld opposites coexist, unity is a product of
diversity, harmony a consequence of strife . . the wotld is a unity of opposites, a harmony of opposing forces

¥ Cited by Rist, Stoic orthodoxy.



Page 74

which can ke signified by such statements as 'God is dav night, winter summer, war peace’ (fr. §7 DK): The road up

and down is one and the same' (fr. 0 :l:{j.;
(ii)—

The Divine Economy

To moderate the strife of opposites, God is present from the beginning of all things to their end. There is no
room for new gods. The world, whether it had a beginning or not, was 'surelv found to have been once for all
arranged and equipped and ordered in its present structure entirely under the guidance of reason. That (God)
could not be imperfect, which has perfected all things' (ap. 11.5). From the beginning_ righteous and spirit-filled
messengers came into the wotld to spread the knowledge of God as creator, law-giver and judge (ap. 18.1-3).
Prophecy shows the continuity of all time and the power of God's sovereignty over past, present and future (ap.
20, Fulfilled prophecy confirms faith in past and present, and such faith mav reasonably be projected into the
future (ap. 20.3f). The unity of divine history (ap. 21 )from creation to the coming of Christ saw the rejection of
the Jews and a new dispensation. The son of God came to reform and illuminate the world, to enlighten and
lead the human race. The divine word, of whom the philosophers had also spoken, constructed the universe and
preserved its rational order.

After the son (word'reason) came the spirit, within the same divine dispensation_ and through him God's people
have spread throughout the world. "We are but of vesterday, vet we have filled all that is vours: cities, islands,
fortresses, country towns, meeting-places, even camps, tribes, companies, palace, senate, forum; we have left
vou onlv vour temples' (ap. 37 4). Without Christians the empire would be emptv and Romans would be panic-
stricken in their solitude and the 'death-like stupefaction of the world' (ap. 37.7). Fortunatelv, Christians do not
compete in the race for fame and position. For them the wortld is a single commonwealth; to declare them an
illegal association is absurd (qp. 38.1).

As the providence of God runs on, he deals impartially with all

" Long, Hellenistic philosophy. 146.
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the human race. God's plan moves inexorably to final judgement and the end of the world (ap. 41 2. In the
meantime, Christians play their public role within the wotld which their God has made (ap. 42), following the
pattern of that divine justice which passed from Moses to the Romans (ap. 45).

In his concluding paragraphs Tertullian pleads that, however foolish Christian claims mav seem_ they are
necessary for the defence of virtue which flourishes under threat of punishment and promise of eternal bliss.
Such foolish things are useful 'Tt is therefore never expedient to declare as false or to hold as foolish what it is
expedient to regard as true."*® If it be nonsense, it should be met with ridicule rather than with sword and fire.
Such punishment is futile, for the Christian (like the Stoic sage) cannot be harmed against his will He will choose
condemnation rather than apostasv and therebv achieve his desire (ap. 49.6).

"Therefore, in dving, we conquer’ (ap. 50.3)."! Tertullian ends trimmphantly in the face of opposites. F.oman
rulers, whose injustice confirms Christian innocence, win favour through killing Christians, but Christians
increase in number. "The blood of Christians is seed’ (ap. 50.13). Their courage inspires more people than do
the words of Cicero and Seneca. Stubbornness conqguers strife. Masterv belongs to that verv obstinacy which
vou consider disgraceful (ap. 50.15).1* A witness of such obstinacy will be moved to inquire about its
doctrines, become convinced™ and himself go on to martyrdom, winning forgiveness for all his sins. Paradox
has the last word. When condemned by earthly rulers, Christians are acquitted bv God

(iii)—
The Triumph aof the Cross

For Tertullian, as for Justin ** the cross has a persistent place. Pagans treat Christians as thev treat their idols!
Thev place them

K itaque non expedit falsa dici, nec inepta hakeerl, quae expedit vera prassumi (mp. 49.2).

Herzo vincimus, cum occidimur

1 Ipsailla obstinatio quam exprobatis, magistra est’

13 Justin tells how he followed this seguetice.

YUt est aemulatio divinae rei et humanae, cum damnamur a vobis, a Deo absolvimur' (zp 50.16).

Y For whom the cosmic cross was known to Plato and there are crosses everywhere.
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on a cross or stake, thev tear their sides with claws and axes or thev throw them into the fire. Christians are
condemned to the very mines whence the pagan gods draw their material substance (ap. 12.3-5). The Christian
cross is an unmutilated and complete god, and the legionarv standards in a Roman camp are but decorated
crosses (gp. 16.8). The effectiveness of Christian expansion goes back to the cruelty of Wero which sowed the
blood of Christians as seed (ap. 21.25). Torn and bleeding, Christians confess under torture: "We worship God
through Christ' (ap. 21.28).

The Christian faces martvrdom as a soldier faces war. Where the man, who complained about battle, 'fights
with all his strength and rejoices when he conquers in battle . . . our battle is that we are summoned before
tribunals to fight there for the truth at the risk of our lives' (ap. 50.2). The prize is victory, the glorv of pleasing
God and gaining life eternal, even if before Roman eves Christians may seem to be desperate and reckless
men.'® Governors execute Christians to gain popularitv with the mob; vet we spring up in greater numbers the
more we are mown down by vou; the blood of Christians is seed’ (ap. 50.13). Here Tertullian again points
back to Justin, for whom a seed of logos is in every human being and Christians participate in the reality, the
logos who sows the seed. Christians are themselves seed, and a cause in the nature of things (Justin, 2 apal
7.1).7 Both Justin and Tertullian point back to the theme of the Fourth Gospel, where a grain of wheat must fall
into the ground to die and bear much fruit (John 12 24) The law of creation and the law of redemption are one
law; here again Heraclitus is useful.

Tertullian's account of conflict between good and evil, the divine economy of a God who is first and last, and the
persistent seed of the cross, all point to a unifving ethic and metaphysic which needs to be kept in mind if his
argument is to be understood. Christians are not accidental victims; thev are part of God's total plan, for divine
reason established the wotld and came

12 Vet their actions continue the tradition of Muecius, Empedocles, Dido, Begulus and Anaxarchus who was able to
et

joke about his cruel death {ap. 300

Y From such ground springs that which forever renews the earth
Though it is forever denied.

T. 5. Eliot, Murder in the cathedral (London, 1835), §7.



in Christ, 'that original firstborn word, attended by power and reason, sustained by the spirit’ (ap. 21). They are
God's gift to the world, moderating calamities (ap. 40.13) and looking to the final judgement which is delaved
{ap.41.3). Fearful of God and his searching judgement, thev alone achieve righteousness (ap. 45), and when
the conflict of the world is finallv resobved, the true worshippers of God will be forever with him, while others
pass into eternal fire.

B—
Recognizing the Well-known God

Tertullian's second general principle in the apologeticion is that Christian faith is the recognition of a God who is
universally known. We have alreadv seen in his puzzle (ch. 2) and paradox (ch. 3) how Tertullian's apparent
contradictions point to decistve elements in a coherent pattern of thought. This is equally true in the
apologeticum, where he claims that the soul is naturally Christian (ap. 17.6) and vet that Christians are made,
not born (ap. 18 4). This looks like a straight contradiction, for what is naturally Christian must be born that
wayv. How then do men know God?

Christians do not worship the Foman gods who are merelv glorified men, have created nothing and are guiltv of
wicked crimes. Those who follow pagan deities insult them, multiply them and trade in them. The gods are
cheated in rites of worship, ridiculed in literature, laughed at in theatres. Their temples are polluted by their own
followers and not by the Christians who stay outside. Christians do not worship the head of an ass, but pagans
worship manv kinds of animals.

What God. then, do Christians worship? Tertullian's statement is concise. God is he who by his word, wisdom
and powet, created the cosmos from nothing for the glory of his majesty (ap. 17.1). The elements of bodies and
spirits are ordered by his wisdom. Paradoxicallv, he is invisible but can be seen, incomprehensible but made
known through grace, bevond highest thought but concefvable by the human mind. For whatever the senses or
the mind grasp is inferior to the faculty which apprehends, so a human mind cannot grasp God who is known to
hitnself alone. The power of his greatness makes him known and unknown. Man's supreme fault is
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a refusal to recognize or recollect the God whom he cannot fail to know

Tertullian uses proofs of God's existence, when other apologists had considered them unnecessary '*. After all,
Christians were regarded as stupid atheists not stupid theists. Proof of God, for Tertullian, shows common
ground with Stoics. First, God mayv be proved from his works by which we are preserved, sustained, and
covered with delight and wonder. Secondly, God is proved by the testimony of the soul which is naturally
Christian and which declares spontaneously, 'Great God! Good God!', as it looks up to skies where God
dwells and whence he descended (ap. 17.5f). Mankind's universal awareness of gods is vet another Stoic
theme.

From nature we move to the account of God in scripture which tells of his first messengers who, from their
righteousness, were worthv to know and to declare him. Bv the creator's spirit, thev declared him as the true
Prometheus who orders the seasons and their cowrses. Thev gave further proofs of God from his chastisement
of sinners, his laws and his future and final judgzement. Once, like his present readers, Tertullian langhed at all
this; but he and others have changed by deliberate choice. "We come from among vou; Christians are made, not
born' ('de vestris sumus: funt, non nascuntur Christiani”) (ap. 18.4). The ancient authority of these writings (ap.
192 is increased by the way (attractive to Stoics) in which their prophecies are confirmed bv natural disasters,
human depravity, regularity of seasons interspersed with catastrophes, the exalting of the humble and the putting
down of the proud (ap. 20.2).

Antiquity, it is objected, cannot be claimed when the Christians have rejected so manv of the ancient wavs of
the Jews. Are they simply hiding under the protection of a distinguished religion which is sanctioned by the law?
Most people, replies Tertullian, know something of Christ but regard him simply as a man; a few statements
about his divinitv are therefore required ("necesse est igitur pauca'® de Christo ut Deo' (ap. 21.3). Tertullian
begins from

¥ Clement thought such proofs unnecessary and impious.

1% This word is wrongly taken to indicate a limited interest in christology, by I. Lortz, Das Christentum als Monotheismus
i1 den Apologeten des rweiten Jahrhunderts, in A M. Koeniger {ed.), Beitrdge zur Geschichis des christlichsn
Altertums und der Byzemitinischen Literatur, F5 A Ehwhard (Bonn, 1922), 301-27.
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the failure of the Jews to do what God required and the prophecy of a new and faithfill people who would
recefve a wider grace and a nobler discipline. God's son came to renew and enlighten. He was the miler and
master of this grace and discipline, the lluminator and guide of the human race (ap. 21.7). How was he born?
Neither the shameful pedigrees of the pagan gods nor the nornmal mode of human procreation can apply to him.

His work was appropriate to his substance as word, reason and power of God. Zeno and Cleanthes spoke of
hitn in terms of creator, fate, god, mind of Jupiter, necessity and spirit of the universe. Like them we see his unitv
as word, reason and power. Proceeding from God, 'he is called "son of God" and "God" from unitv of
substance for God also is spirit’ (qp. 21.11).

As with a rav of the sun, there is extension, but no division of substance. Spirit of spirit. God of God. he entered
the womb of the Virgin and was born as God and man. So he was expected and is still expected by the Jews
who do not believe that he has come; but he was always to come twice, once in human form and a second time
in divine majestv. The Jews_ in their blindness, did not see him as word and power of God and assigned his
miracles to magical powers.

His death was freely chosen and his resurrection was not public because that would have made things too easy
for the wicked, 'so that faith, being destined to a great reward, should not stand firm without difficulty' (ap.

21 22 Faith was not meant to be easv. Yet Pilate was converted, the disciples of Jesus spread over the world,
and the savagerv of Nero sowed the seed of Christian blood at Rome.

This, savs Tertullian, is the wav we began, how we took the name of our sect from our founder. Consider him
as a man, in and through whom God wishes to be worshipped. Moses taught the Jews religion; the Greeks had
several teachers; Numa Pompilius burdened the Fomans with superstitions when he used religion to tame crude
savages through fear of many gods; Christ comes to bring truth to those who are decetved by their verv culture
(ipsa wrbanitas) (ap. 21.30). He challenges Romans to test the truth of Christ's divinity, by investigating its
power to destrov the falsehood of many gods.
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When the Jews trned from God, they were scattered in all directions and "wander over the world without either
man or God for their king' (ap. 21.5). The dispensation of God continues through the coming of Christ, the son
of God, to reform and enlighten the wortld. Faith recognizes God in the incamate Christ who sends his disciples
into all the world with the promise that he is with them. He has gone before them in the universal consciousness
of the soul which is naturally Christian.

Tertullian's argument here expounds, with great subtletv, an epistemology of recognition or recollection. The
testimony of the soul which is naturallvy Christian is completed in the recognition of the universal God at the
climax of his dispensation in Christ. Faith recalls God as one God at different stages of his economy. Tertullian is
able to write to Romans because thev are human and all humans know God and should be able to recognize
him in Christ.

This epistemology is clear in the chapters (ap. 17-21) which have just been considered. Christians worship one
God who created all things by his commanding word, his ordering reason and his enabling power. The world is
a cosmos, an ornament of God's majesty. The invisible God may be seen, the incomprehensible may be known
bv grace, the inestimable is accessible as the true and mightv God. Known onlv to himself, he mav be found by
all except those who 'refuse to recognize him, of whom thev cannot be ignorant' (ap. 17.3). Despite all burdens
and barriers the soul names God: 'Good God! Great God! . . . O testimony of the soul which is naturally
Christian!" (ap. 17.6).

To this natural evidence, God has added the document of scripture ** From the beginning, God had sent into the
wotld messengers to make himself known as the one God who founded the universe, creating mankind and
fixing the order of the wotld with its seasons. He appointed statutes and laws, rewards and punishments_ so that
at the end each would receive his deserts. The record of the prophets passed from Hebrew into Greek to
provide universal access to God's truth. 'He who listens will find God: he who also takes pains to understand
will be compelled to believe' (ap.

Y The Christian bible was a very new thing in Tertullian's day.
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18.9). The authoritv of the sacred books derives from their age which far exceeds that of other writings. It is
confirmed by the course of history: "whatever is taking place was prophesied, whatever is now seen was heard
of (ap. 20). The truth of scripture is confirmed as it is read The scriptures are proved to be divine by their dailv
disastrous fulfitment : "While we suffer, thev are read; while we recognize them, they are proved' (dum patimur,
leguntur; dum recogniscimus, probantur’ ap. 20.3). The human race has alwavs deserved the punishment of
God. Its first neglect lav in not following up the partial knowledge which it had of him, inventing other gods and
sinning exuberantly in ignorance of a divine judge. Had men looked for God, they would have learnt to know

hitn and when thev recognized him, thev would have obeved him and found his grace (ap. 40.11).

Tertullian does not separate the natural order from the divine, nor reason from faith, in his account of Christian
faith as recognition *! In manv places he talks about 'recognizing' (recognoscere) (ap. 17.3, 203, 39 3;
praescr. 27.60; Jud. 9; Val 3; Marc. 118,324, 4.1, nge. 1.10.11, 1.16.13.) which mav mean 'to know
again_ recognize, recall, investigate, exarmine, inspect, review' or 'describe’. When Peter had seen the miracle of
the loaves and compared it with precedents in Elisha, he recognized the fulfilment in Christ and confessed, "You
are the Christ!' (Mare. 421 .6) Against Marcion, Tertullian insists that God must first be known through works
of nature, then recognized by the predictions of the prophets. Without the first, natural knowledge, recognition
through scripture could not occur (Marec. 1.18.2). Most people believe in God, but only because they have
evidence of his works (Mare. 1.12.2f). It is proper for anvone 'to recognize as God one whom nature has
already commended to him, whom he perceives daily in all his works, who is less known for one reason only,
namely, that man has not thought of him as uniquely one, has given him a plorality of names and has worshipped
him in other forms' (Fal. 3.2).%

e A

! A B Mufioz, El antifilosofismo de Tertulliano v1a fe como reconocimisnto, RET, 36 (1266), 3-28, 233-80 (234).

== "quem iam illi natura commisit, quem cotidie in operibus omnibus sensit, hoco solo minus notum, quod unicum non
putavit, quod in tumero nominavit, quod in aliis adorawvit.
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Justice would never permit Marcion's unknown God to punish those who do not know hitn (2 Thess. 1 28f),
because they have never heard his gospel A God who is unknown by nature, but known onlv through his
gospel, could not punish the ignorance of those who had no access to this unique source of knowledge. On the
other hand, the creator is known through his worles which are evervwhere; knowledge of him is natural, even
obligatory (Marc. 5.16.3).

Christ's coming was announced for several reasons. First, the father should announce the son_ not the son the
father. Second, Christ was sent and the authoritv of the sender must be evident, before the one sent mav be
recefved. He who is sent receives his commission from a sender. A son is named by his father; this is a general
rule and whatever contravenes it must be suspect. Neither in order of recognition nor in its disposition can a
copy take precedence over an original A sudden Christ without God, a son without a father, an envoy without
a sender would be absurd. God works by order and arrangement and it makes good sense to announce what
has been prearranged, so that when it happens, its divine authoritv may be proved. When it comes to a work of
such magnitude as the sakvation of the human race through faith, preparation by arrangement and announcement
is essential for recognition of the divine. There is no recognition (agnitia) without disposition (dispositio). 'Faith,
when informed bv such a process, might justly be required of man by God; for once recognition has made faith
possible, it is obligatory to believe what one has indeed learned to believe from what has been predicted
(praedicatio) (Marc. 3.2.4).38

Tertullian's account of faith as recognition and recollection is not an apologetic improvisation. It fits his theology
of divine unicity, the goodness and magnificence of creation, the identification of Christ as son of the father, the
salvation and responsibility of humanitv_ It is part of a Stoic conviction of divine providence and

3 Mufioz, El antifilosofismo, 242. La creacion permite reconocer al Dios de la revelacion: los profatas permiten
reconiocet que el misino Dios promete v cumple. Asila creacion desempefia con respecto ala revelacion un papel
andlogo al de las profecias con respecto a Cristo. En todo ello, 1a fe cristiana aparace siempre como 1
reconociniento de alzo que va se habda conocido.
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disposition. Truth in theology may be reached from common powers (sensibus) provided it follows divine
dispensation. The supreme God, immortality and divine judgement are all known by nature (res. 3.1-2). Before
Moses wrote, the creator was known from his creation. The beginnings of recognition (narales agnitionis) do
not date from the Pentateuch. The greater patt of the human race_ who had never heard the name of Moses,
nevertheless knew his God and referred to him habitually. The knowledge of God is given to the soul from the
beginning (Mare. 1.10.1-3). This does not mean that evervthing which the soul presents may be accepted. But
the testimonies of the soul which are true, simple, common, natural and divine (resr. 5.1) point to a natural
knowledge of God. This knowledge precedes the coming of Christ and therefore means that faith is not merely
the substance of things hoped for but the recollection of things past. "What is our sin, I ask vou, if we believe the
future also, as we have already learned through two stages to believe it”' (ap. 20). Natural order and prophecy
have alreadv provided a past and present knowledze of God. Faith, freely chosen, is the recognition of this
knowledge. It welcomes God as one alreadv known. This explains the puzzle with which we began: how the
soul is naturallv Christian (ap. 17.6), vet Christians are made not born (ap. 18.4) ('testimonium aninae
naturaliter christianae . . . funt non nascuntur christiani’).**

C—
Tertullian As Apologist

Since Tertullian's apologetic (strife of opposites and faith as recognition) has turned out to have a more complex
argument than was expected, a general evaluation is appropriate. Was Tertullian an effective apologist” This
mav be divided into two questions — Did he respect his Eoman andience? Did he shape his message for this
audience and therebv endanger the central theses of his theology?

** The same sequenice of recognition or recollection applies to ethical values. hMarcion was wrong because he denied
the universal knowledze of the Golden Bule and the freedom of all men to follow it. Tor althoush sood and evil are
known in different forms by natre, vet life is not thereby spent under the discipline of God, who alone at last teaches
men1 the proper likerty of their will and action in faith, as in the fear of God (Mars. 4.16.5).
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(i)—
Respect for Rome

"Why are we thought to be enemies and denied the name of Romans?' (ap. 36.1) An apologist cannot afford to
despise his audience; he must have common ground, or points of contact. On the surface, Tertullian never
shows much respect for his opponents; only the care of his argument proves that respect was there. Itis
remarkable that 'the mother of harlots and abominations in the earth’ (Rev. 17.5), 'that great citv which rules
over the kings of the earth’ (Fev. 17.18) should receive such svimpathy from him.

All early Christian theologians believed that history had a purpose and that it was summed up in Christ. This
goes for Clement of Alexandria as much as for Irenaeus. What is notable in Tertullian is that he found a place
for the Roman empire in the divine purpose ** This meant that he could extol and share the Roman virtues of
Mucius Scasvola and others, assimilating them with the ancient Spartan ideals. The heroic Foman virtues lent
respect to reckless Christian desperadoes who conquer in death. Mucius Scaevola plunged his hand into fire.
Empedocles jumped into Mount Etna. Tertullian also puts public-minded Christians into the life of the
commmumity and contrasts them with pale Eastern mvstics who escape from the world.

Tertullian's relation to Rome has been handled impressively by many writers > One recent work®” studies the
political terms which Tertullian uses. None of the terms which deny liberty is applied to the Roman empire,
except when Tertullian denounces militarv service on religious and moral grounds (idol. 19; cor. 11). Idolatrv is
part of a soldier's allegiance and inconsistent with a Christian's obedience as the episode of the crown shows.
Even here Tertullian's position is ambiguous for he speaks of Christian soldiers and cites them as evidence of
Christian lovalty (ap. 42.3). The question of the votive crown which a Christian soldier refused, takes
precedence over a general objection to military service. He cites the storv of the legio fulminara (ap.
Scap. 4.1), when Christian soldiers, by their intercession, brought much-needed rain. Chris-

L

4

* As Clement of Alexandria found a place for Greek philosophy.

=% For example, Richard Klein, Tertullion und das rémische Reich (Heidelberg, 1968),

< A 7 Ahondokpe, Lavision de Rome chez Tertullien, 2 vols. (Lille, 12217,
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tians prav for the braverv of the inperial armies (ap. 30.4). Tertullian quotes militarv precedents in Moses,
Aaron and Joshua. Soldiers came to John the Baptist and recetved instruction from him (idel. 19.3). Military
service nevertheless raised difficulties for Tertullian Soldiers could be baptized (cor. 11.4). but those baptized
should either leave the armv or be on guard against committing anv act against God (cor. 11 4). He sanctions
military service, it seems, through a distinction between beallare and militare which he takes to indicate the
distinction between police actrvity and military aggression ** Christian pravers reinforce the courage of Roman
armies (ap. 304

Christians do not return hatred to those who hate their name (ap. 2.19). Their onlv real enemy is the devil (ap.

9. paen.7.7; or. 29 1) who is the sole source of anti- Christian enmity (ap. 37 4). Roman societv does not lose
favour when its rulers misuse their power (ap. 2.14).

Tertullian answers at length the charges that Christians were a subversive societv (ap. 34). He applands the
evolution of legislation into better and juster laws, following a Stoic theme of progress * Law is rational (cor.
4.%5). As Paul (Rom. 13.1) commanded, the political order must be respected (scorp. 14.1; cor. 13 4).
Criticism of abuses is appropriate: of idolatry which determines so much that happens, of political fraud (ap. 33,
35) and of conspiracies (ap. 35). Christians pray for the emperor (ap. 30-2), acknowledge his maiestas (ap.
33 2 nar. 1.17.2), rendering to Caesar what is his and denving to Caesar what belongs to God (ap. 32f).
There is no incompatibility between Christians and the emperor.*” even if there have been good (friendlv to
Christians) and bad (hostile to Christians) emperors.

Behind his respect for Rome and the emperor lay Tertullian's positive anthropology’! which placed humanity at
the peak of creation, in anticipation of Christ (res. 6.3f). Man's rationality (an. 17.11) makes him lord of
creation,”” and from him come the laws which, in changing situations, must always mirror what is good (ap.

=% See IM. Hornus, 7 is not lewful for me to fight, Early Christian attitudes toward law, violence and the siate
(Scottdale, Pa., and Eitchener, Ontario, 1980).

i Fredouille, Cormversion, 244,
U 1-C. Fredouille, Tertuflien et Tempire, RE4, 20 (18843, 121.
i Spanneut, Siofcisme, 131

e Ibid 382
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4.5). The emperor is chosen by God to enforce the law (ap. 32f) and is necessary for the stabilitv of the
empire. He must preserve the peace and punish crime (scorp. 14.1), never forgetting that he is a fallible man
before he is an emperor (ap. 30.1f). In his exercise of his god-given authority, the emperor must be upheld by
all (ap. 30-2) and Christians are called to scrupulous regard and lovalty (ap. 33.1), or to devotion, lovalty and
fidelitv to emperors (ap. 36.2). Pagan flatterv, deceit and hvpocrisy stand in contrast to Christian pietv. The
emperor stands supreme over the senate and in this exalted state he recetves the lovalty of Christians. One final
qualification always remains. Freedom of conscience is a natural right (Seap. 2.2) and must be respected by
political authority. With that safeguard, Christians serve the state, 'in respect for justice and human dignity, and
in respect for the divine laws which alone are immutable’

{ii)—
Selective Monotheism

Did Tertullian adapt his message to his readership? Certainly he did. The variety of Tertullian's work shows how
spectfic he was in defining his target. An apologist cannot apologize to evervone at once. The logic of apologetic
is a logic of specific objection and specific rebuttal. Simplification was essential Pagan religion was complex,
despite a general similarity in purpose. Christianity with its exclusive, universal claims could onlv collide with it.
How was the opposition to be understood? Christianity was defined in contradiction to polvtheism as
monotheism pure and simple ** Tertullian's first concern is to attack polvtheism®™ and seventeen chapters of his
Apology dwell on this point. Christians define themsebes by their ban on idolatrv (idol. 24.3).%° Christian
worship of one God ('quod colimus, deus unus est’) (ap. 17.1) is confirmed by the testimony of the soul to one
God.

This 'selective monotheism'> was necessary and obvious to every defender of Christian faith. Tertullian's other
writings show

33 Ahondopke, Lo vision, 11, 4335,

7 Lortz, Monotheizmus, 302. in einer stark vereinfachten Form', "einfach als Monotheismus'.

35 1o apeo
Ihid., 307.

*"Mex nostra . . . propria Christianonun per quam ab ethnicis agnoscimur’.

*7'die monotheistische Auswahl'
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that his theology went further. As an apologist 'the African genius' displaved, we are told, his superior refinement
over other apologists; but like them he put a rational monotheism in the centre ** Did this impoverish his
theology? He talks about 'deus’ evervwhere and the idea of God dominates his writing It is claimed™ that only
one passage shows intensity of passion for Christ as, 'a flower of the stem of Jesse, on which the fullness of the
grace of the divine spirit has come to rest — a flower incormpt and unfading, which will last forever' (cor. 15.2).
On the contrarv, Tertullian does not need any defence at this point. Despite the demands of apologetic
simplification, the centralitv of Christ in the Apology has been noted. Similarlv, the first three chapters of this
book have shown that, for him, Christian simplicity was found in the petfection of Christ, to whom nothing can
be added and whose divine disgrace is mankind's sole hope.

Indeed Tertullian elaborates on the life of Jesus (ap. 21) as he hammers the paradox of Jesus and monotheism.
It is no surprise therefore that his critic concludes that Tertullian's treatment of christology as a function of
monotheism was the most remarkable achievement of an eminent tactician ** But it was not merely a tactic.
Monotheism without Christ was incomplete and therefore impossible. God could not be God unless the son
delivered the kingdom to him. Only in Christ is found the vervy God and life eternal whereby the children of God
are delivered from idols. The importance of christology for Tertullian is discoverable by analvsis of his argument
and not by counting words. 'Christ is spirit of spirit and God of God, as light is kindled from light . . . We say
before all men, and while torn and bleeding from vouwr tortures we crv, "We worship God through Christ™ (ap.
21.28).

3t Lortz, Monotheismus, 313f

3 e 270
FE )l S VR

*UWie Tertullian das erreicht, durch enge Verbindung des monotheistischen und christologischen Vorstellungskreises,
durch Behandlung der Christologie als Function des Monotheismus, gehdrt mum Wundervollsten was dieser eminente

=

Taktiker im Apologeticum (Eap. 17-21) vollbracht hat." Jxid, 309
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Chapter 53—
Antithesis in One God:
'Against Marcion'

There were several reasons for the length and care of Tertullian's reply to Marcion ! Dualism was the foremost
threat to emerging Christian theology. Marcion gave a negative answer to the first question of that theology: 'Ts
there one God good and true who is creator of this world of evil and chaos?"* Since Marcion produced the
strongest case against one God, and supported his argument from scripture, his work required careful
discussion. Deeper still, Marcion's denial went to the central contention of the common response. He denied the
economy of salvation, centred on Christ, which was the theme of the early Christian answer. For Marcion,
God's total disgrace could not be the sacrament of man's salvation.

Paradox was unacceptable to Marcion because it contradicted the primary pledge to simplicity which Marcion
and Tertullian shared. In God there could be no change nor shadow cast by twrning. All that contradicted
petfect love must be denied. In this Marcion followed a common view of God. For Plato, the form of the good
was above all contradiction; dialectic was the wayv to reach the summit where all conflict ceases and there is an
everlasting loveliness that neither flowers nor fades. For Aristotle, the first cause of all, like a magnet in an
armchair, needed to do nothing

! A most useful recent work on Marcion is E. P. Meijering's Tertullian contra Marcion, Gotteslehre in der Polemik
(Leiden, 1977). Itincludes a wealth of valuable detail which shows how deeply Tertullian is indebted to other
Christian thinkers. Meijering covers the first two books of adhversus Marcionem. A general treatment is that of A
von Hamack, Marcion Das Evangelium vom fremden Gorr, 2 Aufl. (Leipzig, 1924). A valuable review of recent study
of Marcion (G. MMay, Marcion in contemporaty views —results and open questions, s Sscond Century, 6 (1988),
128-51) recognizes Termullian as the best source for Marcion, despite polemical distortion.

* Christian monotheism began as theodicy.
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For the Epicureans, the chief attribute of gods was their remoteness and their lack of invement in human affairs.

Even for Paul, there was no contradiction in God whose promises were not 'vea and nav' but in Christ were all

'vea and amen' (2 Cor. 1.19-20). Only Stoicism, following Heraclitus, saw the need for paradox in God; to this
opinion Tertullian readily turned.

Marcion was a serious threat because he was completelv right in discerning the ecritical centre of Pauline
theologv * God was, in a wayv which bewildered all believers, a God of mercy and love. Confirmation of this
theme is found in nineteenth-century Liberal praise for and svmpathy with Marcion. For Harnack, a child of the
Enlightenment_ had asked the critical question about the essence of Christianitvy and came up with an answer
similar to that of Marcion Harnack had no hesitation in disowning the Old Testament, which had been
necessary for the early church and inevitable for the Reformation, but was now a part of the Protestant canon
only because of the religious paralvsis of its readers * Marcion, of course, went further and combined theodicy
with his rejection of the created world which reflected the weakness and wickedness of its maker.

The same dualism was characteristic of the Gnostics with whom Marcion has often been classed * The
Gnostics, indeed all heretics on Tertullian's account, began from the problem of evil (‘unde mahum et qua

rc? (prasscr. 7). Their supreme God was untroubled by the chaos below him and protected, by a subordinate
hierarchyv, from contact with it. Yet Tertullian gives onlv a slender work to refute the Valentinians, because there
were fundamental differences between them and Marcion. Marcion taught no higher gnosis of intermediary
acons and argued for the consistency of his view and the incoherence of incipient orthodoxy. Most important of
all, Marcion argued, the 4nsitheses showed that the creator was not

¥ While B. J. Hoffmann (Marcion: on the restitution of Christianity. An essay on the development of radical
Paulinist theology in the second centwry (Chico, 1984)) righily separates Marcion from Gnosticism and affirms,
following Harnack, the radical link with Paul, his own theory seems to have difficulties. See G Mav, Ein nenes
Markionbdld, ThA, 51 {1986), 404-15.

Hamack, Marcion, 217.

* Unwisely, because he was a man of faith and taught no Gnosis. Marcion perperam gnosticus vocatur, wrote A, Hahn,

cited by F. Loofs, Lefgfhdlen zwm Studiwn der Dogmesngseschichis, vol [1 {Halle-Saale, 1930, 83.
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merelv different from but opposite to the God of the gospel. Gnostics were above the need for argument, which
could never reach ultimate truth. Their claim for vision could onlv be met by aesthetic considerations, which
showed that their claims were countered ®

Tertullian's writing .4 gainst Marcion is the first extended work of Christian argument. For this reason, it
presents a theology which is more svstematic than most apologetic writing. Marcion produced a svstem and had
to be answered systematically, with corollaries to cope with detail Tertullian's first two books present his case;
the remaming books deal with scriptural argument from Old Testament,” Gospel and Pauline texts.

To understand the intricate argument of these two books, we shall first go to their conclusion.® Here Tertullian
savs that he has shown that the creator is both good and just. Goodness and justice (bomiras, fustitia) are the
proper fullness of divine being. Marcion's move has been one of distinction or division. He separates the
different qualities of the creator's works and divides Christ from the creator. The most high, the merciful bringer
of salvation is other than the ruthless judge who brings ruin. For Tertullian, these opposites are compatible in
one God. Take awav Marcion's title (4nritheses) and vou have a demonstration of the one God who is
supremely good and a judge. God is good and severe to the same people, but at different times. The existence
of evils points to the austeritv of God; their absence points to his mercy. Christ does not annul and destrov, but
rather reforms and restores the dispensation of the creator.

Tertullian sums up: 'T shall by means of these antitheses recognize in Christ my own jealous God. He did in the
beginning by his own right, by a hostility which was rational and therefore good, provide beforehand for the
maturity and fuller ripeness of

® Terullian's humour and its relation to arsument will be considered in ch. 2.

T Gee W. Einrig, KGW“ ﬁuxﬂnm: the title of the New Testament in the second and third centuries, JTHS, 432 {1894,
518—44, for the claim that the title ™Wew Testament for a collection of books comes from Marcion. This is well argued but
catiot ke supported from Termillian's usage, where '0ld and ™Wew” imply unity of orizin and depend on the prophetic
distinction in Jeremiah and Joel.

&

Tertullian claims that he could have attacked Marcion more vigorously if he had thought it necessary. In view of

Tertullian's propensity for argument. there is no reason to doubt this claim. Whether a stronger attack would have been
maote effective is doubtful.
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the things which were his' (Marc. 2.29 4).* God's anfitheses are reflected in his own world which consists of
opposite elements regulated in perfect proportion; but the antithesis (like the economy) belongs first in God and
not merely in his world * The reader must hold on to this central theme through all the twists and turns of
Tertullian's argument.

A
One Good and Rational God

(1)—
Why There Is One God

Tertullian begins his response by asking, "What is Marcion's rule of faith?' He believes (Marc. 1.2.1) in two
gods. one the creator (whom no one can deny) and another god (whom no one can prove). For all his love of
transcendence, Marcion is not transcendent enough. He has taken Jesus' saving about good trees and bad trees,
which produce good and bad fruit, and wrongly applied a human distinction to God.!* The bad tree is the
creator who creates evil (Isa. 45.7), while the good tree is a strange new divinity of pure and unmixed
benevolence. This heresv embitters the whole of faith and gives double vision to those of feeble sight One god
has been overthrown as evil, another has been fabricated on a scaffolding of goodness.

Why must there be only one God? Because 'God is not, if he be not one’ (Marec. 1.3.1). God is the supreme
greatness (summum magnum), supreme in form, reason, strength and power and therefore unique.'* The first
objection asks why there cannot be

¥ Evans's translation.

1 ceterum eius erit antithesis cuius est et in munde’. What could be more Stoic and Heraclitean than this final sentence?
Vet for Tertullian it goes to the centre of Christian faith in a crucified son of God. On this point E. Jingel cites Goethe,
fiemo contra deum nisi deus ipse’, Dichirung und Walrheir, 4 Tedl, 20 Buch, Weimarer Ausgabe, Bd. 28 (1821, 177, See
Tingel, Gorr als Geheimmnis der Welr, 408,

Y Tertuftian later applies the metaphor in the human realm. Marcion gets bad fiuit from Cerdon and Apelles zets bad fiuit
from Marcion (Mars. 4.17).

12 The other attributes of the true God 'in asternitate constitutum, innatum, infectum, sine initio, sine fine’ (Marc. 1.3.2) are
cominot to early Christian literature. Cf. Irenaeus (fasr. 2111, 2,342, 3.8; dem. 3, §). See Mejering, Terfullian, 13

'3 This argument (supteme greathess implies uniqueness) seems to be original to Tertulian. See A Bill, Zur Erkldrung
und Textloritil des ersten Buches Terfullions 'daversus Marcionem' (Leipzig, 1911), 10
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two highest beings, just as there are manv kings with different kingdoms. If there were two, then there could be
three or more; but none would be God because God is unique. The second objection quotes scripture which
speaks of many gods. But these are just names, not unbegotten and unmade essences (Mare. 1.7 4). The
antithesis between substance and name is common in the debate with Marcion (cf Marc. 2.2).% It was widely

debated whether names were natural to or imposed on things **

Two corollaries follow. There can be no new God because God's true nature is independent of beginning, end
and all time (Marc. 1.8.3). There can be no unknown God.'® for his greatness prevents him from being
unknown and his goodness makes it improper for him to be unknown (Mare. 1.9 4). The creator is known as
the only God from paradise and Adam, not from Egypt and Moses; indeed the whole universe (especially every
human being) bears witness to God (Marc. 1.10.1£).1

(ii}—
Why There Is One World, a Harmony of Opposites

Why did God make one world, with man at its centre? Evervthing which exists must produce something.
Nothing can exist to which nothing belongs.'® Evervthing belongs to the creator, so there is no room left for
another god. Marcion's god should have produced at least a chickpea, in order to be credible. His lack of
works shows him to be impudent becanse he still wants to be believed, and malicious because he has given no
reason for belief.

The world, made for man, is not divine as philosophers have claimed;'® but it is worthy of God. "Will one tinv
flower from a hedge (I do not sav the meadow) one tinv shell from whatever sea (I do not sav the Red Sea)one
tiny wing from a mootfowl (I do not speak of a peacock), pronounce for vou the meanness of the

14 Metjering, Terrullizgn, 23 See also G. C. Stead, Divine substance in Tertullian, FTAS, 14 {1963), 4666 (38). for
other contrasts with subsimmtiz,

1

H 15

* Weijering, Tertullian, 25,
¥ One can argue from certainty to uncertainty, but not vice versa. Meijeting, Tertullisnn, 31. B. D. Sider, Ancisnt rhetoric
and the avt of Terfullian, 30. Sider cites Quintilian fusz. 3.10.8.

17 This is a common claim of Tertullian.

¥ The philosophical origins of this claim have been disputed. See Meijering, Terrullizn, 40,

¥ Tertuftian follows inexactly Seneca, Contra superstitionss. See B M. Grant, Two notes on Tertullian, 7T 13 {1931),

113-13. Meijering, Terfullian, 43
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creator's sldll? (Marc. 1.13.5). Marcion has ridiculed the insects but he cannot imitate the skills of bee, ant,
spider, sillcworm or any other of God's tiny creatures *® The triumphant work of God is man, for whom even
Marcion's highest god descended; inconsistently, the most high god uses the creator's water, oil, honey, millc,
bread and wine in the worship of his people (Marc. 1.14.1-3).%

Worlds and gods should not be allowed to multiplv. Marcion's higher god had a space of his own between his
feet and the creator's head. Unwittingly, Marcion finished up with nine gods, of which the first four were the
highest god, his christ, his space, the matter for his creation. The remaining five were the demiurge, his promised
christ, his space and this world and evil (Marc. 1.15).

Here it is clear that Tertullian falls into the common error of polemic which distorts the views of an opponent by
amalgam, generalization and arbitrary deductions ~* A style of argument which gained him support in his own
milieu, it would be counter-productive todav.** However, it is important to note that he is justified in his general
clamm that once mtermediaries are called in, there is always reason to add to them **

Even if there be an invisible world as well as a visible world, there is no need to invent another god to explain it.
The existence of the invisible world is proved from God's action on the visible world. All things come from God,
who alwavs produces opposites ** He makes things corporeal and incorporeal, animate and manimate, vocal
and silent, mohbile and static, productive and sterile, drv and wet, hot and cold. Man mirrors this diversity with
his parts which are strong and weal:, beautiful and ugly, double and single, like and unlike, and with his emotions
which include jov and anxiety, love

% Stoics had defended universal providence with determined arsument. Cf. M Pohlenz, Dis Sioa, vol [, 100,

Mefjering, Terfullian, 44,

A

Ler Irenaeus, fger. £332 and 3.11.5.

== See P Nautin, Lettres et écrivains chrétiens des Ile et [Ile sigcles (Pans, 1261}, 218, and C. Munier, L es conceptions
hérésiologiques de Tertullien in V. Saxer (ed.). Ecclesia orans, Mélanger Hammearn (Fome, 1080), 23786

= Bee abave, p. 29,

* The bureaucratic fallacy, as we might formulate it, in mediis rebus entia semper sunt multiplicanda, outdated Occam's
razor by a millennium and a half. See Plato's Third Man arsument and discussion below, ch. 9.

*'sicuti tota operatio efus ex diversitatibus constat’ (Mare. 1.16.2).
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and hate, anger and calm. If the universe is made up of opposites, then visible things need invisible things to
balance them, otherwise there would be no universe. The universe needs one creator with a taste for opposites
(Marc. 1.16).

We have seen that this view of the world, first found in Heraclitus, present in Paul and Irenaeus, and repeated
by Tertullian (Marc. 2.12.2), is the special theme of Seneca®™ and other Stoics. In such a world, we should
expect a creator to command and forbid, to smite and to heal *” Arguments, which ignore this opposition,
imprison Marcionites, so that thev claim that one work is enough for one god, especially when that work is the
liberation of mankind, and not the production of locusts (Mare. 1.17.1).

(iiij}—
Why the Same God Creates and Redeems

Creation proves God's existence; redemption proves his natire. The world demonstrates that he is; the gospel
demonstrates what he is ** The folly of Marcion's two gods is seen in the dependence of the higher god on man,
the creature of the lower god, in order to perform his unique work. Further, why did this gzod keep man in
ignorance of himself? A better god simply had no right to remain hidden. A god should first be known through
nature and then through doctrine, first through his works and then through official teaching (Marc. 1.18.2).
Marcion's god provides neither kind of evidence.

Is there another God? Marcionites claitn that their god is revealed in Jesus; but the break in titne between Jesus
and Marcion makes this implausible (Mare. 1.19.3). From Jesus to Paul there was peace between law and
gospel, until Marcion separated them under different gods. Paul cannot be used in support of this duplication; he
attacked the observance of the law which the creator had already rejected and he had nothing to do with a
second god (Mare. 1.20.16). Christians have argued about almost

-

28 guest 7.27. See above, ch. 4, and also Irenaeus, faer. 2.11.1 and 2.25 2. Note De anfma, 1 H Waszink (ed.)
(Amsterdam, 1947), 133F

" Bee also Mare 229, 4.1, 434, 5.11; and pud 2.

2% Here Tertullian takes over Cuintilian's distinection: 'an sit . . . qualis =it See G. C. Stead, Divine substance in Termillian,
3L
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everything but never about God (de deo neme). Everv apostolic church believes in the creator; Christ revealed
no other God.

fivj—
Why God's Goodness Must Be Eternal and Rational

How good is Marcion's God? Marcion's case depends on his god being better than the creator; this calls for
precise argument. How can one evaluate the goodness of a god? It must be natural and ingenerate, so that it
would come to help as soon as need occurs. Perennial and ever-flowing, it would know in advance the time for
action.

Why then was Marcion's divine goodness not active from the beginning? If such a god had existed, he could not
have kept his goodness hidden; if he restrains his attributes, thev are not natural, for nature cannot deny itself; if
it ceases to act, it ceases to exist. The first objection against Marcion's god is that since at one time he did not
act, his goodness cannot be natural, and if not natural, then not eternal: > it lacks both past performance and
future promise. Rather, the malice of Marcion's god is proved by his failure to do good when he had the power.
He becomes an accessory to evil, when he permits the creator to distress the world so that the creator should
be clearly blamed and he be excused. so that his own action would seem more splendid. He is like a doctor
who lets his patient suffer for the sake of a larger fee and greater reputation (Marc. 1.22.9)

The second objection against Marcion's god is that his goodness is not rational All divine attributes and
actrvities should be natural and rational (Marc. 1.23.1, 2.6 2; fug 4.1)°" Goodness has to be rational *! It must
love both neighbour and enemv, and not love enemv to exclusion of neighbour. The kindness which is due takes
precedence over that which is not due, the latter underlining the former. Rational goodness looks to its own first
and then overflows to others. Rationality cannot be attributed to a goodness which overflows without fulfilling its
primary function, by creating

=7 Cf. Plato, Timasus 41aff, and Avistotle, 4t caslo 1282k, See Mejering, Tertullian, 84
*Irenaeus describes God as torus rario (haer. 2.13.3).

i exigo rationem bonitatis’. (Mare. 1.23.1). This is entitely Stoic. Seneca, Ep. 88.12:'si ratio divina est, nullum autem
bonum sine ratione est, bohum omne divinum est’
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humanity. Nothing which is m itself irregular can be rational ** Goodness towards strangers presupposes
goodness to those to whom it is due. Without this primary goodness it is unjust, irrational, like being kind to
another's slave so as to make him hostile to the master under whose roof he remains. Marcion's god breaks into
a wotld which is not his own, stealing man from God and son from father. Marcion and his followers, with
irrational presumption, use one God's water to baptize for another god, raise their hands to one God's skv to
worship another god, indeed use manv gifts of the one god to worship the other 2

God must be eternal, rational and entirely perfect ** Marcion's god is none of these, because he is not unrversal
since there can be no Jewish Christians, and he does not save humans entirelv since he abandons the human
body. Man was made of dust and moulded by God into flesh, not spirit. The flesh, which does so much for God
and is an essential part of every human being_** is excluded from salvation. If we rise without our flesh, then
resurrection life will be inferior to this present life *® Nor are Marcionites fully liberated in this life, since the flesh
is still with them and the creator's flies still crawl over their faces. There are all sorts of imperfections in
Marcion's perfect god (Mare. 1.24.7).

fv)—
Why a Good God Must Be Just

[s simple goodness good enough for God? From the inadequate goodness of the god whose goodness is neither
ingenerate not rational nor petfect, we move to the question of whether goodness

2 'nulla res sine ordine rationalis potest vindican’ (Mare. 123.6).

3 This argument, when analysed in greater detail has two independent strands and follows a typical pattern of Tertullian.
First, Marcion's divine goodness is not rational because it neglected humanity for so long and because it ignores love of
neighbour. Second, even if the first argument be rejected, this goodness is not rational because it is unjust. Use of two
independent arguments is typical of Termllian and also found in Clement of Alexandria who offers more than one
account of the origin of philosophy.

. Beov elven {ddov dldvaTov, A ' f ; 1
 Sroics defined God: (47 , AoyIkOV, TEAEIOV, T) voepdv, Ev elBanpovic

kakoU Travtds dvertiBekTov, TpovonTikby kdouou TE Kal TGV v KoouL

7147, in LongSedley 344

(Diogenes Laertius

** On body as servant of soul zee g, 40; Irenaeus, Ager. 2.33.3; Plato, Phasdo 30a. Cf Meijering, Terrullion, 72,

% Bee €. Moreschini, Temi e motivi della polemica antimarcionista di Tertulliano, SCO, 17 (1968), 137ff. Maeijerinz,

Tertullian, 72
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is a sufficient attribute for God. Is God a being of pure goodness, free from all other attributes, sensations and
affections?*’ For Epicureans, the gods are remote, listless and imperturbable. In contrast, Christ troubled the
Jews by his teaching and brought trouble on himself. Ever inconsistent, Marcion never fulfilled the transcendent
Epicurean ideal ** His god willed and desired™® that men be saved and he aroused the hostility of the creator.
Indeed nothing ever fulfils its course without stirring up hostility and rivalry. Marcion's god had aemiudario and
all the passions which go with it.

Plain goodness, without justice, would be free from rivalry and anger, would never act as a judge, and never
exercise corrective discipline. It would have to give commands without intending to execute them and forbid sins
without the intention of punishing them. This is incompatible with divine being which has to execute retribution
for what it has forbidden (Marc. 1.26 %) This divine imperative is backed by Tertullian's famous question: 'if
vou do not fear God as being good, why do vou not boil over into every kind of lust? (Mare. 1.27 3]
Marcion's reply, "Absit!', is equally memorable.

More objections follow (Mare. 1. 28f) How can this god deliver us from sin and death, when he has never
handed us over to sin and death? How can he regenerate what he never generated? How can he desire the
salvation of men when, bv forbidding marriage, he requires that they be not born” These and other
inconsistencies in Marcion are important because he advocates coherence without paradox; Tertullian is justified
in denving Marcion the reply that there is a paradox in these things, because Marcion requires monolithic
coherence.

Book 1 of adversus Marcianem claims to have demolished Marcion's god by clear definitions which demand
that deitv be both

' Denial of divine passions was a major theme of Christian apologetic in its attack on pagan mythologies: Aristides,
apal 1, M. Pohlenz, Fom Zorme Gorrer (Gottingen, 1909).

** For possible influence of Epicureans on Marcion see J. G. Gager, Marcion and philosophy, IC, 26 (1872), 33-9, and the
criticisin of Mejeting, Terfullian, 73 Divine transcendence over weakness of passions is central to Epicureanism; Fatae
sententiae 1, Diogenes Laertius, Lives, 1, 139, LongSedley 23G; Lucretius, & rerwm natura, 1.44-9; Cicero, o natura
deorwm, 1.17—43. Termllian also links Marcion's apathetic god with Stoicism: prassor. 7 and 30

** Epicurus denied creation because it implied will and desire. See K. A Neuhausen, De voluniarii motions platonica et

aristotelsa (Wiesbaden, 1967), 120f. Cf. Mejjering, Terrwdlian, T8
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unique and perfect, good and rational. Within the argument of this first book, we mayv distinguish detailed
objections (which require, for example, that God exact retribution for sin) from the central Stoic arquments that
God's goodness should be perfect and rational.

B—
Knowledge, Humanity, Justice and Salvation

(i)—
How Humanity Knows God

God was never hidden, as Marcion claimed, but shone like the sun, being proved by his works, his name and
the laws of his being. Yet there were difficulties because of imperfect human vision,** becaunse only the spirit of
God knows God and the foolishness of God is wiser than men. God is greatest when man thinks him small,
supremely good when man denies his goodness, absolutely one when man affirms his plurality (Mare. 2.2.6).
Man rejected God, turned to material nature and disobeved God, but did not blaspheme or accuse his maker;
'for since his own first beginning he had found him kind, and supremely good; and if he was a judge, it was
Adam who made him so' (Marc. 2.2.7).%

Knowledge of God comes first from his works which are prior to man_ who never knows him as other than
good. From God's primary goodness came his refusal to be hidden and his plan for 'something to which he
might become known as God. For what good can be compared to the knowledge and enjovment of

God?' (Marc. 2.3.3). Even before there was anvone to know him, God forekmew and willed that highest good.
In contrast to this goodness without beginning, Marcion's god only became good in reaction to the malice of the
creator.

In order for God to be known, man had first to be created and in order for man to be made, there had to be a
wotld in which he could live. This world, for all its greatness, was to prepare man for something still greater.
Towards this ultimate excellence, God appointed his optimon ministrim, his word, 'first and excellent fruit of

** Imperfect vision sees a second object when there is only one (Meare. 2.2). Plato (Rep. 508c) and the Platonic
tradition made much of intellectual perception.

*1 Translation of Ernest Evans, Tertullian dsversus Marcionsm, 2 vols. (Oxford, 1972), vol. I, 21. This translation is cited

7).
generally in this chapter.
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an equally excellent tree’ (Marc. 2.4.11). In his turn the word produced a world whose goodness God attested
and consummated by looking at it ** Then he continued to bless and malke good things so that his entire being is
commended bv good speech and good action. His word neither spoke nor did anv evil ¥ The world was wholly
good and prophetic of greater good to come (Mare. 2.4.3).

(ii}—
How God's Goodness Is Shown in the Creation and Freedom of Mankind

It is hard to imagine a more optimistic account of human origin than that of Tertullian. Only God's image was
wotthy to have the works of God as his home. He was created by a specially effective goodness with a kind
hand and a gentle word: 'Let us make man!'

It was zoodness who spoke, it was goodness who formed man out of clay into that noble substance of flash, a
substance built out of one material to possess all those many attributes. It was goodness that breathed soul into him
—soul not dead, but living. Goodness gave him dominion over all things, to enjoy, to govern, and even to give them
names. 3till more it was goodness that gave man additional delights, so that although in possession of the whole
wotld he had his dwelling in the healthier parts of it: so early was he transferred to paradise, as he has been
transferred out of the wotld into the church. The same goodness sought out a help for him, so that no zood thing
might be lacking: Ttis not good’, God said, ‘that the man should be alone’. He forelnew that the femininity of Mary,

and subsequently of the church, would be to man's advantage ™

The divine goodness was active supremelv in the making of man Goodness spoke persuasively, formed nobly,
breathed life, gave dominion and delights, so that no good thing was absent from the crown of God's creation.
The law was given to hold man to God and raise him above the level of animals, subjecting hitm as rational and
free to God alone, while all else was subject to hitn. Goodness warned of the penalty for disobedience, hoping
that it would not be necessary. God's goodness is evident from his works and words, and his gracious

admonitions.

T 4N

* *honorans et consignans et dispungens bonitatem operum dignatione conspectus’ (Mare. 2.4.2).
*¥ Later, even God was to be provoked by the need for evil

3 Mare. 2441
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The account of man continues with Tertullian's sustained contrapuntal logic, where the two parts represent man
and God. Evervthing said about man agrees with a fresh claim about the goodness of God Human freedom
removes from God the blame for sin, and displavs the generous outpouring of his likeness (Marc. 2.3£).% God
limits himself to allow this freedom, while retaining his long-term providence *¢ His creation disposes man
towards good, while he himself is good by nature. God's faithful goodness is proved abundantlv: in man's power
of spontaneous goodness, in the law which enabled free obedience, in the lack of limit to freedom, in the choice
which some angels made badly but which enables man to regain paradise, and in man's status as the gfflatis®
of God (Marc. 2.9). Afflatus is the image, spiritus is the divine reality ** The divine breath in man is not sinful in
substance;* free will is the accidental, changeable source of sin. Free will also explains the fall of the dewvil who
in time is to be overthrown by the man he had at first defeated (Marc. 2.10.6).

(iii}—
How Divine Justice Responds to Man's Sin

Is justice good? God's goodness is innate, while his just severity is a response to a cause. Justice is linked with
goodness, not with evil Nothing good is unjust and evervthing just is good (Mare. 2.11 4). Justice and
goodness work together; goodness creates that which justice arranges and discriminates. Divine justice is
natural and not accidental (Mare. 2.12.3). When evil happened justice took over a secondary function which
was that of distributing goodness according to the merits of each human being. In this, justice was alwayvs the
agent of goodness. Goodness had lost its impregnability

* Philo gives a similar account of divine likeness (fmmur. 48) and itis a commonplace of early Christian literature. See
) o7

Megjering, Terrullizn, 102, and P. Courcelle, Rechercher sur les Confersions de 5. dugustin (Pans, 1968), 37
7% Albins combines universal fate with freedom (Epitoms 26.1) and Plotinus argues that providence requires a place for
human imitiative (Ewr 3.2.9) Mejjering, Terrullize, 107.

Tertullian awes the distinction between gfflatus and spirifus to Irenaeus (hger. 5.12.2). The distinction is cleatly made
by Philo {lsg all. 1.42). See Waszink, De animea, 14 and 194f.
*2 Tertullian frequently (pall. 2.1; an. 23.5) adopts the Platonic distinction between fmags and veritas where the latter
always has precedence {prasser. 20.3)
** Similar arzument about immanent divine substance is later used by Manichees and rebutted by Augustine, confl 7.2.3.
See Courcelle, Recherches, THY. Metjering, Tertullian, 114
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and needed the power of fear to threaten evil-doers. God is wholly good and in his omnipotence he is able to
help and to hurt in the cause of good. He is both father and master, merciful and severe, to be loved and to be
feared (Marc. 2.13).

While there is one unchanging goodness, evil (as Isa. 45.7 declares) takes two forms:*® the sins which the devil
helps humans to commit (mala culpae) and the punishments which God inflicts (mala poenae). God is present
in evervthing which happens to humans either to bless or to blame (Mare. 2.14.1). This is Tertullian's most
unconvincing argument. He accepts without qualification the avenging God of the Deuteronomist. Such severity
is consistent with reason and justice (Marc. 2.15.1) and is good even when it comes in divine anger, jealousv or
sternniess. The divine surgeon must cut and cauterise in order to heal; indeed, for our healing, God himself died
(Marc. 2.16.3) 7! Remarkably, this final proposition rescues Tertullian from disaster.

(God alone is perfect and his saving historv points to goodness, long-suffering, mercy, forgiveness and gentleness
(Marc. 2.17.3). His law, which precedes all human laws,** is humane, for the lex talionis acts as a deterrent
against violence (Marc. 2.18.1) and the details of the Law confirm this (Mare. 2.19-21). The spoiling of the
Egvptians was just.”* God acted like a good judge when he chose and then rejected Saul and Solomon,
deciding and allotting according to the merits of each case in his providential rile of history (Marc. 2.23). His
repentance with respect to Saul and the Ninevites showed his goodness and his justice™* for his change of mind
was regulated by changing circumstances (Marc. 2. 24 8). His question to Adam: "Where are vou?' showed the
same concerned goodness (Marc. 2.25 2) 7

¥ This distinction, for which Tertullian is notorious, is found earlier in Irenaeus, hzsr. 4401 Meijering, Tertullian,
125.

1 gee Marc. 1.26, and Meijering, Tertullian, 130
*2 The priority of Moses is an important element in Christian apologetic.

Fcr Philo, Moysis, 1.141: Irenaens, fzer. 4302, Tertullian goes on to claim that the brazen serpent and the cherubim did
not violate the second commandment because neither could be takeen as a likeness of God. Even sacrifices had their place
(Mare. 227

(Mars.222).

“* In contradiction to Marcion who took a negative Stoic definition of repentance. See M. Pohlenz, Diz Stoa, vol. I
(Gottingen, 1933), 199, also W Maas, Unverdnderlichisit Gorrer (Minchen, 1974, 83f and Meidjering, Terrullian, 147.

- See Hamnack, Marcion, 89, and Mefjering, Terrulliasn, 130f
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fiv)—
The Argument from Retrospective Indignity

Tertullian's argument in the first two books mav be brieflv assessed. Setting aside rhetorical excesses, how does
he measure up besides Marcion? His arguments are uneven, and some readers have found in Marcion's favour.
While the interpreter does not give prizes, there are times when it helps to enter the argument. It seems that
Tertullian wins by linking the goodness of creation and the love of the cross. Yet Marcion wins on the interval
between creation and cross because Tertullian's jealous God who smites and heals, kills and makes alive,
humbles and exalts and creates evil and makes peace, does not reflect the love of the cross which is, for
Tertullian, the wotld's sole hope. Of course, Marcion was extreme in his condemnation of the creator and
Tertullian makes many good points for the humaneness of the law. But Tertullian's victory on the creation and
the cross is also fragile. Todav, the Third World population lives in a kind of hell and manv have difficulty in
seeing the second person of the hlessed trinitv nailed to a tree. Tertullian's inevitable reply — 'So much the worse
for the blessed trinity!" — is convincing but controversial

The debate between Marcion and Tertullian cannot be resolved without remainder. None will deny that
Tertullian's validation of the Old Testament has been of influence in Christian thought, and few will deny its
harmful effects in promoting the fear of God and the mutual destruction of humans. Can we identify the crucial
wealmess in his case? His chief argument for antithesis in God is the argument from divine condescension or
indignity (Mare. 2.27). He wishes to answer objections to the creator's pettiness, weakness and indignity with
one simple claim. To save humanity God had to be in touch with men. He could only communicate if he
accepted human thoughts and feelings, abandoning divine majesty for human mediocrity. This condescension
was unworthy of God but necessary to save humanity, which means, argues the antithetical Tertullian, that it is
indeed worthy of God for whom there is nothing more worthy than the sabvation of mankind For if a god,
indeed the higher god, did with great humility so abase the high state of his majesty to be subject to death, even

the death of the cross, why should vou not agree that a few pettinesses (pusillirates)
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were appropriate, being at least more tolerable than the revilings, scaffolds and graves of the Jews?' [(Marc.
2.27.1). For the Christ who was mocked belongs to the same God whose humnan appearance and action are
ridiculed. Indeed it was he who spoke to patriarchs and prophets and underwent the indignities which Marcion
condemns, descending, interrogating, demanding and swearing.

In order to save mankind God tock those human limitations, which culminated in the humiliation of the cross.
The reply to Marcion is the same as that grven in the defence of the flesh of Christ ** God's total disgrace is the
secret sign and pledge of man's sabvation.

Infact the whole of that which in my God is dishonourable in yvour sight, is the sacrament of man's salvation. God
entered into converse with man, so that man might be taught how to act like God. God treated on equal terms with
man so that man might be able to treat on equal terms with God. God was found to be small so that man might become
very great.

While Marcion demands goodness from God, he despises these ultimate acts of divine kindness (Marc.
2.27.7f).

The weakness of Tertullian's argument is that the cross might explain the more ancient condescension of God. It
will not explain the barbarities of the Deuteronomic God of battles; these were as much a part of Marcion's case
as were the foolish indignities.

fv)—
Antitheses in God

Do not the antitheses point to man's sabvation rather than to God's discredit? This question brings us to
Tertullian's conclusion, from which, indeed, we began All the antitheses at which Marcion falters are
paradoxes, capable of rational solition and united in one God. In contrast, it is claimed, Marcion's position has
many contradictions which he does not recognize. Yet another clue to the conclusion comes when Tertullian
puts forward some rival antitheses to Marcion who claimed that Tertullian's God knew no one above him.
Balance that, savs Tertullian, with the fact that Marcion's God knew no one beneath him. The road up is the
same as the road down — Tertullian quotes from Heraclitus who is closer

" cavn. 37 see above, ch. 5.
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to him than are other ancient philosophers. There is nothing wrong with antitheses provided thev are kept within
one God.

Tertullian's antitheses tell us a great deal about his God. Thev were not simply a response to Marcion, for
Tertullian found paradox and antithesis evervwhere. His account of God is vulnerable when it denies all
Marcion's difficulties, profound where it puts antitheses in God. If there be a God, he should stand above all
human conflicts: if there be a God he should be with us in ours. Tertullian has clear convictions about God and
the wortld. First, 'the two attributes of goodness and justice together make up the proper fullness of the divine
being as omnipotent’ (Marc. 2.29.1). Second, the world is immature’” and embraces a conflict of opposites

C—
Prophecy Fulfilled

After the accumulated argument of Books 1 and 2, we anticipate a change of gear in Book 3 which, like Books
4 and 5, is largely concerned with scriptural evidence. However, Tertullian begins with a priceless comment and
argues on the need for the kind of order which requires promise to precede fulfilment, father to precede son and
the sender to precede the one sent.

(1)—
Is Christology Redundant?

Book 3 is concerned with christology and begins with an argument for its own redundancy ¥ Since the first two
books have established the unicity of God who by his disgrace worked the salvation of men, the elaboration of
christology is supetfluous or gratuitous. Why is this comment so important” Because it offers a clue to the
Christian claitn that one God was credible, only if he had in Christ redeemed what he had created, perfected
what he had begun and corrected

*" Die Welt ist noch nicht fertig’. 1. Moltmann, Theslogis der Hoffung (Munich, 1964), 312.

*% The wotk 4gainst Marcion provides a ood training cround in the analvsis of arzument, where readers may change
their verdict from vear to vear. Meijering found Marcion more orizinal: but if ¥ writes a book against X he is ipso faces
detivative. Harhack was convinced by MMarcion that the Old Testament did more hamm than good to Christians.

*® The apologsticum finishes on the same note, showing how Christians are better off being persecuted. It is all part of
Termullian's taste for paradox, which is never a game.
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what had gone wrong. This means that the relation of father to son and their relation to morals and reason was
already settled by belief in one God. Christ belonged to the creator, as the apostolic rule had alwayvs asserted.

Howewver, since truth should use every resource with utmost energy, Tertullian wants to confront Marcion at
everv point (Marc. 3.1.2). If he starts from christology, he will tackle Marcion from a new angle with a different
set of arguments, so that new aspects of theology will emerge. The chief points about Marcion's Christ are that
he comes suddenly, before the highest god is known, and, as no one denies_ he is the one way to the knowledge
of that god.

fii)—
Why the Father Comes First

Tertullian has two main arguments here: first_ there is a general nile that the original should take precedence;
second, that miracles are not enough to prove an unpredicted Christ. The general rule implies that the father
should declare the son before (as with Marcion) the son declares the father and that the sender should precede
the one sent God orders and arranges evervthing so that sudden irruptions into the wotld are excluded (as any
Stoic knows).

A fortiori, so great a work as human sabvation needs preparation. Such salvation is appropriated by faith which
can only be clearly defined when its conditions are announced in advance. Sabvation through faith could not
come suddenlv, because faith needs to be taught in advance in order to be a real option (Marc. 3.2.3f).%

(iii)—
Can We Make Sense of Miracles and Metaphors?

The second argument is that Christ's miracles were not enough to prove that he was the son sent by the father.
For Christ himself spoke of many false christs who would work signs and wonders to confuse God's chosen
people; what if he were merely the first in a queue of wonder-workers and, like the early arrivals at the baths,
simplv got in first” This will not do because the creator had already worked miracles and can claim unrivalled
prioritv. He worked the

“ See preceding chapter for Tertullian's account of faith as recoznition, p. 72,



Page 104

same kind of miracles before Christ as he worked through Christ; so that ancient miracles, like prophecies,
were a preparation (Mare. 3.3).

Now Tertullian digresses (Marc. 3.4) to demolish Marcion's Christ with a mass of intricate argument.*' Then he
turns to scripture where the decisive battle must be fought. The scriptures belong to the creator and they will
prove his Christ (Marc. 3.5.1). Anv such proof requires a critical awareness of the form of scripture. Two
general principles need to be recognized so that thev do not have to be argued in particular cases. First, there is
the prophetic use of the perfect tense. Prophets commonly refer to future events as though thev were past; for
(God sees whatever he has decided as alreadv perfect. So Isaiah speaks of the crucifixion as already past.
Secondly, there is widespread use of svmbolic langnage; this must not be taken literally. In a land flowing with
milk and honev, no one can squeeze cakes and confectionery from the soil. Since this is the way all scripture
works we should not argue about its oblique form, but about the point at issue (Marc. 3.6.1).%

Marcionites denyv that Christ was predicted in scripture and line up with Jews who, for different reasons, declare
the scriptural strangeness of Christ. The Jews treated him simplv as a magician who taught false doctrines rather
than as someone unique. Tertullian's classification of Marcion with the Jews would have been unpleasant for the
Marcionites who despised Jews as the people of the creator.

Against both parties, Tertullian quotes testimony for the two advents of Christ (Mare. 3.7), which, since Justin,
had been central to Christian apologetic. Once again, Tertullian finds fundamental truth in paradox; nothing
could have pleased hitn more than the contrast between the two advents. Truth is never in the middle but alwavs
at both ends. On the one hand, there is the man of sorrows (Isa. 533 3f), the stone of stumbling (Isa. & 14,
lower than the angels (Ps. 8.5), a worm and no man, despised by the people (Ps. 22.7). On the other hand. the
stumbling stone becomes the chief cornerstone, the son of man comes on the clouds of heaven to take up an
everlasting kingdom (Dan. 7.13f)). He who is fairer than the

I Vet another proof that he iz drawing on a substantial tradition.

" 'non retractetur de forma scripturae sed de statu causae’ (Marc. 3.6.1).
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children of men girds on his sword in glorv and majesty (Ps. 45 2f), one lower than the angels is crowned with
glorv and honour (Ps. 8 5f), while those who pierced him will mourn their lack of perception (Zech. 12.10).
Joshua (Jesus) comes first in filthv clothes which he exchanges for priestly robes and diadem (Zech. 3 4f). The
two goats of the great day of atonement point to the 'two natures of Christ' (Lev. 16 5 ).

{iv)j—
Why Truth Demands an Incarnation

Marcion's chief error is his denial of a real body to Christ who for him is a phantom, lacking a body which
would join him with the deceitful creator (Marc. 3.8). Marcion claims that, to avoid this link, Christ performs his
own deception and pretends to do the physical things (meeting, touching, eating, drinking and worldng miracles)
which his flesh appears to do. But how, objects Tertullian, can the unseen, real Christ be credible when his
visible behaviour is deliberately dishonest?

Apart from a general objection to such a trickster, there is the loss of the critical centre of the Christian
message, which Tertullian found in the sufferings of Christ which are the ground of faith in him 'God's entire
work is therefore subverted. Christ's death, wherein lies the whole weight and fruit of the Christian name, is
denied' (Mare. 3.8.5). Paul asserts this death to be entirelv real and to be the foundation on which rest gospel,
salvation and preaching (1 Cor. 15 3-18). o flesh means no death, no return to the earth out of which flesh
was taken by the law of its maker, no resurrection for Christ and therefore no resurrection for us, no faith, no
preaching, no true apostolic witness_ no deliverance from sin (Marec. 3.8.7)

Marcion has an intelligent response to this argument: angelic appatitions have a long and honoured place in the
historv of salvation and God has shown his fondness for phantoms. Tertullian replies, first, that Marcion is
mixing his two gods and, second, that the angels had real flesh, becanse God is the maker of flesh and it was
easier for him to use more of the same stuff, when he came to make angels. Tertullian's God who made the first
flesh from dust and the universe from nothing could, at a word, produce bodies of all kinds, shapes and sizes
(Marc. 3.9).
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True (not apparent) flesh is the proper creation of a true God. Marcion's god despised the flesh; why did he
respect its imitation? Only a wretched god would reveal his Christ in an alien and unworthy form. We can use
unworthy things if thev are our own but we cannot properly use things, however worthy, which are not our own.
Why did not God use a worthier substance” God had used bush, fire and cloud, so he did not need either false
or real flesh. But he chooses what he wills and bv his choice, he makes flesh of himself (Mare. 3.10). If he
could honour a fiction of flesh, then he heaped even greater honour on real flesh (Mare. 3.10.9). However, God
deals in truth, not pretence, and Christ came in reality not falsehood. However disgusting Marcion may find the
process of human generation, the birth and flesh of Christ were real (Mare. 3.11).

f)—
How Prophecies Are Fulfilled in Truth

The rest of this third book is takeen up with the further fulfilment of prophecy, which Marcion cannot accept.
Most of the detail is familiar from Justin, but it is handled in a wayv which is distinctive of Tertullian_ It is more
argumentative, analysing the notions of 'sign’ (Marc. 3.13) and 'dispensation’ (Marc. 3.20). It is more
triumphalist, drawing on military metaphors in the Psalms which point to Christus Victor and his two-edged
sword (Ps. 45; Rev. 1.16). Above all, it is more dramatic, because the dispensation is tore important, both for
the fulfitment of its predictions in Christ and for the things which have come after him_ "See how all the nations
siice then are looking up out of the abvss of human error towards God the Creator, and towards his Christ, and
deny, if vou dare, that this was prophesied’ (Marc. 3.20.2).

The sure mercies of David go bevond the Jewish nation to 'Christ who has by now taken the whole world
captive by the faith of his gospel' (Marc. 3.20.3). In him will be found the "holv and faithful things' of David. He,
not David, is testimony, prince and commander to the nations; for those who have not known him now involee
his name and flv to him. Such events are present, not future. "Y ou cannot claim that an event lies in the future,
when vou see it now happening' (Marc. 3.20.10).
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Tertullian must also answer the refinement of Marcion that there were to be two Christs, one to unite the Jews
and the other to bring all men together. His answer is that the universal Christ was already here before Cerdo
and Marcion made the distinction, and that Isaiah (2.2f) foretold the coming of the nations to the mountain of
the Lord. 'This way must be the gospel of the new law, and of the new word in Christ, no longer in Moses

(Marc. 3.21.3). The apostles, who preached the gospel of peace and whose sound went out into all the earth,
preached the God whose scriptures theyv were fulfilling

Finally, Tertullian speaks with precision of the millennium promised to Christians in the new Jerusalem * 'For it
is both just and worthv of God that his servants should exult in the place where thev were afflicted for his

name' (Marc. 3.24 %), Ternillian does this because Marcion's Christ promises a heavenly kingdom when he has
no heaven, just as he appeared as a man without human flesh. The kingdom of heaven must have physical
reality, because that is the only kind of reality. There is less in Marcion's Christ and kingdom than meets the eve.
"What a mirage it all is! What a hollow pretence of so great a promise!' (Mare. 3.24.13)

D—
The Christ of the Creator

In Book 4 Tertullian moves bevond the arguments from prophecy which Justin had handed on. This is necessary
because Justin was arguing with a Jew_ while Tertullian is arguing with a Christian, indeed a 'super-Christian’.
The ground of debate must now be Marcion's only Gospel which is an edited form of Luke, to which is added
the Antitheses which function as a hermeneutical kev and divide God into two gods and scripture into two
instruments or testaments.

1)—
On Recognizing the True Antitheses

Tertullian offers, in response to Marcion, his own antitheses. There was a dispensation of the creator and there
is now a dispensation of

%3 Recently observed, he savs, in the skv over Judaea.
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Christ. The two orders differ in language, moral precepts and law. But these differences are part of the plan of
one God who planned and predicted a radical change: the law would go out of Zion to judge all nations.
Swords would become ploughshares, cruelty would be replaced by goodness, darkness by light, imperfect by
petfect, tedious complexity by decisive simplicity, old by new, thorns by pastures, temporary by eternal, temple
sactifices by simple praver. All change produces something different and contradicts what was before.

creates evil and good (Isa. 45.7). His world, even in one place like Pontus, is full of opposites (Marc. 4.1.10).5
In creation it is plain that God's works and wavs are persistently contradictory; his revelation follows the same
pattern. The evidence is overwhelming that 'he whose works and wavs are consistently antithetical, preserves
the same pattern in his mvsteries of revelation' (Mare. 4.1.11). These inseparable opposites provide Tertullian's
philosophical response to Marcion's antitheses.

(ii)—
On Identifving the Gospel

He moves on to Marcion's Gospel which avoids opposites and aims at an inaccessible principle of uniformity.
What matters for a Gospel is its apostolic origin and its agreement with an apostolic rule. Conflict over narrative
sequences is of no consequence; what matters is agreement on the essence® of the apostolic faith (Marc.
4.2.2). Marcion's Gospel might be rejected out of hand because it lacks an author and a title. However,
Tertullian would never stop at such a simple solution; he must seek out and destrov his enemy at every point:
'but I prefer to take issue on every point’ (Mare. 4.2 47

Luke lies behind Marcion's Gospel and Tertullian's attack is directed, first against this exclusive choice for an
elisive uncontaminated Gospel,*® second against its lack of antiquity and third against the implausibility of its
long-postponed heretical emenda-

¥ Wec mundum saltim recogitare potuisti, nisi fallor, etiam apud Ponticos ex diversitatibus structum asmulanim
invicem substantianum.

%3 caput. Cf. Cicero, Phil. 2, 31, 77; Ac. 2, 32, 101; Bruz. 44, 164.

" Mlarcion based his arsument on Paul's accusations in Gal. 2.13f
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tion. 'Heresv, which is alwavs in this wayv emending and therebv corrupting the Gospels, is the result of human
temerity not of divine authority’ (Mare. 4.4 5). Apostolic Gospels are linked to the four apostles — John,
Matthew, Peter and Paul — and to the apostolic churches which sprang from them (Marc. 4.5).

(iii)—
Against Separation:
Division and Derail

Marcion's alterations are manyv, but they flow from the one principle of division — the separation of Christ from
the creator. the total opposition ('magnam et omnem differentiam’ (Mearc. 4.6.3)) between justice and goodness,
law and gospel. Judaism and Christianity. Against this Tertullian claims that Christ belongs to the creator
because he has 'administered the creator's commands, fulfilled his prophecies, supported his laws_ given reality
to his promises, revived his miracles, given new expression to his judgements, and reproduced the lineaments of
his character and attributes' (Marc. 4.6.4).

Tertullian's detail moves from the demons of Capernaum and Nazareth, to fishing for men,*” to the conclusive
title of Son of Man, to fulfilment of prophecies and to the Sermon on the Mount *® Principles emerge from time
to time. Separation alwavs implies continuity; no one puts new wine into old bottles unless the old bottles are his
ow, nor does anvone sew patches on a garment which he does not own (Mare. 4.11.10).

Love of strangers simply extends the older commandment to love neighbours and offers a summary which is
distinctive, decisive, compendious and congenial to human freedom (Marc. 4.16). All Christ's acts and
commands point to the creator. Who could have told his disciples to go unburdened by food or extra clothes
except the one who feeds the ravens and clothes the flowers of the field (Marc. 4.21.1)7 Even his miracles
reflect the wonder of the Old Testament and his novelties are old (Marc. 4 21 .5

When Peter saw the miracles and confessed the creator's Christ, he drew the wrong conclusion and rejected a
suffering messiah. For this error he was told to be silent. Tertullian has alwayvs a passion

¥ Which Jeremiah foretald.

% YWhich agrees with the creator's law (Mare. £.6.4).
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for paradox. Saving life and losing it is foretold by Daniel and Isaiah: 'Surelv it is in no simple death or one that
follows the law of common nature, but in that noble death which fights for the faith, that he who loses his life for
God, saves t7" (Marc. 4.21.8).

{iv)j—
On Not Being Ashamed of the World

Christ will be ashamed of evervone who is now ashamed of him. This could never apply to Marcion's
discarnate_ instant Christ who never did anvthing which might bring a blush to the cheeks of his followers — he
was never contracted into a woman's womb, never made a mess on his mother's lap or nibbled at her nipples,
never wasted time on infancy, bovhood or adolescence. He was suddenlv brought from heaven, all at once full
grown, complete, and instant Christ, spirit and God. Lacking phyvsical realitv, he avoided the curse of the cross.
Tertullian plainly loves the divine humiliation because it was done out of solidaritv with mankind ('suus homo, sua
imago, sua similitndo”). Rightlv did he bring himself low for the humanity, image and likeness which belonged to
hitm and not to another' (Mare. 4.21.127

Antithesis is everywhere within the good and just God, and only carefil analvsis will bring understanding. Christ
loves infants and declares their greatness, savs Marcion, while the creator sends bears to destrov insulting
children; this is a rather reckless antithesis which humps together innocent infants and blasphemous bovs who
have passed the age of discretion (Marc. 423 5). Marcion's lack of subtlety is evident in his use of the lawver's
question concerning eternal life. Marcion omits 'eternal’ so that the commandment, which Jesus quotes, points to
an extension of earthly life. Wow the lawver knew perfectly well that such an extension was tied to the law
which he was already teaching; but Christ had started raising the dead and this inspired him with hope of life
eternal. Because Christ was not alien he gave no strange, new commandment for the sabvation which includes
present and future, but simply put forward the sum (capur) of the existing law, namely the entire love of God
(Marc. 4.25.15).

Yet again Marcion misses the point when he deals with the institution of the Eucharist. "This is mv body' speaks
figuratively of
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Christ's body and there could be no image of a body which did not truly exist (Marc. 4 40.3).%° Marcion might
have it that he made a (ginger) bread body for himself to compensate for his lack of a real bodyv; but why a
body and not a simple pumpkin like that which Marcion has in place of a heart” Because Christ had already
(Jer. 11.19) linked bread, body and cross just as he linked blood and wine with the winepress of Edom (Tsa.
63.1). Blood can only come from a real body. 'So the proof of the body is established by the evidence of the
flesh, and the proof of the flesh by the evidence of the blood' (Marc. 4 40 5

Tertullian's treatment of the gospel is never tedious, despite the mass of detail. The vigour of arqument carries
him through to the conclusion: 'T have demonstrated Jesus as the Christ of the prophets in his doctrine,
judgements, affections, feelings, miracles, sufferings as well as resurrection to be none other than the Christ of
the Creator' (Mare. 4 43 9), because he does not lose contact with his subject: T pitv vou, Marcion. Your
labour has been in vain. For the Christ Jesus in vour Gospel belongs to me' (Marc. 4.43.9).

E—
Pauline Paradox

When Tertullian moves to Marcion's account of Paul, it is evident that he avoids the strength of Marcion's case.
A good example is his initial objection against Paul's beginning ™ Paul is said, by Marcion, to be chosen by
Christ after Christ's ascent to heaven; this is precarious, savs Tertullian, because Christ might have known that
he would need Paul. Tertullian finds authoritv for Paul in the blessing of Jacob, where Benjamin to whose tribe
Paul belonged changes from a ravenous wolf in the morning to a giver of nourishment in the evening. Paul's claim
to Christ has no other validation. Here Tertullian ignores the superior claim of Paul to direct appointment by

God's will: Clement of Alexandria had spoken of Paul as 'God's apostle’ I:ﬁE];DQ GWDUTOhng and once

as 'the apostle appointed by God' ( {IWDUTDAGQ BEUWEUngj. Marcion

* Figura autem non firisset nisi veritatis esset corpus: cetenun vacua res, quod est phantasma, fisuram capere non
posset.

” Evervone but God must have a beginning.



found similar superiority in Paul's lack of earthlv appointment (Mare. 5.1).

The argument over Galatians is intricate but more successful. The ancient law is abolished in accordance with
the creator's plan and prophecies (Marc. 5.2.1). The faith of Abraham malces him the father of all who believe
and the plain meaning of the text points away from two gods (Mare. 5.3.12).

In the central account of the follv of the cross, Tertullian argues intricatelv and inevitably on his theme of divine
paradox. Paul's opening greeting to Corinthians shows us that God is not the destrover of Judaism since he uses
the Jewish greeting 'peace’ and offers grace. Now grace implies an offce which is forgiven and no offence had
been committed against Marcion's god. Against the creator, however, the Jews had transgressed his law and
the whole race had denied natural virtue (per narurae dissimulationem) (Marc. 5.5 4); therefore grace is an
appropriate greeting.

The follv of the cross must be the creator's work (Isa. 29.14 and 1 Cor. 1.19), bringing sabvation to some, and
perdition to others. Marcion implicitly argues that the hostile creator destroved the wisdom of men so that thev
would share his hostilitv to the cross, vet nevertheless predicted the cross of which he was ignorant. Tertullian
sees both Jews and Greeks justly punished by the jealous God who made them foolish. The cross and death of
Christ are God's follv. The birth and flesh of Christ are his weakness. What is mean and ignoble on the human
scale gains nobility and grandeur in the divine order. One might, as Marcion does, ridicule the creator's old
testament with its sacrifices and cleansings. This distortion of Paul is turned by Tertullian against Marcion. Ifit is
foolish then it is God's way of confounding worldly wisdom, of confusing things with their opposites ! so that
flesh should glory only in the lord. The lord here (Jer. 9 23f; 1 Cor. 1.29-31) has to be the creator, unless the
creator with his passion for paradox commanded us to honowr Marcion's god (Mare. 5.5 5-10)!

Tertullian works through all ten letters of Paul, showing how Marcion has misused them. For example_ 'the
likeness' of sinful flesh (Rom. 8 3) refers to the likeness of sin not to the flesh which

!'contraria contrariis redarguere’ (Mare. 5.5.10).
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was real (Marc. 5.14.1). He ends with the claim that he has produced proofs from the apostle, which concern
earlier issues, that there has been no unnecessary repetition, and that whoever examines the whole wortk
Against Marcion will find neither superfluitv nor lack of conviction. However, the modern reader needs
patience and intellectual stamina. If he should persist, he will find a consistent claim that antithesis is essential to
the wavs of God and to the wotld which he has made. As we noted at the beginning of this chapter, Marcion's
antitheses would have been acceptable to Tertullian, if only thev had been kept within one God and one world.

The second half (Books 3—5) of the work A gainst Marcion is the first example of sustained critical, exegetical
argument in Christian theology. It is noteworthy (Books 1 and 2) that Tertullian does his theology first and then
undertakes the exegetical argument which can be such a headache (praescr. 16.2). Why should it be a pain
when he generallv does it well? One problem is that the rule of faith and seripture determine one another. The
rule derives from scripture and the rule determines that nothing contrary to the rule be recognized as scripture.
The reciprocal validation of rule and scripture argues in a circle. Tertullian tries to break the circle by arguing
from the scriptures which Marcion acknowledges. He does this well; but he knows that, with these scriptures,
Marcion could also argue convincingly.

In the end he was no closer to solving the problem of evil than others had been. His exposition of the need for
fear of God is rescued by the death of God (Marc. 2.16.3). His work against Marcion remains a remarkable
achievement in earlv Christian literature, matched onlv by Origen's attack on Celsus. Those who trace its
arguments will understand it better than those who list its conclusions.

g



Chapter 6—
Trinity and Christology

The influence of Tertullian's account of the trinity has been variously assessed. It has been claimed that through
Novatian, whose work (according to Jerome) was an epitome of Tertullian, and through Hosmus, Tertullian
trinmphed at Wicaesa and the homoousion went on. Indeed, in Tertullian "we first find the accurate definition and
technical terms that passed over into Catholic theology, winning prompt acceptance in the West and securing —
when the time came — the grudging but certain approval of the East'.! This is an impressive claim; but ideas
rarelv enjov such unambiguous trivmph 2

Tertullian's achievement mayv even be embarrassing in a climate of anti-trinitarian debate. Through him and other
theologians, it is wrongly claimed that Christians lost their belief in God as 'one without further qualification’, for
the understanding of trinitv requires such 'well informed and highly sophisticated powers of thought' that many
Christians are effectively tritheist rather than monotheist. Today, 'the contrast between the apparent simple
clarity of Jewish and Muslim monotheism and the apparent complexity of Christian monotheism remains a
stumbling-block to Christianity's detriment’ * Tertullian was aware of the difficulty here raised (Prax. 3.1); but
he insisted that trinity was the wayv to one God.

! 1. Bethune-Baker, 4n introduction to the eqrly history of Christian doctrine, Sth edn (London, 1951), 138

2 As William Telfer, who made the final revision of Bethune-Baker's wotk, onice said, History is not 1088 and all that.
Fatherit iz all that and 1065,

¥ 1.D. ¢. Dunn, What did Christianity lose when it parted from Judaism?, Explorations, 8.2 (1984). 2.



A—
Trinity a New Faith in One God

Trinity is never a mere multiplication of heavenly beings; there must be one God. Trinity is the faith of the gospel

God so willed to renew his covenant with humanity, in order that he might be believed as one in a new way, through
the son and spirit (ut nove unus crederetur per filium et spitttum’), so that now God might be known directly, in his
proper names and persons, who in times past was not plainly understood, although declared through the son and the

spitit. (Preoe. 317

Father, son and spirit, one unique deity, are the object of the same faith and adoration. This Godhead is that of
the father, revealed in and bv the others, as thev are united with their first-principle (Prax. 18,5, 195, 22.11)°

Like all earlvy Christian theology, Tertullian's first question sprang from theodicy: Is there one God, good and
true, who is creator and ruler of this world of evil and chaos? The constant answer was that such a God was
credible, ff he had. n Jesus Christ, redeemed the world which he had made. To this answer there were two
main objectors, the Jews and Marcion. Tertullian's trinitarian ideas mayv best be understood as third in a logic of
apologetic, where his answer to the Jews made it necessary to argue with Marcion, while the answer to
Marcion made it necessary to argue with Praxeas,® who had identified father and son.” It is difficult to win one
argqument without starting another.

{i)}—
Jewish Controversy

Tertullian claims that Jewish monotheism is spurious and that Jews are and have been idolaters (Jud. 1) The
law, later disclosed to

7 'sic deus voluit novare sacramennum ut nove wis crederetur per filium et spirinum, ut coram iam deus in suis
propriis nominibus et persotis cognosceretur qui et retro per filinm et spiritum prasdicatus non intellegebatur’

o7

1. Mloingt, Le probléme du dieu unique chez Terullien, AeviA, 44 (19700, 337-62 (361).

¥ Praneas' monarchianism was not merely a reaction to Marcion. Against all alternatives, he and others rizhtly wished to
hold on to monotheism.

" As did those whom Justin attacks (f apsl. §3.15). Justin is the first witness to an ‘identification theology'. For him the

; - u ;
logos is apiBudy ETepov T} See L. Abramowski, Der Lozos in der alichristlichen Theologie, in C. Colpe or 2/, {eds ),
Spdtantile und Christentum (Beting 1992) 189202 {198).
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Moses, was first given in its principles to Adam (Jid 2), who did not love God or neighbour and disobeved
what he knew to be God's command. As an unwritten, natural law, it was habitually kept by patriarchs like
Noah and Abraham who was the friend of God. This, not the temporary law of Moses, was the law which
passed to the Gentiles. For God has alwavs the power to reform his laws, at different times, for the one end of
universal salvation. Before Moses, Adam, Cain, Woah, Enoch, Melchizedek and Lot all scored favourably.

Abraham (Jud. 3) had already pleased God before he was circumcised and the circumcision of his son was
quite irregular. It was not done on the third dav, but was an emergency operation, which gave advance notice
that the Jews were going to be excluded from the holy citv as a just punishment for their sins (Isa. 1.7f) and that
a spiritual circumcision (Jer. 4 .3f) would inaugurate a new covenant (Jer. 31 31f) and new law (Isa. 2.2f).
Christians now constitute the people of God with a new law and a new circumcision. The temporal sabbath
{Jud. 4) points to the eternal sabbath and the visible sacrifices point to the spiritual and universal worship now
offered to God.

So much for the deficiency of the Jewish claim_ The one question is whether Christ has come and the new
covenant and law have been inaugurated. This Tertullian proves from the universal spread of Christian faith and
worship. The words of Christ have gone out to the ends of the earth (Ps. 19 4), prophecies have been fulfilled
(Jud T—13) and the first of his two advents has been observed All the nations are now moving from the
darkness of error, as God promised to his son (Ps. 2.7f.). Onlv he, the son of God, has reached the limits of the
earth, given the light of his gospel through the whole world, and thus inangurated his enduring kingdom. The
economy of salvation proves the true God and his son. Jews must deny either the ancient prophecies or the

evidence of their fulfilment.

Tertullian shows a remarkable change in Christian attitide to Jews. The WNew Testament fights against fear of
Jews. "They will expel vou from svnagogues. He who kills vou will think that he does God a service’ (John
16.2). 'Fear not those who kil the body and are not able to hurt the soul. Fear him who is able to cast soul and
body
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into hell' (Matt. 10.28). In Justin there is still timiditv, when he pleads with Jews not to ridicule the crucified
Christ because by his wounds and stripes many have been healed Tertullian is not afraid of Jews. The
triumphant spread of Christian faith proves that a new covenant and a new law have been given and that in
Christ and his people all promises have been fulfillad.

(ii)—
Muarcion

The strength of the argument against the Jews made it necessary to answer Marcion who drove the dichotomy
between Jew and Christian to extremes. Marcion could not affirm one God as both the father of Jesus Christ
and the creator of this world; his dualism declared two Gods, one of law and another of gospel, one of Jewish
scripture and the other of Jesus and Paul At the deepest level, Marcion's denial opposed the central affirmation
of Christian faith, which was that one God was only credible if he had, in Christ, redeemed the world which he
had made. Marcion rejected that economy of salvation which was the theme of earlv Christian theologv. For
Tertullian and Irenaens, God's total disgrace was the pledge of man's sabvation, for it joined the end to the
beginning, man to God.

To understand Tertullian's detailed argument.® we went to the conclusion of Book 2 where Tertullian claims that
he has shown that the creator is both good and just in a wayv which is worthv of God. Goodness and justice
{bowniras, justitia) must be united in God.

Marcion's move had been one of division. He had separated the divine soodness and justice, and had
distinguished Christ from the creator. For Tertullian, these opposites are necessary in one God. If vou remove
Marcion's title (Antitheses) vou are left with a proof of the one God who is supremely good and a judge
(Marc. 2.29).

In Marcion's Anritheses, Tertullian recognizes his own God. These antitheses are reflected in God's world
which consists of opposite elements which (as in Heraclitus and the Stoics) the highest reason regulates ( summa
tamen ratione modulatus”); but the antithesis belongs in God and not just in his world ('ceterum

* See above, ch. 3.
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efus erit antithesis cums est et in mundo’ (Marc. 2.29.4)).7 'God is not. if he be not one' (Marc. 1.3).

(iii)—

Praxeasi?

Just as the refutation of the Jewish argument led on to the Marcionite dichotomyv, so the unitv of God made it
necessarv to answer Praxeas. If God ceases to be God when he loses his unitv, then the nature of that unity will
dominate Christian theology. Behind the monarchian teaching of Praxeas, Tertullian sees the devil, who is clever
enough to attack truth by pretending to defend it and who delivers an 'overkill' on dualism.'! so defending the
‘'one lord, the almighty, the creator of the world', that he makes a heresy of the unity ('ut et de unico haeresitn
faciat' (Marc. 2.29. 47). The father became incarnate and was crucified. Further, if there is no distinction
between father and son, then the spirit cannot constitute a third person in the godhead.

Tertullian is incensed'* by the practical outcome of this teaching. When the pope of Rome had offered peace to
the followers of Montanus, who gave due place to the spirit within the economy of salvation, Praxeas so
maligned the followers of the New Prophecy that the offer was withdrawn. Praxeas achieved two things for the
devil at Eome: he expelled the paraclete and he crucified the father (Prax. 1) When he had sown the seeds of
his heresv, he renounced it, but the seeds are still there and need to be removed. Yet Tertullian's opposition is
more deeply motivated than this. All recapitulation in Christ seems monarchian in tendency — the necessary
dishonour of God is man's unique hope. He sees Praxeas’ strength as he saw that of Marcion

* It should be noted that antithesis in God is inherent in a single subject, while in the woild it may be intherent in one
subject or successive within a single process. See above, ch 4, on the strife of opposites in Presocratic philosoplyy.

¥ The name Prazeas’ or busy-body’ could be a nickname for some notable person. See Treaiise against Praxeas, tr E.
Evans (London, 1948), 184f Bethune-Baker, Christion doctring, 431F A satisfying solution in favour of identification
has been given by Allen Brent, Hippolyvius and the Roman church Bn the thivd century (Leiden, 1993), 325-9. See also a
fine discussion of the complex issue of the relation of Tertullian to the Elsncfus and Conra Nostwm of Hippolytus, (54,

52033
U Cf Tertullian's aggression on behalf of mongrchia: Mave, 5.1.2.

12 Tertullian's anzer does not affect the cogency of his argument, as we might expect. His literary output is never without
emotional stimulus.
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Yet the alleged crucifixion of the father points to Praxeas' fatal fault and heresv. For it is the cross which
declares the divine economy and makes the doctrines of trinity and incarnation essential. All things are summed
up in Christ onlv through the divine economy. God reconciles mankind because on the cross father and son are
distinct and the forsaken son is within God " This was for Tertullian and remains for all believers their wica
spes. 'The economic trinity is the immanent trinitv and vice versa'

B—
Trinitv:

The Mystery of the Economy!*

(i) —

The Necessity of the Economy

Monarchv and economy must go together. There is indeed only one God, but the rule of faith declares the
economy of salvation through father, son and spirit. Praxeas argues that monarchy requires the identity of father,
son and spirit. Tertullian claims that the economy distributes unity into trinitv so that the three are one in quality,
substance and power (statis, substantia, porestas), but distinct in sequence, aspect and manifestation
(gradus, forma, species) (Prax. 2.4). This Tertullian calls the mystery of the economy. Trinity has to do with
the internal disposition of the Godhead. Economy in Paul, Irenasus and Tertullian has to do with the plan of
salvation; a consideration of this plan causes Irenaeus'® and Tertullian to see economy in God.

The trinitarian problem is clarified!” by Tertullian through a

Y Indem Gott von sich selber unterscheidet und so in Einheit mit dem gelreuzizten Jesus, als Gott der Sohn die
Vetlaszenheit von Gott dem Vater erleidet, ist Gott der Verséhner . . . Das vinculum caritatis bringt im Jesu Tod Gottes
ewiges Sein als Lieke mur Geltung " ingel Gehefmmniz, 304

' This claim of K. Rahner (Drer dreifaltize Gott als transzendenter Urznund der Hedlsgeschichte, in I Feiner and M. Léhrer
(eds.), Mystsriwn Salutls, Grundriss heilsgeschichilichsr Dogmarik, vol. 1 (Einsiedeln, 1967), 328, Cited by Jingel,
Geheimniz, 307) opens up a new understanding of the trinity which is based on the cross.

¥ aikonomize sacramentum’.

Y9 dem. 47, Thete is only one God, althoush according to the economy of our redemption there is a son and a father.

I Tertullian quite propetly does not so much solve the problem as elucidate it. What was lost in later discussion was

Termillian's sense of opposition between the one and the three. For one substance does not explain trinity without
remainder. The three are neither attributes nor substantives, neither adjectives nor nouns.
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comparison of the relation between father and son, which is similar to that between thought and speech.
Tertullian uses different terms to describe the relation. The father utters (adere) the son who derives (decurrere,
derivatio) from the father '®

To understand the necessitv of the economy, we may turn back to the argument of the apologericion 21 10—
13 Here Terullian compares his claims with those of the Stoics. Zeno speaks of the logos as 'word', 'reason’,
'oracle’, 'god’, 'mind of Jove', universal destiny' (sermo, ratio, fatum, deus, animus Iovis, necessitas
aniium). Cleanthes brings all these together in the spiritus which permeates the universe. Christians make a
similar claim that God made all things by his word, reason, power (semao, ratio, virtus),'® to whom is ascribed
the substance of spirit. To this very substance of God belong the word which proclaims, the reason which
disposes and the power which perfects God's work *® Christians sav that the word is extended from God, bomn
bv projection, so that 'God's son is also called "God" from unity of substance’.

WVisual metaphors are now added to the intellectual account. When a rav is directed from the sun, 'it is a part
from the whole_ but the sun will be in the rav', becanse the ray belongs to the sun. There is an extension rather
than a separation of substance, as light is kindled from light, while the material source remains whole and
undiminished. In the same wayv, what comes from God is perfect: "at once God and son of God, and the two are
one' *! So spirit comes from spirit and God from God. in a sequence without change of being, never receding
but rather proceeding from the source.

Continuing the metaphor, Tertullian savs that this rav of God, as foretold of old, descended on a certain virgin
'and. made flesh in

% When he uses the unfortunate word ‘portic’ he corrects it, using the equally dangerous word 'alius’; 'non tamen
diversitate alium Filium a Patre, sed distributione, nec divisione alium, sed distinetione’ (Prae. 3.

¥ gee Abramowski, Der Logos. The prologue of John identifies Jogos of creation with sephia of Prov. 5. Es ist wieder
Tertullian (Prax. 7.3) der ausdriicklich entwickelt, dass die vis (Eraft), das heisst der Gehalt an Bedeutung, von sermo und
sapientia derselbe sei (192}, Termillian rejects a possible argument of monarchian opponents from the grammarian's
definition of sermo: vox et sonus ons aer offensus intellizibilis auditn’. But from God there could never come anything
(Vacuwm inawe, mcorporsals). but only something which possessed subsrantia (199).

“'cud et sermo insit pronuntiant, ratio adsit disponenti, virtus praesit perficient’.

1 Deus est, et Dei filius et unus ambo.” Cf. Clem. Alex., paid 3.12.101.1.
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her womb is born man mixed with God. The flesh formed by the spirit, is nourished, grows to maturity, speaks,
teaches, wotks and is the Christ' 22

Many interpreters have gone wrong because they have forgotten that the intellectual metaphors come first and
are not supplanted by the visual metaphors. Spirit is material but it is a very intellectual sort of matter. Visual
metaphors are useful for those who think in pictures, but thev must never hold first place =

This is evident when we turn to christology in adversus Pravean & The word is an emanation (

Tpo BD hn ), but not like Valentinian emanations,** which are separate from and ignorant of the father. The
word emanates from the father but, like a tree from its root, a stream from its source, is never separate. The
proofs here are intellectual or epistemological. Only the son knows the father (Matt. 11.27), reveals the father's
inner nature (John 1.18), hears and sees evervthing apud Parrem (John £.38). He speaks what the father
commands (John 14.31), does not his own will but that of the father (John 6.38), for who knows what is in God
except the spirit in him (1 Cor. 2.11).% The word (sermo) is always in the father and with the father (John

14.11 and John 1.1). 'T and the father are one' (John 10.30).

So the son is (Prax. 8.5) a projection of reality,”® who preserves and guards the unity of the divine reality. The
son is put forth from the father and never separated from him. The trinity (Prax. 8.7) detives from the father by
intermingled and connected degrees in no wayv threatening the monarchy but protecting the qualitv of the
economy’. The trinitv is a dispensation and internal disposition of the divine substance. It does not destrov unity
but administers it (Prax. 3). In this way the mystery of the economy (sikonomiae sacramentim) is to be
understood, bringing together the unitv of starus, substantia and potestas with the threefold gradus, forma
and species (Prax. 2).

=="etin utero eius caro fisuratms, nascitur homo Deo mixtus. Caro spititu stmicta, nutiitur, adolescit, affamr, docet,
operatur et Christus est.

*3 As1think thev do in Cvprian's ecclesiology, to the confusion of church order. See mv, Cvprian's Imagerv, Antichthon,
T{1973), 63-79.

** The Gnostic view that the logos is simply God's spoken word, uttered speech, is rejected.
% 'Sermo autem spiritu structus est et, ut ita dixerim, sermonis corpus est Spiritus.

@ WPD[SO?"“ veritatis'.
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For some, savs Tertullian, monarchy excludes trinitv, vet a moment's thought will show that, at a human level,
sole rule is often exercised through agents. The solid meaning of the word must be preferred to its sound *” and
the pluralism of Valentinus as well as the dualism of Marcion are to be rejected. There is no monarchy without
trinity and no trinity without monarchy; thev are mutually dependent ** There exists no way to one God except
through trinity and no way to trinity except through one God. Those who deny the son, deny the monarchy to
the father, for it is the son who restores the monarchy to the father, when he delivers up the kingdom to him (1
Cor. 15 24-8). God cannot be God without the son and the spirit. The son is even now putting the enemies
under the father's feet, making them his footstool and subduing all things so that God may be all in all. The son is
the source rather than a hindrance to the monarchy, which is in his hands.* who will restore it to the father.

Who then is the son and was he alwavs part of the divine economy? Here we have the 'intelligent exploitation'*"
of the Stoic distinction between inner and uttered logos, applying the first to the father and the second to the
son. God alwavs had logos as reason but did not alwavs speak ('Quia non sermonalis a principio sit rationalis
etiam ante principium’ (Prax. 5)). However as in man, who is the image and word of God, reason and
discourse alwavs go together, so in God inner and uttered speech are essential to one another. This is the crux
of the argument. Onlv in the creative act is the word perfectly manifest as uttered, and not merely inner, thought.

Divine speech was born, when God said: 'Let there be light!' The best word for this (ﬁpDBDhnj has been
used by heretics (Prax. 8 1); but that is no argument against using it in another sense. Here again the visual
metaphors are added. God emitted the word, as a root emits a tree, a fountain a river and the sun a rav. When
the spitit is added to the series, we have root-tree-firuit, fountain-river-

L. Abramowslki, DerLogos, 199,

E e may recall the links which Waszink claimed between the threefold theology and the testimony of the soul which is
naturally Christian. See A Cortesi, Vatrone e Tertulliano. Punti di continita, < ugustiiamm, 24 (1984), 346-66. Cf. RE4,
Chronica Termullianea (1979, 8.

= apud filium.

U Spanneut, Sroicizme des péras, 316. The Stoice made no theological use of this distinction.



stream, sun-rav-point. The trinitv flows down through intertwined and connected steps, preserving both
monarchy and economyv. The sequence is clear in scripture when Jesus says, ' will pray the father and he shall
send vou another comforter, the spirit of truth' (Prax. 9.3).

(ii)—
Relative Disposition and Substantial Relation

The necessitv of the economy is reinforced by the genre of relative disposition. This is Tertullian's chief
argument, which was taken up and developed by Augustine ! but has been overshadowed bv the formulae
which passed into fourth-century debate. Trinity is a matter of substantial relations, which require distinctness
and mutual necessity between the three members of the divine economy.

Stoics listed four categories or genres: substance, quality, disposition and relative disposition ** Thev are tools
for handling the drversity and unity of things ** Substance is applied to everything which exists as a material
object. It is 'the prime matter of all existing things' ** As matter it cannot change. Every existing

1 The tradition goes on, with further deviation from Tertullian, in Boethius and Thomas Aquinas.

T r r U e [l r - »
32 UTTOKEILEVOV, TIO10V, Tris EXOV, TTROS T1 Tiw; EKDU. Simplicius, On 4ristorlss categoriss 66, 32§72
(5TF, 2369 LongSedley, 27F). The first genre was sometimes desciibed as ‘being or OUTIO

3 %ee I I Duhot, Y-at-il des catézories stoiciennes? RIPA, 8 (1201), 22044 Tertullian's account is unaffected by the

continuing controversy about the status of these genres. They are better not called "categories’. says Duhot, since this
suggests afalse relation with Arstotle and a mythical history of categories which is a doxographical illusion (221). The
four zenres attributed to the Stoa by Simplicius are discussed by Plotius (Exr. §.1.23f). The fouwrth zenre is 'étant en

quelgque mariére relatif’ (237), but there is residual complexity. In the end

Ces gquatres concepts nindiquent pas des états ou des niveaus de Tétre, ils permettent darticuler, 3 des niveaus différents
lurité et la multiplicité, lidentité et la différence, le corps et lincorporel, a lintérieur ou a propos de chaque étre . .. ce sont
des concepts opératoites grace aunquelles se resolvent les problémes de Tun et du multiple. [ls sont au service dune
onitologie qui relie chagque &tre 4 l'essence unique que constitue la matiere premiére. {243f))

The genres do not provide an ontological system and for this reason Termillian is able to use one of them to solve a
crucial problem. Eclecticism is essential for the freedom of an apologist. Philosophy is "whatever has been well said . . _an
eclectic whale' (Clem. Alex sfrom. 1.7.37)

34 Stob., esl. 1,132 27; 5TF, 1.87; LongSedley, 280
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thing is made up of substance and qualitv, two material components which cannot exist alone. This means_ savs
Plutarch, that we are all double with two substrates, substance and quality. Stoic metaphyvsics deals thus with
particulars, individually qualified entities.

The categories of disposition and relative disposition mayv seem elusive® because of the paucity of evidence
concerning them. The former "was used to describe conditions of the qualitative substrate, not of the existential
(category one) substrate of the particular' ** At any time, evervthing is in some kind of disposition and, if we
wish to go bevond generalization to the particular, we need the genre of disposition.

The final category 'relative disposition’ arises out of the distinction between 'sweet and bitter’ on the one hand
and 'father and son' on the other. The former is relarive and consists of 'all things_ which are conditioned
according to an intrinsic character, but are directed towards something else’. 'Sweet and bitter’ point to intrinsic
qualities which are also in a certain disposition to one another. 'Father and son' do not point to intrinsic qualities
but only to a disposition. This final category is relatively disposed and comprises 'all those whose nature it is to
become and cease to be a property of something without inrernal change or qualitative alteration, as well as
to look towards what lies outside’. Sense perception is relative because it is directed towards something else
and has a differentiated condition. Our concern here is with things which are not subject to inherent
differentiation, but are simply disposed in relation to something else. For son, and the man on the right, in order
to be there, need certain external things ' When a son dies, the father mav cease, withour any inrernal change,
to be a father. Similarly, when one's neighbour moves, one may cease to be the man on his right Sweetness and
bitterness present a different case. Thev cannot change unless their internal power (

n TeEPl QUT SUUEIUIC) also changes. The conclusion has striking relevance for

** That they are not elusive was proved in 1981, when, in celebration of the Council of Constantinople, a philosopher
bishop, Enic DV Arcy comimended substantial relations on the front two pages of L'Qeservarors Romano.

3% I ML Rist, Stoic philosoply (Cambridge, 1969), 167f. This section is indebted to the lucid treatment in ch. 8 (152-72) of
this book.
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Tertullian: 'If, then, despite being unaffected in themselves thev change because of something else's disposition relative to
them, it is clear that relativelv disposed things have their existence in their disposition alone and not through any
differentiation '’

Tertullian takes over this category and uses it in his own wayv (Prax. 10). Father and son have their existence in their
disposition alone; therefore, when that disposition is denied, thev cease to be. Father and son are no more identical than day
and night Neither can be both. A father makes a son and a son makes a father. Their relative disposition means that the
father cannot relate to the father as he does to the son, nor can the son relate to the son as he does to the father. God
establishes and guards relations. These relations make me what I am when I come to possess them. When thev are reflexive
(father-father, son-son), the members cease to exist. Since, for Praxeas, monarchy makes father identical with son, and son
identical with father, both father and son are no more.

Could God not overcome this disaster, since he is able to do anvthing”? What God is able to do and what he does are two
different things. He can give wings to humans but he does not. Father and son then are distinct, but not separate (Prax. 11).
When God savs, 'myv heart has emitted my most excellent word' (Ps. 45.1), this must stand unless someone can find a text
where he savs, 'myv heart has emitted mvself as mv most excellent word'. Equally conclusive and impossible would be 'The
lord said to himself. T am mv own son, today I have begotten mvself (cf Ps. 2.7) or, 'Before the morning star did I beget
myself {cf Ps. 110.3 1:zx) or, 'T the lord possessed myself the beginning of my ways for mv own work; before all the hills
too did I beget myself (Prov. 8.22).

(iii)—
Redaction into One, from Plurality to Unity

The truth of God implies that he declares nothing to exist outside his disposition or arrangement, and that he has arranged
nothing contrary to his declaration. For all his monarchy, there must be a

57 &l Tolvuv kal pndév altd maldvra peTaPdAle kaTd THY &hhou Tpds alTa oyioIv

Sfihov &1L Ev TF oyéos pdvi] TO sivon Byel kad oU kot Tiva Biagopdw T& Tpos Ti Tws ExovTa

Simplicius, On Aristotles categories 163 3216620 (15-29). 5TF, 2.403; LongSedley, 20C.
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plaralitv in God, else there could be no relative disposition and it is relative disposition which defines the being of God.
Tertullian (Prax. 12) turns to the plurality which Justin had noted, the pluralitv of the creator ** Can a being who is merely
and absolutely one, speak in the plural 'Let us make man after our image and likeness' (Gen. 1.26), without deceit or joking
ot (as the Jews claim) an angelic audience” Was he himself father-son-spirit and did he speak to himself in the plural?
Rather, he used the plural 'because there was already attached to him the son, a second person, his word, and also a third
person, the spirit in the word' (FPrax. 12.3). He was making man with and like the son who was to put on human nature, and
he was speaking to the spirit who would sanctify man. They were 'ministers and mediators in consequence of the unity of the
trinitv'. Further, God could only make man in the image of God because that image already existed in the son 'who because
he was to be the surer and truer man caused that man to be called his image who at that time had to be formed of clav, as
the image and likeness of the true". The son, who is the true light of the world, came on the scene when God said, Let there
be light '

Now we no longer speak in the plural, because Christ has come and is known as he who once caused phuralitv, but who
now reveals the fullness of unity. Through the divine economy, the father is more fullv manifest and 'the name of God and of
lord is reduced to one (redaction . . . in wmionem)'. Through Christ, God is one ** This makes the issue plan for the nations
who now convert from manyv idols to one God and for us when we face martvrdom because we refuse to swear by many
gods and lords.

The son is visible and the father is invisible ** Yet the son 1s 'also on his own account, as word and spirit, imvisible even now
by the quality of his substance’ even if before the incarnation he was visible to Moses (Prax. 14). Then he was visible in the
incarnation and is thereby distinct from the father. The changing economy of salvation cannot be reduced to uniformity. In the
Old Testament,

Ja

Andrezen showed the decisive influence of prosopozraphical exezesis for the understanding of the term "persona’. Zur
Entstehung und Geschichte des trinitarischen Personbegriffes, ZVTT 32 [1261), 1-30.

% Paul found faith in one God, possible, and only possible, throush Christ.

¥ Note Irenaeus on this point: J. Ochagavia, Fisibile parris flius. 4 study of renaeus "teaching on revelation and tradition (Fome,

-
1964).
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the son was active not only in creation, but also judged, destroved a tower, confused languages, sent the flood and rained
down fire and brimstone. All the time he was learning, as God, to talk with men on earth. He knew the wide range of human
affections, as he intended to take on human substance, body and soul. His mixed behaviour in those times prepared him for
the human experiences which the heretics, lilke Praxeas, deny him and attribute to the father, because they do not know that
'from the beginning the entire order of the drvine economyv has come down through the son' (Prax. 16)*! When the prophet
(Tsa. 45.5, 18) declares, 'T am God and beside me there is no other', he denies that the son is other than God. If it was said,
'There is no one else, except my son', then he would have made the son other than himself; this would be as foolish as for the
sun to sav, ' am the sun, and there is none other besides me except mv ray' (Prax. 18). While Praxeas finds a few passages
of scripture to support his case, Tertullian gives an extended analvsis of the Fourth Gospel (Prax. 21-5) and a brief
reference to Matthew and Luke (Prax. 26) to show that father and son are distinct persons.

Later, Augustine was confronted by the Arian claim that distinctions within the Godhead must be either substance or
accidents, and that since there were no accidents in God, there must be three substances. He turned to Tertullian and the
Stoics for the notion of unchangeable relations or relative disposition. The three eternal and unchangeable relations within the
(Godhead are as real as the begetting, being begotten and proceeding, which define them. 'Therefore, although to be the
father and to be the son are different, vet their substance is not different; for they are so called, not according to substance,
but according to relation, which relation, however, is not an accident, because it is unchangeable' (3. 5.5.6).%

In answer to the objection that father and son are said to be unbegotten in relation to themselves, not in relation to one

13 primordio omnem ordinem divinae dispositionis per filium decucurisse’

"= 'Cuamobrem quamvis diversum sit patrem esse et fillum esse, non est tamen diversa substantia: quia hoc non secundum substantiam

dicunmur, sed secundum relativum: quod tamen relativium non est accidens, quia non est mutabile " This appears more Stoic than
Tertullian's account.
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another, Augustine replies that 'father’ and ‘unbegotten’ do not mean the same thing. The father would have been unbegotten,
even if he had not begotten the son. Begetting a son does not make one unbegotten. 'Begotten' and ‘unbegotten’ do not point
to a difference in substance. Onlv a remarkable blindness can prevent one from seeing that no one can be said to be
begotten except in relation to something (92, 5.6.7).* A son is a son because he is begotten and begotten because he is a
son. ™

(Objection can be made that the father is said to be unbegotten in respect to himself and the son is begotten in respect of
himself and, since what is in respect of oneself is substance, therefore father and son are not the same in substance. But it
must be replied that the son is equal to the father, not in respect of his relation to the father, but in respect of what is said
with relation to himself, that is_ according to substance (fdn. 5.6.7).

Angustine draws together talk of relations™ with unitv of essence and trinity of persons. 'For as the father is God, and the
son is God, and the holv spirit is God, which no one doubts to be said in respect to substance, vet we do not say that the
Very supreme trinitv (ipsam praestanissimam trinitarem) is three Gods but one God' (s, 5.8.9). Whatever we sav of
God in respect to himself, we sav of each person and of the trinity itself, speaking alwavs in the singular.

{iv)—
Substance and Persons

For Tertullian, God is unique and of three divine persons ** Since the three are of one quality, substance and power, God is
unique although three in sequence, aspect and manifestation. The monarchia, or the claim that one God creates and rules
the world as its onlv lord, is the one issue for Praxeas (3.21) and his followers. Perhaps Tertullian's reply would onlv satisfi
someone who could handle paradox and puzzle. The one lord is he who niles all, God the father, an4 his son who has
recefved from his father the rule

4

7 'zenitum vero mita caecitate non advertunt dici non posse, nisi ad aliquid’.
** Tdeo quippe filius qui genitus, et quia filius utique genitus.
= Angustine has developed Tertullian's account of relative disposition which he may also have leamt from Plotinus, Exm. §, 1, 6-8.

** Moingt, Le probléme, 33762,
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over all creation. Within the trinitv, the father, as the origin and proprietor of power, is the greatest (Praxc. 9.2, 14 10); ver the
three possess in different wavs the same greatness. God delegates authority to the angels; but each member of the trinity
possesses without limit the family property.*” The father communicates all that he has to son and spirit, so that thev too are
omnipotent (Prax. 7.3)

Tertullian supplies the enduring terminology of trinitarian theology. What did he mean by one substance and three persons?
Fragments of recent discussion mav help. If Tertullian provided the terms for later debate, he did not supply definitions to
resolve that debate, partly because that debate cannot be resolved ** The kev concept substantia is elustve. According to a
juridical interpretation, which has been widely rejected, the members of the trinitv were 'persons of substance’ (i.e. persons
who possessed wealth) and the wealth which thev possessed was the same ** There has been a general acceptance of
Tertullian's appropriation of the Stoic view of substance as 'stuff . While Tertullian may use the term for a particular thing, his
more exact use points to the constitutive material of a thing. This Stoic definition is alwavs behind the concept of God's
substance and is not purely material in the commonly accepted sense of today !

Unity was a matter of substance. God's substance might mean God himself, his mode of existence, his rank or character, his
divinitv or eternitv. Another meaning suggests 'the unique stuff which is, or composes, the divine corpus, and which Tertullian
denotes spiritis' #* Spirit may describe the whole trinity (pud. 21.16) or what issues from God the father (Prax. 26.3—4). In
the metaphors of sun or spring, spiritus can be used either of the whole trinity or of each person. Tertullian's account displays
'a certain tension between the simple monarchian teaching traditional at Rome and

i 336

*! It was a principle of monotheist apologetic that there could onlv be one omnipotent being, since there could ke no territory left for the
others to rule.

*F R Tennant pointed out that what trinitarian theologians were looking for was something between a noun and an adjective, between a
substantive and an attribute.

*" This view of Hamack was rejected by Stier, Schlossmann, Titeront and Prestige and, more recently, by Braun, Stead and Meingt.
a1 Braun, Dews Christionoram, 182, 194,

i Stead, Divine substance in Tertullian, 52.
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the pluralistic theology which he adopted from the earlier Apologists and developed for the purposes of controversy' **
Maintaining tension is exactly what Tertullian wanted to do; but his reasons were logical rather than historical. He could
speak of the gospel as 'the substance of the New Testament' (Prax. 31.1).

While for Tertullian 'substance’ means 'stiff’ or 'material’, 'one phyvsical thing'.** it was non-material matter 'stoffloses
Stoff’ and his main arguments had to do with mind and speech or with logical relations. We cannot apply a later mind—
body dichotomyv to Stoic matter. When it is claimed that the only sure guides to his meaning are the metaphors which he
uses 'of substantiae, which admit of a kind of distribution, and phurality, which does not constitute a division' >~ it must
be remembered that these metaphors are secondary to the arguments which thev llustrate. That argument was
psvchological rather than visible. The rora t#iniras of reason, passion and desire was found in the unitv of the soul and
the unitv of God (an. 14).

Body was also necessarv to persons. Tertullian malkes the divine spirit corporeal enough to render the divine persons
distinct from one another. While there is a difference between a human and a divine body,*® he insists that God be a
reality which can be displayed. The body of spirit is the thing itself, a unity of being and action. Yet Tertullian, like many
others, never succeeds in defining his concept of being " A first reading of .Against Praxeas suggests that Tertullian has
not avoided a division of the divine substance, and more exact scrutiny indicates that he may not have given the son and
the spirit a totality of divine substance -*

Particularity is affirmed by certain words: species, gradus, forma, proprietas and, especially, by persona ™
Unfortunatelv, persana, the kev-word, could function either as part of an economy o> as a metaphvsical term in its
own right. This ambiguity persists within Tertullian; but there is development in the concept of persona

33 hid 6
O8G0

A

My Schlossmanin, Tertullian im Lichte der Jurisprudenz, ZEG, 27 (1906), 231-75 and 407-30.

7 Stead, Divine substance in Tertullian, 55,

“* 1. Moingt, Théologie trinitaive de Tertullien, 4 vols. (Paris, 1966-9), vol. 11, Substamtializé et mdividualing, 333,

5T Th:g 377

08, 237
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between the work against Marcion and that against Praxeas. Persong moves from the concept of 'representative
person’' to 'distinct individual existence (or existing individual)'

'Substance' refers to the unitive element, while 'person’ designates the distinctive elements in the inner Iife of God ' It
would be a mistake to think that, in the eves of Tertullian, the two terms completelv dissolve the tension between the
three and the one; that tension points to the relative disposition which requires both father and son for either of them to
be.

fuj—

Criticisms of Tertullian

Criticism of Tertullian's doctrine of the trinitv has measured him against later formulations and either applanded or
bewailed his achievement ** To manyv he seems to have anticipated Nicaea and later developments, to others he has
succumbed to extreme subordinationism *° We must take some samples of this eniticism, to show that it falls short of
finalitv as much as does Tertullian.

Is he subordinationist? The equalitv of the three persons and the unitv of subsransia, starus and porestas is his central
theme (Prax. 2; Marc. 4.25; res. 6). The distinction in gradus, forma and species (Prax. 1) points to nothing more
than distinction of persons and order of procession. While there is modern nervousness about the terms 'derfvation’ and
‘portion’ (Prax. 9.14), these words are meant to join rather than to divide. The similes of sun and ray, spring and stream
point to continuity. It is as foolish to depart from the point of the simile by dividing what is continuous as it would be to
link the first with Heraclitus and the second with Thales, giving Tertullian a divine substance of fire or water. Further, the
contrast between visible son and invisible father makes the same point of continuity; now the son is no more visible than
the father (Prax. 14.6). Certainly, Tertullian goes on to link the theophanies of the Old Testament with the son rather

than with the father; but this is an apologetic device from Justin and most earlv writers. It points to

&l Jhidl, 669, citing Braun, Deus Christianorum, 237F
"= D¥Alés, Lo théologie dz Tertullisn, 98,

T

® A von Hamack, Dogmengsschichts, ird edn, (Bedlin, 18937, vol. I, 332, 'den ausgeprizsten Subordinationizmus’.



pluralitv in the Godhead and was later discarded when Arians found it advantageous. As with the similes, manyv
arguments, when placed in a different controversy, can have their meaning inverted.

Tertullian, others claim, lives within the wotld of second-centurv apologetic and meets the monarchian challenge with an
account of the generation of the Jogos which republished an anachronism ** Perhaps we have here another example of
the logic of apologetic which answers diverse objections from a store of arguments which may not be coherent with one
another. The Stoic distinction between inner and uttered logos had already served Christian apologetic in the different
interpretation of Theophilus of Antioch.

Any sound appreciation of Tertullian must place him in his historical context where he had to respond to monarchianism
and other challenges. His trinitarian response was of value to subsequent theologians, but it could not anticipate the
problems which the Greek fathers had thrust upon them. When we claim the lasting value of a contingent response, we
need not forget its contingency.

Tertullian's achievement was twofold. First, he realized the strength of the monarchian position, with its insistence on the
unity of the divine being; for the centre of his own faith was the necessary dishonour of God in Christ. Second, he stated
more cleatly than anv other early Christian writer the central significance of relative disposition. God was one God; but
father and son were mutiallvy necessary to each other and never identical Identity would destrov them; their difference
was the ground of their unity. As in other debates, Tertullian grasped the main logical issue.

Among recent discussion, different wavs ahead have been suggested. We mav concentrate on indvidual, stuff or spirit.
An attempt at greater precision was made bv one scholar who established that divine substance was necessarily one,
indivisible and incommensurable ©° He conchluded, 'Substantia, it appears, though it might have meant "existence”
comes in practice to mean an existent thing: and since God is not a species or genus, it must mean a mpe T oloia 4
single individual Being' *° All of which

¥ 1. Stier, Dis Gottes- und Logoslehrs Tertullians (Gottingen, 1899, 79. D'Alés, Théologis, 105
* Evans in Treatise ggainst Pravear, 38-38,

8 faid A1
wul Tl AT
Ihid 41,
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establishes the 'mvstery of the economy' (Prax. 1) as a mystery which joins the three persons of different sequence,
aspect and manifestation. The precision of this suggestion must, [ think, be rejected in favour of Stoic substance, the
stuff or spirit which is unique to God, understood only through metaphors.

This more useful approach pavs due respect to the concept of substance and its dominant place in Christian theclogy
It begins from the two notions of absolute being and unique stuff, then moves to the basic question of the existence of
God. God has been held to be either pure being or bevond being. Substance mav be a category, or mav apply to all
categories. God may be substance and vet be held to be unique in the same way as Christian theology begins from one
God. Substance without accidents is unthinkable, but a substance can remain what it is through different determinations.
God as substance can make sense if the notion of a Platonic ideal or a Stoic simple source of different energies be
admitted.

A third possibilitv takes 'spirit’ not 'substance’ as the dominant notion. Tertullian, with his enthusiasm for prophecy, might
approve. Through the concept of indwelling spitit, sense can be made of 'God's continuing creative relationship towards
human persons and of his active presence in Jesus as the central and focal point within this relationship '** Christ as
indwelling divine presence is not distinguishable from spirit. Fellowship in the holv spirit is no more separable from the
grace of Christ than it is from the love of God. Spirit is not a second divine being who coexists with Christ nor a second
drvine mediator between the father and his creatures * God as spiit, it is claimed. provides a better answer to fourth-
century problems than do the classical accounts of trinity, with their tendency to tritheism and hierarchy. Spirit makes
children of God through resurrection power which liberates the cosmos. God is for us as one God who comes to each

r
in Xapiopa . In the articulation of Christian experience the concept of God as spirit is again more usefil than the
doctrine of the trinity. The divinity of Jesus Christ is affirmed 'in the sense that one God, the Creator and Saviour Spirit,
revealed himself and acted decisively for us in

1 G.C. Stead, Divine substance (Onford, 1977), especially 267-80.
BoWH Lampe, God ar spirei (Oxford, 1979), 34

e

% 1mid 118



Jesus'.™® This recent account has value for contemporary apologetic.

Tertullian's achievement is his use of the category of relative disposition, in his persistent concern with economy or
dispensation” which springs from the need for some way of relating unity and phirality in trinitv. The relation of one to
three can be expressed without qualifiing nouns and should not be seen as a later imposition on the simple Christian
faith. The early credal formula, i}(ﬂx’@= requires plurality in God. Son needs father as father needs son. The centralitv of
Christus Victor points to an economy of saving history which is mirrored in the relative disposition of father, son and
spirit.

This is evident from the prologue of the Fourth Gospel through Clement of Alexandria to Athanasius. The word was
with God and was God. When he became flesh, he revealed the glorv of the onlv-begotten of the father. Whoever saw
hitn, saw the father and no one comes to the father except through him. For Clement, neither is faith without knowledge,
nor the father without the son. The great God is the perfect child for the son is in the father and the father in the son. For
Athanasius, the incarnation of the word is necessary because, as word of the father, he alone was able to recreate all,
suffer for and act as ambassador for all to the father (de ine. 7). None but the onlv-begotten of the father could teach
humankind of the father and destrov idols (de e, 207, The word of God became man that men might become divine.
The triumph of Christus Victor is proof that Christ is God, word and power of God (de inc. 54).7°

fvij}—
Persona

The most extensive treatment of Tertullian's use of persona and substanria struggles with the difficulty of assessment.

(On the one hand Tertullian has done more than simply introduce new terms; on the other hand he has not given
philosophical definitions to these terms. He has given contours for the use of the new terms.

U rsid, 228,

leer Tixeront, Histoirs des dogmss, vol [ {Paris, 1913), 401,

2 §ee above, p. 18.
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Both refer to the inner life of God. Persong points to what characterizes and distinguishes that inner life. Subsrantia
refers to what joins and unifies it. That is as far as his speculation goes and leaves us with his account of relative
disposition. Persona is not a substantive thing but 'the effective manifestation of a distinct being'. ™

The elasticity of persong is the second point of interest. It stretches from a transitorv appearance to a substantive thing.
From three substantive things (res substantivae), one scholar, looking to the phural res, concluded that Tertullian is
tritheist * and another looked to the adjective substantivae and claimed that he is close to homoousion.” The
contradictory assessments show that person and substantive thing cannot be the same. Persong is the effective
manifestation of a distinct being, which puts the problem at one remove and illuminates the puzzle. Tertullian opposes
suhstaptia and personag in order to find a wav between real division and purelv modal distinction. When he wants to
prove the reality of word (sermo) he thinks of the rational substance which is divine spirit.

Persona is not a metaphvsical word; but it is joined in contrast to subsrantia which is metaphvsical. The two words do
not have a common scale. The reality of sermo is proved from its rational substance, while its distinctive being is

indicated as the son who is related to father and spirit. When he talks philosophically, he uses ontological categories like
res, species, forma and gradus.”® Whenever he wants to indicate this entity in the biblical revelation, which is where he

finds the distinction, he uses persona.

Most recently the prosopographical interpretation of persona has proved helpful;® this has been modified bv the claim
that the term comes from grammarians and indicates role, communication and openness to others. Importantly it is
insisted that persang, for

* I Moingt, Substantialite, 669,
" Harnack, Dogmsngsschichts, vol. 1, 377, val. IL, 288,
* Tixeront, Histoire des dogmes, vol. I 4011

" Much later, scholastic theologians will place persona among these.

Ce mot désigne ben ce qui est concu dans les autres, il ne signifie pas par hd-méme ce qui est formellement exprimé par

d'autres. Moingt, Subsrantialivé, §70.

"8 . Andresen, Zur Entstehung und Geschichte des trinitarischen Personbegriffes, ZVIF, 32 (1261), 130,
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Tertullian, involves a combination of indrviduality and relationality. ™ Like most controversies the discussion has gone
wrong through asking wrong questions. [s persona a legal or a philosophical concept (as if it must be one of the two)?
Tertullian never defines it in either wav but he does use it in both wavs.

After Tertullian, persona has a ragged historv. Marius Victorinus does not use it in his account of the trinitv. Hilarv and
Ambrose tell us little. Even Augustine is less than lucid on trinitarian usage. The chief problem is christological not
trinitarian: how can Jesus, God and man, be one person? Leo, in dependence on Tertullian, writes of 'true man united to
true God . . _ plaving the same part in the deitv of the word' * It is claimed that onlv in Boethius, who imports the
meaning of postasis does something like a philosophical definition appear. It is therefore quite wrong to see
Tertullian's persona as providing a definition for the Greeks, who turned to 'nposzasis instead.®

What then did Tertullian achieve” He handed on a form of discourse, which opened the way to further development,
and above all a formula, 'one substance m three persons'.** We return to our starting point. Trinitv 1s less the existence
of three heavenly beings, than a new way of believing in one God. 'God is believed as one in a new wayv — by the son
and the spirit' This is the gospel, 'the substance of the new covenant’ which Praxeas had lost (Prax. 31.1). The three
are the object of the same faith and adoration which is directed to one, unique divinitv. This Godhead is that of the
father, revealed in and bv the others, in so far as thev are united with their first-principle (Prax. 18.5, 19.5, 22. 11).%
At creation, God

¥ ee B. 1. Hilberath, Der FPersonbegriffder Trinftdistheologis in Ruckbaze von Kavl Ralmsr zu Tertwllians ddversus
FProoosan (Innsbrack, 1986), 149234 See also A Milano, Persona i tselogia Alls [ significats 4i persona nsl
cristigmesime antico (MNapoli, 1984), 63-97. While Termillian did not follow a philosophical definition (20), he introduced
speculative content (3893} and effectively determined later uszage {93).

1 i

5} -

¢ 5remuis homo vero unitus est deo .. . eamdeimn gerens in verbd deitate personam’. Bp. 23, cited in Moeingt, Sudsrantialits, §72.

1 The later Cappadocian fathers made use of Stoic logic in replacing persona with Aypostasis. The formula ‘three hypostases and
one ousia emerges in the Aleletian explanation at the S5ynod of Alexandtia in 362 It enriched the homoousian position and
provided a flexibility which the Old Nicene party lacked. L. Abramowshki, Trnitarische und christologische Hypostasenformel,
ThPh, 54 (1979), 3540,

= Moingt, Substontialits, 673,

B3 MMoingt, Le probléme, 361
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could speak of plurality. Now that we have found his fullness in Christ, the name of God and lord is reduced into one
(redactum in unionem).

C—
Christology

(i —
Two Natures

Besides the distinction between father and son there is the distinction between spirit and flesh, God and man in Christ.
Monarchians confuse the distinctions in quite different wavs. For them the word becomes flesh by transfiguration, not by
putting on the clothing of the flash. This means that a third substance is produced which is neither word nor flesh but an
amalgam. As the work of Christ is understood through opposites, so is his person (Prax. 27). In him spirit and flesh
retain their opposition. Christ puts on flesh. Here Heraclitus will give way to the later Stoic concept of 'total blending'.*

Stoics distinguished three different sorts of mixtures. In the first, things were simply juxtaposed with one another. In the
second kind, thev were so joined as to disappear into a third substance. The third kind of mixture was a total blending,

when certain substances and their qualities are mutally coextended through and through, with the original substances and
their qualities being preserved in such a mixture; this kind of mixture he {Chrysippus) specifically calls "blending’; . . . for the
capacity to be separated azain from one another iz a peculianty of blended substances, and this only oceurs if they preserve
their own natures in the mixnure.

The different mixtures are common conceptions which provide different expressions for jxtaposition, fusion which
destrovs and blending which preserves the natures which unite ** The persistence of the blended constituents was
proved from the fact that thev could be separated artificiallv. An oiled sponge, when placed in a blend of water and
wine, will absorb water and leave the wine * Splendid debate followed from Arcesilaus who described a severed

31 Kpdoig &1 oh&v

¥ Alexander of Aphrodias, On mixturs 216.14=-218.6 (5TF, 2.473; LongSedley, 43C).

¥ Stob, ol 1.155, 511 (§T'F, 2.471; LongSedley, 48D,
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leg, thrown into the sea and dissolved, so that the Persian and Greek fleets could fight a battle within it *

The integritv of this concept was removed bv Posidonius who misunderstood so much and who thought that the
substance of a particular thing could undergo change. It is important to remember that "Two particulars can be

: e . . ovuoia . - e
compounded into a new unit by total mixture, but their does not change its quality as such'.**
In the debate with Praxeas the question of the trinitv runs into christology. 'For, convicted on all sides by the distinctness
of the Father and the Son, which we say is ordained without disturbing the permanence of the union as of the sun and
the beam and of the spring and the river, thev attempt to interpret this distinctness in another wav, not less in accordance
with their opinion, so as no less than before to distinguish Father and Son in one person, while theyv say that the Son is
the flash, that is the Man Jesus, while the Father is the Spirit, that is, God, Christ' (Prax. 27; E. Evans, translation).
Here the move is to divide flesh and spirit rather than to confuse father and son. This different kind of meonarchia may
have come from Valentinus and malkes two of Jesus and Christ. Yet what is born of the Virgin is divine, for it is the son
of God and was concerved by the Holv Spirit. Emmanuel is God with us, the word is in the flesh. But was the word
made flesh by transformation or by putting on the flesh? Here Tertullian cannot accept a simple interchange Spirit is not
transfigured into flesh for the eternal God cannot change. The logos never ceased to be God. If he had been
transformed bv a change of substance then he would have been neither flesh nor spirit but a third, new substance.
Tertullian uses as an illustration the mixing of gold and silver to form an amalgam (electrem); this is exactly what did nor
happen. Spirit remains spirit and flesh remains flesh. God remains God and man remains man: "We see a twofold state,
not confused but joined in one person, God and man_Jesus' (Prax. 27).% There is an identity of essence between

5T

Plutarch, Ow common conceptions 1078B-D (LongSedley, 48E).

0
=]

Bist, 5toic philosophy, 159,

¥ 5rdemus duplicem statum, non confusum, sed confunctum in una persona, Deum et hominem Jesum'. This formula was regarded
as a theological miracle by B Cantalamessa, Lo crisiologia &F Tertullians (Freiburg, 1961), 183, who queotes Harnack, Tixeront,
Altaner, Bardy, Grillmeier and Quasten in support of his claim. However, if the later discussion is seen in relation to Termillian, it is

simnply a matter of continuity.
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father and son. The word of the Gospel, 'l and the father are one', is absolute ** The two-nature formulae are equally
striking: flesh-spirit, word-flesh, son of God-son of man, God-man, human standing-dvine standing, inner substance-
outer substance, substance of flesh-substance of spirit, hunan substance-divine substance, as each substance. There are
two substances, twofold quality, two natures.*

The insistence on unity ('twofold quality . . . conjoined in one person _ . _ flesh and spirit can be in one")™ is sustained
through a Stoic concept of interpenetration of physical bodies, by which each retains its specific qualities and is not
replaced by a third thing. For Tertullian, as for all Stoics, the phrase 'two in one' means the interpenetration of two
bodies, their physical union in 'total blending' ** He takes his version of two natures from scripture (in particular Rom.
1.3f and John. 1.14) and rejects both Gnostic dualism and Marcion's docetism *

(ii}—
A Modern Postscript

Tertullian's account is necessary to clanify later christological controversy. Platonism, after absorbing Stoicism, was to
play a role in trinitv and christology. The terms 'combination’ and 'unconfused union'® were appropriate to the two
natures as thev were to the trinity ** However it is not Porphvry's ‘unconfused union' of body and soul but Prochis'
account of the unity of the ideas m Nous which is influential *” The concept mav be found in Philo, Plutarch

- Ihid., 26f.

71 JBid, 04f 'caro-spiritus, sermo-caro, filins Dei-filius hominis, Deus-homo, condicio humana-condicio divina, substantia interior-
substantia exterior, substantia carnis-substantia spiritus, substantia humana-substantia divina, utraque substantia. There are duae
substantiae, duplex status, duae natrae’.

*2'duplex status . . . confunctus in una persona . . . caro ef spititus in uno esse possunt’

* \a per Tertulliano, come del resto per gli stoiciin genere, "duo in une esse” & espressione tecnica per designare la
compenetrazione dei corpd, cioé lunione fisica secondo la kp&a1g B 6?&(.01.-'_ Ibid, 148

*4 His minimal achisvement was to fortify the West against anv monophvsite tendency. Jhid 196,

s ouvagel _  &OUYYUTOS EVROIC

*% See the useful discussion in L. Abramowskd, Dre christologische Untersuchungen (Betlin, 1981), 63-109, where the author
takes issue with E. L. Fortin, E. Dérrie and T. Pépin.

" Proclus expounds the central thesis of Platonism that the forms are distinet from one another vet one.
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and above all in Plotinus.** Plotinus anticipates both the 'unconfused union' of the 'ntelligible’ and the decistve phrase of
the Tome of Leo 'for each form does what is proper to it'. This Stoic idea is taken over by Porphyry. Svrian, the
teacher of Proclus, unites the divine forms in 'unconfused union' and ‘unbroken partnership' ** The clearest statement is
in Prochus,'*® however, where the forms are both separate from and inherent in each other, and the intelligibles are one
in the appropriate manner which is through 'unconfused interpenetration’.

Despite its condemnation by Cwvril of Alexandria (anarh. 3 and 11), the term 'combination’ ( UUUG{PEIG) was widely

used both in trinitarian and christological discussion. Tertullian uses, we have seen, coniungere, cohasrere (

CUVATTTW of EUDOJ) and he certainly does not depend on Neoplatonism. So he writes (Prax. §.6) coniunctas
(of root and firuit), indivisae (of spring and river) and coligerentes (of sun and rav). The persons of the trinitv are
distinct vet not divided, but cohering together (FPrax. 12.6). So father and son are one (zmum) (Prax. 22.11), notin
singularity but in unitv, likeness and conjunction. Father, son and spirit cohere (Prax. 25.1). The most striking
christological statement (Prax. 27.11) denies confusion and speaks of 'duplicem statum, non confusum sed coniunctum'.

Tertullian is the first to use technical terms for the trinitv and also the first to use a similar vocabulary in christology '
The usage is not identical for in the trinity the three persons have one substance, whereas in christology the one person
has two substances. However, the terminology suggests that Tertullian saw a formal similarity between the two

problems._ It is also important that for Tertullian 'combination’ [GUUG?Emj is understood as equivalent to

‘unconfused union', for this becomes the usage of Nestorus.'** Basil uses the same equivalence when defending the
status of the holy spirit as does Gregory Nazianzus in his fifth theological oration (orar. 31.9).

% Plotin benutzt also das "MNichtrusammengeschilttet-Sein” des Wahrgenommenen beziehungsweise der Fahigkeiten auf dem
Miveau der menschlichen Seele als Auszangspunkt eines Eomparativs um Verhiltnisse im Bereich des Gottlichen einsichtiz zu
wachen Abramowshd, Drniersucfusizen, 67.

¥ Abramowskl, Dhntersuchungen, 70,

10 Proclus, in Parmn, see Opera iedita, ed. V. Cousin (Paris, 1964),

1t Abramowshd, Lrrersuchuwigen, 83
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Now we come to a recent problem. Concern has been expressed that Augustine and Chalcedon depend on the
Neoplatonic view of the hvpostatic unitv of soul and bodv*** and that they are therefore vulnerable when Neoplatonism
is rejected. However, there is no basis for this uncertaintv. '™ First, while Angustine's use of 'unconfused union' goes
back to Porphvry's union of body and soul, it is not an arqument which Augustine uses frequentlv. Secondlv, Augustine

uses unconfused union' for the trinity where the unitv of the vonTa in — is the relevant point. Above all,
Chalcedon (Leo) is dependent on Tertullian as well as on Augustine. There is no ground for taking Augustine's
commendation of the INeoplatonists as a crvptic reference to the christological use of 'unconfused union'. There remains
an important difference between Porphvry and Leo. For Porphory, the soul can leave the body; for Leo, the two
natures cannot be separated. It is the unconfused unity of intellectual objects in the Nous which is important for trinity
and christology.

All of which adds to the interest of Tertullian.'** The "twofold quality' does not allow for the subordination of one
member to the other. Rather the unitv of God and man in Christ establishes that all that can be said of Christ is said of
one who Iived and suffered as we do.'*® Despite the universal Greek msistence on an unchangeable God, this extreme
claitn persists. And this claim is identical with the paradox for which Tertullian is chieflv known and which proves, not
the eccentricity, but the catholicity of his thought. It is the cross which declares the divine economy and which makes the
doctrines of trinity and incarnation essential. What God did on the cross is the most concise account of the trinity **

Y3 E L. Fortin, The definitio fidei of Chalcedon and its philosophical sources, Studia Patristica 3, TT7 80 (Berlin, 1962), 106f

1i= Abramowski, Drtersuchuwgen, 107

Y5 1554, 108 'noch interessanter und eigenartiger’.
106 Thid

Y7 Fingel, Geheimmnis, 108, 'Gottes Identifirierung mit dem toten Jesus impliziert in diesem Sinne sine Selbstunterscheiduns
Gottes.” See also 481, cited above, ch. 3, p. 303, and 304, "So ist Gott gerade in seiner Einheit dreifach unterschieden: im Gegeniiber
von Vater und Sohn aufeinander bezogen als Geist. Gott bleibt im tédlichen Gegeniiber ¢5 Gott.
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Chapter 7—
Praver and the Bible

A—

Praver As Combat

Trinity points to praver, as the cross points to trinity. Jesus was the will and power of the father and vet, to demonstrate
patience, he submitted to the father's will "Not mv will, but thine be done' (or. 4.5). Conflict lies at the heart of praver
which is, for Tertullian, the Christian soldier's sword and shield. His shott work on praver concludes with the strife of
opposites. Christian praver is a defensive anmour and an offenstve weapon against the oppressive, encircling hostilitv of
the devil. In praver, Christians stand to arms under the standard of Christ, their General, waiting for the trumpet to
sound for resurrection. Angels also pray, because they are caught up in the battle.

Praver is natural. It belongs to this world, where nature adds her testimony to the truth and neither God nor nature lies.
Cattle and wild animals bend their knees and, when they first rise from their rest_ thev look to heaven with a bellow or
roar. Birds too, when they leave their nest, move towards heaven with wings in the form of a cross and make a sound
that seems like praver. Our lord, who is the peak of all creation, praved (or. 29.4).

Yet praver outstrips this wotld. The power of praver is a spiritual power and a spiritual sacrifice. God rejected the
multitude of sacrifices — the fat of rams and the blood of bulls and goats (Isa. 1.11; or. 28.1). The gospel teaches the
true demands of a God who is spirit and must be worshipped in spirit and truth. Christian believers are true worshippers
and true priests_ because thev prav in the spirit and offer the spiritual sacrifice which is acceptable to God. Such praver
comes from a whole heart which is marked by faith, truth,
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lord from heaven. The lord taught the wav of heavenly praver, which was made in secret to God who saw and heard all
things. In the simplicity of faith, Jesus gave the praver which is an epitome of his gospel (or. 1.6).

The praver begins as we call God father', acknowledging that faith is rewarded bv the right to be called sons of God. In
this praver we recognize the father, and in calling on the father, we call on the son who is one with the father and
acknowledge our mother the church (or. 2.

The hallowing of God's name does more good to us than it does to God. It does not mean that we wish God well in
face of possible suffering and evil which mav oppress him. What happens is our holiness. We are sanctified as we glorify
God and prepare to take our place among the angels who cry, 'Holy, holy, holy'. We ask that God's grace mav be
hallowed in us who dwell in him and mav spread bevond us to all men (or. 3).

When we ask that God's will be done on earth as in heaven, we do not suggest that God's will might possibly fail; rather
we pray that his discipline may be followed everywhere. We ask that God may show us the substance of his will and
grant the ability to do that will which is our salvation. We also prayv for patience as our lord praved, Not my will, but
thine be done!' (or. 4.4). As we do his will, his kingdom comes in us and we look forward to the revelation of his rule at
the consummation of the age. Some fear the last davs and the coming of the kingdom and pray that the end might be
delaved;' but the delav of the kingdom means the protraction of our slavery. We prav in hope for the speedv coming of
the kingdom which will confound all nations and bring jov to the angels (or. 5.4).

After our praver concerning heavenly things — the name, will and kingdom of God — we pray for earthly things and our
dailv bread. Yet even our bread is spiritual, for Christ is the bread of life, who gives us his body in the Eucharist. When
we prayv for our dailv bread, we ask that we mav continue for ever in Christ and never be removed from his body (o7

6.2).

After the God who gives, we come to the God who forgives. There is no point in being fed each dav if we are on our
way to

! The mora finis was a subject of controversy; some Christians wanted it, others did not.
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destruction.” When we ask for forgiveness, we confess our guilt and show penitence before God. Since debt and guilt
go together, we cancel debts and remit what others owe to us. We forgive seventy times seven (or. 7.3). We ask that
God will not let us be led into temptation, but rather that he will keep us from the evil one who is alwayvs trving to tempt
us (or. 8.1).

50 the Lord's Praver, in a few words, brings together many sayings of the prophets, gospels and epistles and it
discharges, simultaneously, manv obligations of our faith and obedience. The completeness and petfection of the praver
are no surprise because it came from God who alone could tell us the wayv in which we should prav to him (or. 9.3
After this prayver we may add other requests since our lord knows that our needs are many and told us to ask that we
might recefve (or. 10). Praver anticipates the final union with God. The many teachings of Christ point our pathway to
heaven. We cannot come before the altar of God unless we are at peace with our brethren. We cannot approach our
father if we are angrv with our brother. The way of praver is not the way of anger and the law was enlarged to prohibit
anger and not merely to condemn the murder which might follow from it (or. 11.3). Praver must be offered from a mind
which is free from all anxiety and must emerge from a spirit which is like the spirit to whom it ascends. Sinful spirit
cannot be welcomed by a holy spirit. A captive spirit cannot be recetved by the God who is wholly free. Like is
admitted to like (or. 12). In praver we are not merelv on the way, we are already with God and are already like him.
For all the combat, perfection is near.

(ir)—
Practice of Prayer

After explaining the essence of prayver, Tertullian gives equal space to the practice of praver. Christians may agree on
one common praver; but thev characteristicallv disagree on all related practices: washing, wearing coats, sitting,
standing, shouting, kissing, fasting, veiling, clothing and the time and place of praver. Manyv practical problems of praver
find a solution through evangelical thinking.

* Countless little arguments like this reveal the arzumentative, sophistic flavour of Tertullian.
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The washing of hands before praver was a well-known practice, vet, savs Tertullian, God requires inner spiritual
cleanliness, not mere outward physical cleanliness. True cleanliness is purity from things like falsehood, murder and
idolatrv. There are those who make a fuss of washing their hands before praver, as some do, even if they have just had
a bath. Tertullian investigated this practice and found that it was a memorial of the surrender of our lord by Pilate. We
do not want to identify oursebres with Pilate and therefore we should avoid this practice. We have been washed once
for all in Christ, and there is no need for repetition after such perfect cleansing (o 13 2.

The Jews washed themselves all over every day but theyv are never clean of the blood of the prophets or of our lord.
They inherit the sins of their fathers and do not dare raise their hands to God lest the prophet Isaiah should denounce
them, and Christ, whom thev killed, should shudder. We hold out our hands before God as Christ held out his arms on
the cross (or. 14).

Other practices, which our lord did not command, may also be rejected as superstitions. There is no need to take off
our coats as pagans do when thev come before their idols. Paul does tell us (cf. 1 Cor. 11.3f)) how we should be
dressed for praver, but there is no mention of removing coats, unless, of course, we think that Paul left his coat behind
with Carpus because he had been praving (2 Tim. 4.13). God had no trouble in hearing the saints in the fiery furnace
although thev were wearing their trousers and their turbans (Dan. 3 21; or 15

Sitnilatlv there is no reason for sitting down when praver is finished (o». 16), nor do we need to lift our hands too high
but rather to raise them with modesty and restraint. The publican who prayved in humility was more justified than the
Pharisee who praved with pride. Nor should we raise our voices since we could never make enough noise to reach
God. God looks on the heart and listens to the heart. He does not depend on physical sound or else Jonah's praver
could never have reached him from the bellv of a whale in the depths of the sea. Noisv praver is nothing more than noise
pollition, a nuisance to our neighbour (or. 1757

Another strange custom has spread widelv. Those who are fasting do not offer the kiss of peace after thev have praved
together
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with their brethren. Yet there is no more appropriate occasion for peace, and praver is incomplete without it. We have
been taught to fast secretly, but the secret is disclosed if we do not share the kiss. However, it is petfectly proper to
abstain from the kiss when evervone is observing a fast (or. 18.6).

There are problems over 'standing to arms' (stationes) or half-fasts which end at 3.0 p.m. Some claim that the
sacrificial prayvers and reception of the Eucharist” will interrupt their guard-duty. On the contrary, such duty will be all
the more solemn for those who have stood at the altar of God. Anv soldier knows that he must stand to arms, whether
he feels cheerfill or miserable, and we are God's soldiers ('nam et militia dei summs") (o 19.3). The dress of women, as
the apostles taught, should alwayvs be modest (or. 20.1). There is extensive (or. 21f) discussion of the veiling of virgins
and the precise teaching of scripture on this point. There is confusion of practice; but Tertullian insists that the veil must
be worn bv those who are betrothed.

Kneeling is also a matter of Christian controversy, since there are some who refuse to kneel on the Christian Sabbath.
This disagreement should be sorted out and those who will not give way should avoid offending others. For Tertullian,
not onlv kneeling, but also everv 'position of solicitude’ is to be avoided on the dav of our lord's resurrection; similatlv at
Pentecost we should stand in exultation. Yet evervy dav we should kneel before God, especially at our first praver and at
fasts. The one thing that has not been regulated is the time of praver, since we have been told to prayv at every time and
place (Eph. 6.18; 1 Thess. 5.17; 1 Tim. 2.8). Can we pray in every place when we are not to pray in public? Here we
may follow the example of the apostles who praved in gaol (Acts 16.25) and Paul who gave thanks to God on a ship
(Acts 27 35; ar. 24).

Times of praver mav also be considered. The third, sixth and ninth hours were clearly important times of prayer for the
apostles and we should prav not less than three times a dav, because we prav

* Tertullian uses this word here and at cor. 3 and prasscr. 36.

* He speaks of the Eucharist as 'sacrificium’ (o 19; cult. 2.2), ‘panis et calix’ (Mare. 5.9), convivium dominicum’ (ax. 2.4), 'convivium

o LT )y
dei’ (ux 2.9), 'coena dei’ (zpece. 13) and "solleminia’ (g, 14; am 90
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to the trinitv of father, son and spirit. We should prav when dav dawns and when night falls. We should prav before we
eat and before we have a bath, since spiritual refreshment takes priority over the flesh (or. 23). We should welcome
and farewell a brother who visits ouwr home with praver (or. 26). Those who add to their pravers the 'Hallelujah' and
responsive Psalms are to be commended. For every practice is good which brings to God greater honour and richer
praver (or. 27).

Tertullian's theology of praver is built from everv part of the bible and reflects his understanding of an economy of
satvation which finds its consummation in Christ. The Lord's Praver sums up praver as Christ sums up the course of
salvation. The Christian who prays is still a pilgrim, and praver reflects his conflicts and anticipates his end in final peace
with God. So there is combat and completion evervwhere. The new praver both sums up and corrects the Law and the
Prophets_ In calling God 'father' we recognize the son who has made us sons of God. When we hallow the name of
God, it is our holiness which is at stake. When we pray for the coming of the kingdom, we are concerned with our
obedience, with his kingdom in us, and we already anticipate the kingdom which is to come. When we prav for bread to
eat from day to day, we are chiefly concerned with Christ our heavenly bread. As we beg forgiveness, we oursebes
forgive others. We both ask not to be tempted. vet expect temptation and ask for deliverance from evil.

Therefore Tertullian's treatise on praver reflects the central themes of his theology (strife of opposites and perfection in
Christ) and offers the clearest window on his world. While he does not apply these two principles mechanically to each
subject on which he writes, his Christian soldier finds thought-provoking paradox and perfection at every point.

Since we are able to dig so deep into Tertullian's mind in his short work on the praver which sums up the gospel. it is
usefil to compare his ideas with contemplative Christian spirituality. In the tradition of Alexandria, praver is concerned
not with conflict, but with knowledge and myvstical entrv into God. Despite similar ideas, all drawn from a common
hiblical source, Clement's account of praver is philosophical, while that of Tertullian is practical. Praver
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is the intimate relation of the believer who pravs with the first principle of the untverse_ the form of the Good, who is the
son of God and the father who is bevond. Clement's stated intention in Stromateis 7 is to prove to philosophers the
superior piety of the "atheist’ Christians whom thev persecute (srrom. 7.1.1), not by piling up texts but by thinking
through the ideas of scripture (srrom. 7.1.1).

Clement stresses two things: praver as the growing knowledge of God and praver as entrv into a divine, spiritual world.
Clement's account of praver as entering into God- is less restrained than Origen's, partly because it is a defence agamnst
philosophers and a competitive alternative to Gnosticism. However, the tradition is the same and the contrast with
Tertullian is clear. Tertullian looks to future fulfilment in the coming of God's reign on earth. Clement and Origen look to
present enjovment of the vision of God, to life as continual conversation with God who, for all his unspeakable
transcendence, is known directly.

Yet the contrast is not final Tertullian's first petition is that God's will be done in us who are both heaven and earth (o7
40} and his final reflection is that we must be like the God to whom we prav (or. 12), free from mental confusion as
God is free. For God, who is a holv, jovful and free spirit cannot receive a spirit which is polluted, sad and captive. As
Clement insisted, like welcomes like. ™No one recefves his opposite; no one grants an andience to anyone who is unlike
him (nemo adversarium recipit, nemo nisi comparem stum admittit)' (o7, 12).°

B—
Reading the Bible

Tertullian's use of the bible is evident in every part of his work and would require many books for adequate treatment. It
is astounding that he and Clement had such a wide grasp of such a new bible. His general principles are governed bv the
summing-up of all things in Christ and are clear from his short work against the Jews (Jud).

7 Cf. Quis Dives Salvetur 27.

® The two traditions will intersect at later points, for example in Augustine. Nothing could be closer to Alexandrine Platonism than
the Vision of Ostia; but Monica acknowledzges Tertullian's one fear that Christ mizht not recognize her at the end of the age and

o Y

raise herup {cow” 2.11.28), and the story closes, as in Termullian, with apocalvptic hope for the etemal Jemuszalem (oo 9,13, 37).



Page 152

Fulfitment of prophecy distinguishes between references to the first and second coming of Christ. Tvpology studies the
hidden meaning of the Old Testament in figurae and sacramenra, whose secrets are revealed to those baptized into the
death of Christ. Allegory is needed to transform the mulitary messiah of the Jews into the realitv of Jesus Christ.
Tertullian gives a Christian version of the allegorical method emploved by interpreters of Homer. Christ is present in the
Old Testament where he reveals reality through the events of history, institutions of the Law and the word of the
prophets; evervthing points to him and only through him can it be understood.”

Tertullian presents, extensivelv in his work against Marcion, his fiurther development of Christian exegesis in which four
moves are evident: concentration, elaboration, uncertain victory and an alien text. The wealth of scripture is
concentrated in the rule of faith which is reciprocallv dependent on scripture It is elaborated in all the detail of prophetic
prediction and fulfitment. It is exaggerated in a literalism which claims that nothing can be discarded and insecurely
reconciles every part of scripture with the rule. Finallv there is an irreducible strangeness in scripture.

(i) —

Concentration in Anrithesis

The unity of the biblical message must be concentrated by joining antitheses and grasping the substance of the faith.
Exegesis must be critical and evangelical Proof-texts are not to be provided for all the details of daily life (specr. 3.1)
nor for fundamental questions like Athens and Jerusalem ® Marcion added, to his one Gospel, his 4ntitheses which
provided a rule for interpretation and which determined the content of his Gospel, which Tertullian calls 'The Gospel
according to the Antitheses' (Marc. 4.1.1). Marcion is as critical and evangelical as Tertullian, but uses a different
evangelical criterion; that is what the debate is about. Tertullian answers with his own antitheses which distinguish but do
not divide the

AL Viciane, Principios de hermeneutica biblica en el tratado "Adversus Judacos’ de Tertulliano, 5iblia v Hermensutica
(Pamplona, 198§), §37—44.

Fhee above, ch. 3, p 47, for the remarkable omission of Col. 2.9-10 which Tertullian does not cite but presents in extendead
argument.
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dispensation of the creator from that of Christ Between dispensations, there is a difference in language, ethical precepts
and law; but all the diversity is ordered and arranged by one God who foretold what changes would come.

His law would go out of Zion and his word from Jerusalem. This new law of the gospel and new word of the apostles
would bring peace on earth and light to the nations. It would perfect and abbreviate the old law into a new and spiritual
covenant. This antithesis is not accidental but essential to the creator who is 'always at variance with himself . The
mhabitants of Pontus® have not been able to realize that the world is made of different and conflicting substances. But
judgement is alreadv given and that by manifest proofs, that he whose works and wavs are consistently antithetical, has
also his mysteries of revelation consistently of that same pattern’ (Marc. 4.1.11). This is the concise answer to
Marcion's Anritheses.

In short, from among the apostles the faith is introduced to us by John and by MMatthew, while from among apostolic men
Luke and Mark zive it renewal {all of them) beginning with the same mile of faith, which relates to the one only God, the creator
and to his Christ. born of a virgin, the fulfilment of the law and the prophets.

Next comes the splendid critical claim: Tt does not matter that the arrangement of their narrative varies, provided it
agrees with the substance of the faith' ('dummodo de capite fidei conveniat”) (Marc. 4.2.2). This is sufficient to discredit
Marcion's alternative Gospel and Tertullian could have stopped here; but he prefers to seek out and destroy Marcion
on all fronts and to state his own case as strongly as possible. All of which is no surprise to his readers.

The consistent mvsteries of the creator coincide with the essence of the New Testament faith. Tertullian argues from the
essence of the New Testament which ignores differences of narrative detail As an apologist he needs clear answers.
The WNew Testament teaches creation bv a good creator whose goodness is never unjust. There is continuity between
0ld and Wew Testaments which tell of the same God's action at different times. His central claim that there is antithesis
in God needs more elaboration to exclude all that

* Despite their violent differences. Tertullian is here sarcastic. Cf. Mare. 1.1,
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he does not mean and to show that the secure answers are still available.

(ii)—
Elaboration

God's primitive universal law pours out endless contents which are continuous with the creator. It covers all space and
titne, never discarding old bottles and old clothes. The old is reformed. enlarged and improved, but not rejected.
Tertullian's argument against the Jews is similar to that which he has directed against Marcion concerning the Old
Testament, with a further claim that God's universal law precedes as well as consummates the Law of Moses. Because
God is the creator and ruler of the universe and all mankind, he gave a primitive, universal law. This law contained all the

later precepts, was unwritten and was habitually understood and kept by mankind until the disobedience of Adam and
Eve (Jud 2.7).

The Mosaic law which followed was in no sense final but pointed fiwther into the future (Jud. 3.3). Circumcision was a
sign to a stubborn people that a future obedient people would find spiritual salvation (Jud. 3.7). The sabbath command
was temporary and like all law and ceremony predicted a spiritual fulfilment (Jud. 6.1).

In contrast, the finality of Christ's universal kingdom is evident to all 'But Christ's name is being extended everywhere,
believed evervwhere, worshipped by all the nations whom we have listed above,'” muling as sovereign evervwhere,
evervwhere adored, . . . You will not hesitate to believe what we declare, since vou see it happening' (Jud. 7.5).

The date of Christ's coming was foretold by Daniel (Dan. 9 24-7; Jud. 8.1). The sign of his birth and acts of power
were prophesied by Isaiah (Isa. 7.13—15). Those who denyv the virgin birth are proved wrong by its designation as a
startling sign. The birth of a child to a voung wotmen would not in itself be a strange portent since voung wotnen are
producing children all the time (Jud 9.8). There were many prophecies of the cross and of the calling of the Gentiles
(Jud. 10-13). Why did the Jews miss all of this? Thev did not see the twofold characters (habirus) of Christ, nor his
twro

% Those listed in Acts 29f plas Jews, Gaetulians, Moors, Spaniards, Gauls, Britons, Sarmatians, Dacians, Germans and
Scythians.
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In the synagogue of Capernaum, Christ declares his fulfilment of the ancient prophets, offers his bread to the children
before he passes it to the dogs and expels a demon who acknowledges him as the Christ of the creator (Mare. 4.7).
Other demons confirm this judgement and Christ is manhandled by the crowd in a way which could not have happened
it he lacked a real body (Marec. 4.8 3f). The calling of fishers of men points back to Jeremiah The cleansing of the
leper points back to Elisha and to Christ's cleansing the nations of seven deadly sins: idolatrv, blasphemy, murder,
adulterv, fornication, false-witness and fraud (Marc. 4.9). The healing of the paralvtic points back to Isaiah 353 and the
forgiveness of sins to Isaiah 1. 18 The self-chosen title 'son of man' implies the humanity of Jesus (Marc. 4.10.6).

But how should we understand new wine and old wineskins_ new patches on old clothes? Surelv, here Marcion is right.
No, savs Tertullian and offers an intriguing aroument. Wo one can put new wine into old skins if he does not possess the
old skins nor a new patch on an old garment if he does not own an old garment. In separating new gospel from old law,

Christ made it clear that both belonged to him_

Separation is possible because things are joined together: indeed their conjunction is its source. 5o he made it plain that the
things he was separating had once been in unity, as they would have continued to be if he were not separating them. In that
sense we admit this separation, by way of reformation, enlarzement, progress, as fiuit is separated from seed, since fiuit comes
out of seed. So also the zospel is separated from the law, becanse it iz an advance from out of the law, another thing than the
law although not something foreizn, different but not opposite (diversum sed non contrarium’). (Mare. 4.11.11)

All of which depends on how much vou can take from a parable, and what vou can infer from Christ's use of parables.
Just as vou can prove a speaker's nationality from his use of foreign idioms so vou can prove that Christ's native speech
of parable links him with the Psalmist (Ps. 782

All the Old Testament allusions which remain in Marcion's Gospel as well as Beatitudes and Sermon point the same
way: to the Old Testament connection (Marc. 4.13-17). The lex talionis is handled carefully. Originally it acted as a
deterrent for those who
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did not fear the retaliation of God. The intention of the law was revealed and made intelligible when Christ commanded
the turning of the other cheek. This command extinguishes more effectively all reprisals of an injury by forgetting wrong
and leaving vengeance to God. It responds with an opposite, which is Tertullian's wayv (Marec. 4.16.4-7). When vou
turn the other cheek, vou are acting out a paradigm of Christ's recapitulation which both obeys and corrects the old
covenant. In all cases Tertullian argues that the law is extended and developed, vet at the same time expressed more
concisely by Christ (Marc. 4.16.17). The centurion's faith which is greater than that of Israel points to the existence
rather than absence of Israel's faith (Marc. 4.18.1).

The question of Christ, "Who is mv mother and who are my brothers?' shows that there were persons who had been
identified in this wav and that Christ was indignant that thewv had been kept outside while others had been admitted.
When he enlarged his family to include all who believed, he simply translated the blood-relationship to those who were
more nearly related to him by faith; and indeed there was no doubt as to the priority of God's word over family. Yet all
this argument is lost if Marcion's denial of Christ's earthly birth is derived from the initial question (Mare. 4.19.12f). The
complexity displavs Tertullian's general principle: that Marcion lifts words out of context, denving the coherent context
which defines their sense and the dispensation’® which is abbreviated in them.

The recurring theme of divine disgrace is another example of the same move. There is nothing in Marcion's Christ of
which one might be ashamed since he shows none of the indignities of incarnation. Nor would anv but the jealous God
of the Old Testament denv those who had been ashamed of him (Mare. 4.21.10).

The parables of lost sheep and lost coin show that divine love which was of first importance to Marcion. However, they
onlv make sense if lost humanitv belonged to the seeking God. You cannot lose what has never belonged to vou and

vou cannot rejoice in finding what vou never lost (Marc. 4.32.27.

13
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In this second aspect of Tertullian's exegesis, the remarkable thing is the logical directness of his argument. He does not
merely quote texts and precedents; he tries to show how isolation of a text from its context is as fatal to understanding
as is the neglect of its own logic.

(iii)—
Uncertain Victory

Together with all his argument, Tertullian indulges in rampant literalism and exuberant polemic. His exegesis fails to
convince when he defends the letter of the Old Testament against Marcion. This is as much a matter of his bondage to
the sacred letter'® as of his exuberant polemic. For his polemic required that he denounce heretics when thev enlarge or
diminish the text of scripture (praescr. 17.1). He denies heretics the use of scripture which does not belong to them
(praescr. 15 4); argqument with them about scripture upsets the stomach or the brain (prasscr. 16.21) and is a waste of
speech (praescr. 17.3). Argument must not be based on scripture, where victory will either be impossible or uncertain
("aut nulla aut incerta’) (praescr. 19.1). Yet he could not be content with a critical interpretation of scripture according
to the rule of faith; for he had to show that scripture did not contain anvthing which contradicted the rule and that
scripture should not contradict itself For this reason he engaged in the kind of argument which he knew he could not
Wit

If anvthing could prove Marcion right it would be the incident of Elisha and the bears (2 Kings 2 24), where two she-
bears demonstrated affirmative action and devoured forty-two bovs because thevy commented deristvelv on the
prophet's bald head. Marcion sets in antithesis the love of Christ for little children, whom he chose as a paradigm for
entrv to his kingdom, and this spectacular animal orgy — the bears must have been verv hungrv! Tertullian (Marc.
4.13.5) claitns the antithesis to be invalid, even shameless, since it fails to distinguish between littfle children (parvidi)
and bovs (pueri). The former belong to the age of innocence, while the latter were capable of judgement and mockery,
even blasphemv. A just

L4 Braun, Deus Christianarum, 354
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God could not spare disrespectful bovs, but demanded honour for their elder. Yet in his kindness to children God had
spared the midwives in Egvpt, as he later showed the kindness of Christ to little ones.

Jewish legend® claims that Elisha's healing of the waters of Jericho caused anger among those who made their Iving by
selling good water. Elisha cursed them, a forest sprang up and bears devoured the murmuring traders. Elisha was
punished for his passion by a sickness. According to the Haggadah, Elisha's mockers were not bovs but adults who
'behaved like sillv bovs'. The leaders of Jericho were also to blame, because if thev had accompanied Elisha, no one
would have dared to insult him. There is little to choose between the two accounts; both sacrifice divine morality to
secure the sacred text.

The spoiling of the Egvptians by the Hebrews provoked another objection of Marcion against their God. Tertullian
claims that it binds the Hebrews to the Christ who taught that the labourer was worthy of his hire (Mare. 4. 24 53
Tertullian's extended explanation (Marc. 2.20), like that of Philo,'® is initially reasonable. When we judge between the
two nations, we see that God was entirely fair. The Hebrews were owed enormous arrears of pay because of their
slavery, the bricks they had made and the houses and palaces they had built. Tertullian acknowledges his Jewish source.
'"Todav, in spite of the Marcionites, the Hebrews put forward a further claim. Thev sav that however large the amount of
that gold and silver, it is not adequate for compensation, if the labour of six hundred thousand men through all those
vears is priced at a penny a day each’ (Marc. 2.20.3).

Exuberant polemic takes over. There were more Egvptians living in houses built by Israclites than there were Egvptians
who had lost their sitver. Which is greater, the loss of the Egvptians or the gain of the Israelites? What would happen i
the Hebrews brought a legal action against the Egvptians for injury in slaverv? If the scarred shoulders of the Israclites
were displaved in court, thev would be granted the whole of the rich men's property, angmented

¥ Sotah 46b—47a. See L. Ginrberg, The legends of the Jews, T vols. (Philadelphia, 1909-38), vol. IV, 240.

18 Afos. 1251418
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bv the contributions of the rest of the population. If the Hebrews had such a strong case, then the creator had an equallv
strong case.!” He told his people to take less than was their due; their male children should also have been returned.

S0 we may see in Tertullian both critical and biblicist strains. Critically he identifies the central meaning and argues for
continuity at every point. Yet reverence for the whole text drives him to biblicist hvperbole, in polemical exuberance.

{iv)j—
Alien Text

Tertullian's sensitive use of the bible, determined by his different adversaries and areas of conflict, has attracted a careful
study,'® which notes the strangeness of scripture. Marcion found an alien god in the gospel. while Tertullian finds an alien
text in the bible. Biblical language is different: Tertullian explains the special meaning of such words as sophia, sermo,
moechia, fornicatio, care, sanguis, cor, adpretiatus and problemata and shows that certain words have special
meanings. Biblical imagerv is also different: Tertullian is sensitive to the hiblical imagerv of water, clothing, weaponry and
athletics. Finallv, biblical exegesis is different: for example, Tertullian explains the prophetic present tense which points to
future events as already realized.

Of course there is some continuity between biblical and classical wavs of interpretation, otherwise each would have
remained unintelligible to the other. Tertullian echoes the classical theme of 'progress’ in language, song, medicine, sea
vovaging and clothing, as found in Lucretius and Virgil, and finds parallels for classical presentations such as Mercury,
Asclepis and Minerva (cor. 8 2—5).'* He uses almost everv rhetorical skill and persistently practises literarv analvsis,
especially in the Wew Testament where Jewish exegesis is of no help.

Tertullian sees the need for explanation of two strange sets of

v Again, it is this kind of argument, rather than any legal terminology, which suggests Tertullian's legal affinity.

BT B OMalley, Tertullian and the bible (Nimegen and Utrecht, 1967), where it is rightly insisted that manyv volumes would be
needed to cover Tertullian's use of the bible, 173,

12 rpid, 174F
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terms.*" First, there are the orthodox theological terms, biblical words and proof-texts which link the Old and New
Testaments (e.g. portare, parabola, problemata, adpretiati, filius hominum, and ascendit in sublimitatem).
Secondly, there are Marcion's antitheses which do not, Tertullian claims, point to two gods.

Two of Tertullian's literarv terms may be noted — allegory and figure. Tertullian knows that allegory is used by pagans to
interpret myvths (mar. 2.12.17) and by Gnostic Christians to rewrite the Gospels (Fal. 1.3; ras. passim); but he takes the
term from Paul to prove, against Marcion and others, the unity of the two testaments. The principle which he follows is
that if the literal sense is nonsense_ then allegory must be applied, whereas if the historical sense is true, then allegory is
out of place **

Figura is the concept which Tertullian has defined and used as his central hermeneutical term ** For Cicero a figure mav
be gravis, madiocris or attenuata (de orar. 3.199). Quintilian's use (figura as figure’ or 'shape’) is reflected in
Tertullian's 'in the shape of a man' (inn hominis figura) (par. 3.10; Phil. 2.7). He criticizes Marcion's docetic Christ
(Marc. 5.20.3): 'not in reality and the likeness of man_ not in a man and found in human shape, not in substance, that is
not in flesh'.** Prophecy must be real and the vision of Ezeldel (37.1-14) must declare a physical reswrrection, in order
to foretell Christ's resurrection or the return of Israel. What is not real cannot reveal A figure must have a basis in
history in order to prefizure something. Here again the term is chiefly used to declare the continuity of the Old Testament
with the Christ of Marcion's Luke and Marcion's Paul; but there is also a new use where Tertullian uses it to express the
shape of Christian Iving as prefisured in Old and New Testaments

How does Tertullian's lust for simplicity™ affect his use of the bible? First, he has a preference for simple, over against
laboured,

-

== Ibid, 13864, OMvialley draws on E. Auerbach, Figura, 4drchivum Romanicwm, 22 (1938), 436-59.

=* 'non veritate, et in similitudine hominis, non in homine et fizura inventus homo, non substantia_ id est non carme’.

20 Mlallew, #5847, 164, Here the zreat axis is the relation of the two testaments; but it is accomparied also by a line which
interprets Old and New Testaments for Christian life. In so deing, he appears as witness of inguistic innovation.

¥ Gae abhove, ch. 1.
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criticizes Marcion's extension of the imagerv of the good and bad trees producing good and bad frits to include not
merely good and bad men but also good and bad gods producing good and evil (Mare. 1.2.1).

Secondly, Tertullian rejects simplicity when he considers it to be supetficial. God's walk in the garden of Eden should
not be taken in a literal sense (Marc. 2.25 1) The apostolic number twelve (Mare. 4.13.3) and the apostolic fishing
boat (Marc. 4.9.1) have a deeper meaning which is not obvious and literal *¢

In general, he claims that Marcion is too simple in his interpretation of the Old Testament and too tortuous in handling
the Wew Testament (Mare. 4.19.6). The simplicity of scripture lies in the agreement of prophecy with its historical
realization and in the limit placed on the meaning of parables (pud. 9.3). Scripture is plain, because it is direct, clear and
open. It is elegant in a wav later to be denied by Augustine_ but retains the simplicity of truth.

Conflict remains. Tertullian can see problems in the exegesis of scripture which is not as plain as he suggests. His
philosophical and rhetorical skills were needed to unravel obscurities and ambiguities. Did Montanism provide the
refuge of simplicity which he could not find in the biblical text?" I do not think so. The whole of this investigation has
pointed to Tertullian's need for both simplicitv and conflict. Like Heraclitus, he found both simplicitv and conflict in his
wotld and felt remote from reality when both were not present. This saved him from the hermeneutical error, on the
brink of which interpreters from Origen to Bultmann hover: that there could be one method to guide all exegesis of
scripture.

“® See also e, 227 Praoe, 3.3; mior. 1111; pez. 20.7.

-

= O0alley, Terrullion and the bikle, 178, ends with the claim Tncapable himself of sfmplicizas, Tertullian nonetheless insisted on
the simplicias of Scripture; and he finally takes his refuge in a non-scriptural, sinple solution to the problem of interpretation’.
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Chapter 8—
Mankind's Two Natures and a Sordid Church

A—
Sin As Contradiction

If Tertullian finds antithesis in the wotld and God, he will have no trouble finding it in human beings. Evervone had found
contradictions in the human person, which was racked by every kind of tension — soul'body, reason’passion, saint/sinner
and free/enslaved. A part of European culture, east and west, is the history of Paul's struggle ("the good that I would, I
do not: but the evil which I would not, that I do").! narrowly anticipated in Ovid ('] see and approve better things, but
follow worse")* and repeated in Augustine ("What shall wretched man do7) 2

Alwavs Tertullian's antitheses come, not from perversitv, but from a sense of reality. His own reality was dominated by
his consciousness of slavery to sin and the deliverance of baptism. At the last judgement, he would remember the
adulteries with which he had once stained his flesh, and be confident that God would raise that flesh which Christ had
long since cleansed in baptism (25, 39.3). 8in® was the supreme contradiction, for it denied God and destroved
humnanity. Platonists like Clement could doubt the ultimate realitv of evil. Heraclitean Stoics like Tertullian could only
face reality when evil and sin were taken seriously. Tertullian, like Paul, thought and wrote a lot about sin. He made the
first moves toward a doctrine of original sin and his views on the forgieness of

' Rom. 7.19. See also verses 15-23.
= "video meliora, probogque; deteriora sequor’. Meramorph. 7.20.
¥ Conf. 72127.

# For an extended and excellent account of Tertullian's doctrine of sin, with attention to the difficult problem of development, see

E. Polto, Evoluzione del pensicrs i Tertulliano sulla dottring del peccaro (Biella, 1971).
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sins caused conflict with the hierarchy of the church. Dissenting on behalf of the New Prophecy, he continued to affinm
the church as one, holy, catholic and apostolic.” so that sin plaved a role in his ecclesiology. As well as affirming a
concept of original sin, he vigorously defended freedom of will and therebyv claimed a twofold origin for sin. Sin comes
from a soul which is corrupt but responsible.

Mankind's likeness to God, which dominates Tertullian's ethics, was lost by Adam's sin and is restored by grace (hapr.
5.7). A mere ethic is inadequate, for all mankind, sprung from the seed of Adam, is infected by his sin, "totum genus de
semine infectum’ (resz. 3.2). Stoicism reinforces the physical nature of the corruption, which is passed on from every
parent to every child, to produce a distortion of human nature ©

(i) —

One Soul, Two Natures

How are we to understand the human soul? It is created and not, as Plato claitmed, unmade and eternal (g, 4.1). The
Stoics help us to understand it as corporeal, spiritual and the source of life (@ 5.3). Plato's arguments for an
incorporeal soul are criticized and rejected (an. 6 and 8); but his arguments for a simple non-composite soul are
accepted (an. 10.1). When philosophers divide the soul thev are merely distinguishing its different faculties (a2, 1437
Fationality is the natural condition of the soul, impressed by its rational divine author. It must be rational because it is the
breath (afflaris) of an essentiallv rational creator. Irrationality came later and was caused by the serpent. While it
intruded at the beginning of nature, becatne inherent in the soul and grew along with the soul (a2, 16.1), it is still not
strictly natural because God is the author of nature (auctor naturae) and irrationality remains external and foreign
(extraneim, alienum) to God (an. 16.2). Itis the dewil's work and the two elements in the soul point to two authors.

Tertullian will not diversifv the soul (as Plato did) into two’ irrational parts and one rational part; anger and desire are
found in God and in Jesus so the fora frinitas of faculties can be rational (an.

* Bankin, Terfullian and the church, 91-110.
" See Spanneut, Srofcizme des pérss, 188

T Bupety chared with Hons and éﬂl&uunﬂ“év shared with flies.
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16.4).% He distinguishes instead between a first and second human nature. Corruption from the sin of Adam is
transmitted by original fanlt (virizm ariginis), to become a second nature,_ less powerfill than the soul's original, rational
and good nature. The devil rules over the second, later and tainted nature.

The faculties® of the soul are never spontansous in their choices and acts because the dewil, driven by jealousv, has
darkened and deprived them. He is quite open in the wayv he does this; he accepts the invitation offered by superstitions
birth rites. [dolatry is midwife at everv pagan birth, binding wombs with demonic wreaths and consecrating the newborn
child to demons. Christian parents can avoid this corruption for their child; but the need for baptism and for a second
birth remains (a2 39 4).

As Paul taught, one Christian parent could sanctify the birth, by Christian seed as much as by Christian discipline. The
children of believers are not, savs Paul, unclean, but destined for holiness and sabvation. 'For the unbelieving husband is
sanctified through his wife and the unbelieving wife is sanctified through her husband. If it were not so, vour children
would be unclean, but as it is thev are are holy' (1 Cor. 7.14). This hope enabled Paul to defend the integrity of
martiage, to which he was entirelv committed. At the same time_ he could never forget the need for a second birth
through water and the spirit, a new beginning of which his lord had unambiguously spoken (John 3 37

Since everv soul possesses the nature of Adam until it is born again in Christ, it is unclean and spreads, to the flesh,
contamination bv association. However, although the flesh is exuberantly sinful, 'nevertheless it is not shameful on its
own account. For it is not of itself that it thinks or feels anyvthing which serves to advocate or command sin' ' It
exercises a ministerium, but not an active ministrv likee that of a servant or friend but an inert (inanimate and

¥ The two conc epts of importance for Tertullian here are ‘the cormption of the soul by sin, and the reality of the affections of
God and Christ’. de amima, ed. Waszink, 230, Even more important is the exposition of a human trinity which is supremely one.

¥ The distinctive position of Tertullian is seen in three chapters of de amfma (39—41). Tertullian's account makes setise when his
opponents are temembered; he is moved by what he does not want as much as by what he wants to say.

Y'hon tamen suo nomine infamis. Neque enim de proprio sapit quid aut sentit ad suadendam vel imperandam peccatelam’
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unhuman) ministry. It is but the cup from which we drink if we choose. Flesh is earthlv and neither distinctively human
nor a faculty of the soul nor a person. Made over like a slave for the soul to use,'! it serves as the soul's instrument in
life's duties (arn. 40.2f).

Soul and flesh are of different substance. Flesh cannot be virtuous or vicious without the soul, in whose crimes it serves
as an accessorv. All the more shame falls on the instigator when his accomplices are condemned and punished. More
stripes are inflicted on the initiator of a crime, although his accessories are condemned for obeving his orders (an. 40.4).

Above all, there is one genus of human souls. Every soul is counted with Adam until its rebirth in Christ. Without this
second birth, it is unclean, actively sinful. and spreads its cormuption into the flesh which serves it. Flesh remains a cup or
vessel which may be put to good or sinfil use. It makes no decisions and is of a different substance from the soul, which
is its ruler (praeses), whom it serves. It is not the distinctive property of man, and it should not be blamed for the 'works
of the flesh’ which come from the soul. Indeed the emotions of sin, the lusts which anticipate adulterv, belong to the soul.
It is plainly absurd to attribute sins and crimes but no good works to the flesh, which is always an accessory and never
the instigator in each case (an. 40).

As well as the evil which the dewvil brings at birth there is an antecedent evil from his ancient cormption of our original
nature, which has given mankind a second nature. Sin changes the creation which came from God. It destrovs reason as
it destrovs nature (Marc. 5.5 4-6)_ It invades nature (culr. 1. 8.2) to form a different, secondary and adulterous nature
(ar. 16.7).1* The corruption of nature is a different nature (alia natura) (an. 41.1). Nevertheless there remains in the
soul a higher ruling element which is good and a sibling natural to herself '* This shines as a light, rarelv visible, from
behind the thick barrier of obscuring sin. For while humans mav be verv bad or verv good, there is alwayvs some good

YA ddicta tamen animae ut suppellex.

L2 Cf am. 16.7: 'ne timeas et il proprietatem naturae adscribere posterioris et adulterae’. Note that . 16.7 and 41.1 are more
extreme statements than that of @ 16,1, On the contrast see, oz anima, ed. Waszink, 454,

Y bonum, principale, divinum, germanum, proprie naturale.
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i the worst and some bad in the best. 'Onlv God is without sin and the onlv sinless man is Christ, since Christ is also
God' (an. 41.3). The primitive goodness of the soul breaks out in common exclamations: 'Good God! God knows! Go
with God!"

The sin of Adam and Eve is the source of all sin (an. 39-41; tesr. 3.2; Marc. 1.22.8, 2.2.7). A cascade of souls flows
phyvsicallv from one man (a2, 27.9). Differences remain. Some seed mav bestow a sanctity on a soul (e, 39 4), while
other seed is so corrupt that no good is brought to birth. The soul is physically transmitted by sperm, so that, as
Cleanthes the Stoic pointed out, we resemble our parents in mental as well as phvsical endowments (a7, 25.9). Eve
recefved both soul and flesh through Adam, else God would have breathed on her to give her soul (an. 36.4).%°

While Tertullian displays the origins of the idea, one cannot attribute the later doctrine of original sin to him. He does not
cite the kev texts (Gen. 5.3; Ps. 51 5; Rom. 5 12ff) nor does he see guilt and death as phvsically transmitted. He does
not regard original sin as relevant to the question of infant baptism, speaking rather of the aweful responsibility which
baptism brings (bapt. 18.5). It has been claimed that he grves the theorv onlv a passing mention (ar. 40f).'° However,
he links original sin with phvsical continuity and with the soul. He does this through his materialism, which could not
make a clear distinction between spitit and matter. Later writers did not share this materialism; but they accepted the
consequences which Tertullian had drawn from it as the elements of a doctrine of original sin.'”

(ii)—
Free Will and God's Indulgence

Free choice remains. What we cannot do is what we do not wish to do (men. 14.7). Sin is what God forbids (paen.
3.2}, the love of what

I3 0F fest 2.

3 Spanneut, Stoicisme des peres, 197f notes other texts where soul as ragx is given a more passive meaning. He cites H.
Earpp, Probleme alichristlicher Anthropologie (Gitersloh, 19530), 3967, who following these texts hesitates to describe
Tertullian as a traducianist.

-

Y Karpp, ibid, 62. Karpp zoes on to see a modified Gnostic influence on Tertullian at this point, §3.
v Earpp, i5id, 86, Tertullian hat seinen Nachfolger lediglich eine Moglichkeit gegeben, die ausgebildete Lehire von der Erbsiinde
auf die von der Seele anmwenden.
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God does not love (paen. 4.4). Tertullian, in defence of the creator against Marcion, attributed evils to the free will of
humans, who both committed sins (mala culpae) and were punished for them (mala poenae). The result was human
misery, derived from the endowment which made man most likke God — his free spontaneous power to produce good.

Our sin is our fault. 'Tt is our will, when we will the evil which is contrary to the will of God who wills the good. If vou
ask whence comes this will by which we will something contrary to the will of God, T shall say: from ourselves' (cast.
2.5). Tertullian develops this point along lines which are plainly Stoic, but which have been absorbed into his own
thinking and are used because thev are the best way of handling an intricate, vet intelligible, problem. Those who
remarrv claim that the God who gave and took away gives again a second marriage. However, faith which is good and
solid does not so attribute evervthing simplv to the divine will We indulge ourselves when we overlook what is in our
own power ( esse aliquid in nobis ipsis") (casz. 2.3), because God permits all that happens. If we argue that God wills
whatever we do, there is an excuse for every sin and there is no ground for any Christian discipline. Indeed there is no
rational account of God possible, for either he produces things which he does not will or else there is nothing which he
does not will. God condemns and eternallv punishes some actions, while he commands and eternallv rewards others.
When we have learnt from his commandments the distinction between what he forbids and what he wills, we retain the
power to choose ('iam in nobis est voluntas et arbitrium eligendi alterum”) (casz. 2.3). From the beginning, he sets before
us good and evil. It cannot be his will that we choose what is against his declared will. Such volition as is hostile to God
can onlv come from ourselves. Adam, the author of our race and of our sin (ille princeps et generis et delicti Adam”)
committed sin because he willed it. The devil did not make him sin but acted as an accessorv to Adam's will ('materiam
voluntati subministravit’) (casz. 2.5).

In this way, God's will came to be a matter of obedience, and so it remains whenever we freely choose the downhill
path from God. The dewvil wants us to sin, but he does not diminish our volition, force us or impose ignorance of God's
will on us. God's will was
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clear when he imposed death as the punishment consequent upon disobedience. The devil's work is equally clear: he
puts our wills to the test. Only when we have willed to disobeyv God do we pass under the control of the devil; he has
not caused our volition but simply talcen advantage of it.

The onlv thing in our power 1s our will and the one test we face is whether we will what God wills. So we must scrutinize
and seek the hidden will of God (cast. 3.1). First, God's pure and absolute will is not revealed in what he permits, since
he malees allowance for lesser wills. Secondly, his pure will is found in the discipline by which he decrees those acts
which he prefers. What he wills more (or prefers) wipes out what he wills less and prescribes what is our duty. If we do
not follow his higher will, we tend to contradict his will. We mav do what he wills, but still offend him; if we do what he
prefers we earn a reward. In the former case, we both sin and do not sin; but we certainly deserve no reward. It is a sin
not to want to deserve a reward.

Now we can see how second marriage should be understood. It is not the pure volition of God, but the will of God
which 1s his indulgence (indulgentia). All this Tertullian finds in Paul when he speaks about marriage to the Corinthians
{1 Cor. 7). It is better to marrv than to burn and marriage is the lesser of two evils; an evil can seem good onlv when
compared with something very bad ('non potest videri bonum nisi pessimo comparatum’) (casz. 3.7). Goodness is best
seen apart from comparison.

Something is good if it contitie to keep that name without comparison, I say not with evil, but rather with some other zood:
so that, even if it be compared to some other good, and is overshadowed by that zood, it nevertheless retains the name ‘zood.
If. however, it be only called "'zood' in comparison with an evil, itis not so much "zood as a species of lesser evil, which by
being obscured by a superior evil has to be called ‘good [quod a supetiore malo obscuratum ad nomen bond impellitue). [cast
3.8)

The point mav be grasped if we drop the comparison. Who would be rash enough to claim 'Tt is better to marrv'? What
is not 'better’ cannot be 'zood’ when only the comparison with personal combustion provides a ground for its goodness.
The comparison between marriage and burning is logically similar to that between
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knowledge would destrov vour hatred' (nar. 1.1.4). Paradox on paradox points to wilful ignorance and chosen
intellectual inertia.

Can the rich variety of sin be reduced to a fundamental fault? Impatience was man's first and fatal sin; as the sole source
of everv sin, it eclipses original sin in importance. 'In sum, every sin may be attributed to inpatience. Evil is impatience of
good' (par. 5.2). Tertullian confesses that he does not possess patience (par. 1), but God does (par. 2.1), and the
incarnate Christ did (par. 3.1). Since Christians should imitate Christ as slaves and animals imitate their masters, they
should strive for patience (par. 4.1).

Impatience has the dewvil as its source. The devil envied, grieved and deceived man becanse he was lord of creation.
Malice and impatience cause one another (par. 5.7). Man's fatal impatience (par. 5.11-13), led him who had been the
innocent, intimate friend of God to fall from paradise. Murder, anger, hatred, plunder and adultery all spring from
impatience. Immodesty is impatience of modestv_ dishonesty is impatience of honesty and impiety is impatience of piety.
How can such a many-headed serpent of sins not offend the lord who rejects every form of evil?

Patience precedes and follows faith (par. 6.1). Love, the supreme sacrament and treasure of Christians is marked by
patience (par. 12.8). Heathen patience lacks an essential dimension; for Christian patience is offered to God in return
for his patience and the patience of Christ (par. 16.5).

{ivj—
Penance

The major controversy of Tertullian's later vears concernaed the forgiveness of sins, a question which had long concernad
hitn_ In his earlier work reason is, as ever, his starting point. Penitence must be rational because God, in all his acts and
demands_ is rational (paer. 1.1). Fear is not the motive (pagn. 5). A decisive repentance which leads to baptism is the
centre of faith for all who strive for God's favour (paen. 6.1).1¥ We are not baptized so that we may stop sinning, but
because we have stopped sinning Yet there is a second repentance (paen. 7), which we should not be ashamed to use
any

¥ ‘amnes satutis in promerendo deo petitores’
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more than we abstain from medicine i an illness recurs. Post-baptismal sin offends God but he offers reconciliation

(paen. 7.14) to those who confess. Such confession ( EgDHD?&O}"T}D’IQ) puts on sackcloth and ashes, mourns,
fasts, pravs, weeps loudly_ rolls at the feet of presbyvters, kneels and begs for the pravers of all believers. In this way,
temporal mortification replaces eternal punishments, and self-condemnation leads to absolution, because we are
concerned with God. The harder we treat ourselves the better God treats us (paen. 9.6).°° We can be extravagantly
humble before the community which is Christ's body, because Christ is at the centre of all that happens. "Therefore
when vou throw yourself at the knees of vour brethren, vou are handling (contrectas) Christ and vou beg (exoras) of
Christ; equally when the brothers shed tears over vou, it is Christ who is suffering, Christ who implores the father. What
a sofl requests is always easily obtained' (pasn. 10.6).

If it still be a miserable thing to confess in this way, remember that the means of healing can often be painful and
unpleasant (paer. 10.9). For those who hesitate there is the judgement of eternal fire_ proved by the activity of
volcanoes. Nature shows the danger and also points to the cure. Irrational, dumb animals like stags and swallows know
how to find a cure and do not hesitate to take it. No Christian has to endure the humiliation which the king of Babvlon
suffered (Dan. 4 25t ). The shipwrecked sinner must cling to the two planks of salvation: baptism and confession
(paen. 12.9).

Some sinners will sink despite this life-raft. Post-baptismal sin had been a problem for Christians from earliest times.
Hermas gave all Christian sinners one second chance and for this reason he found supporters, but never made his way
into the canon of scripture (pud. 10).*! Tertullian's opposition to the readmission of adulterers and fornicators (he did
not distinguish between these sins (pud. 4)) gained him notorietv and conflict with his bishop. As ever, an examination of
his argument is necessarv; this shows that he was in contimuity with a strong New Testament tradition,** according to
which there were three sins which were not re-

= in tantum non peperceris tibd, in tantum tibi deus, crede, parcet’

1 Every church council had judged it to be apocryphal and false (pasn. 10).

== This is ignored by his conservative crtics, blee C.B. Daly, Terruliian the Puritan and his tyflusnce (Dubling 1993
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missible: adulterv, idolatrv and murder. According to Acts, Paul and 1 John, Tertullian explains, penance cannot cure
these sins.

Mot only seripture, but much else prevented Tertullian from acquiescence on this point. His logic, ethics, materialism,
doctrine of baptism and doctrine of the church left him no ground for agreement. In logic, we have already seen how
important logical relations were to his triune God. At a different level, the relation between the three sins was decisive.
Idolatry (which meant apostasy) was like a wedge which, on one side, caused adultery and, on the other side, murder.
The three things could not be divided. Permit one and the other two must be there. The pressure to apostatize into
idolatrv was inescapahble in Foman society, where the gods were woven into everv part of dailv life. Adultery meant a
step back into the pagan world which the Christian had renounced. Whatever authority or argument readmits the
adulterer or fornicator to the church has to grant the same help to his coordinates_ the murderer and idolater (pud. 22).

In ethics, the will is all important. This makes adulterv worse than idolatry. No one is compelled to fornicate. No
Christian apostatizes into idolatry except under coercion (pud. 22). In metaphvsics, Tertullian's Stoic materialism
excludes the plea that spirit is willing and flesh weak. His concluding words are that there is nothing stronger than the
flesh which crushes out the spirit (pug. 22). Flesh goes on into eternity. Of the three great sins, adultery is the most
physical. Tertullian's own adulteries were committed in the same flesh which now strives for continence (res. 59.3).% In
that same flesh he will face his lord.

His doctrine of baptism, with its fearful weight and responsibility, excluded sin from the life of the believer. The gospel
began from the simplicitv and finalitv of baptism.** The church, we shall see, must be the spotless bride of Christ.

It would be foolish to link Tertullian's own fornications to his intransigence on this point. The solid reasons, which he has
given, render a psychological explanation superfluous. Unlike Augustine, he does not dwell on his early guilt in order to
exalt the grace of

= "Ezo me scio neque alia carne adulteria commisisse neque nunc alia came ad continentiam eniti.

4 Gap above. ch. 1.
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God. An English poet, Lord Byron, and a French scholar, Louis Bertrand, have blamed the climate. Bvron wrote,

What men call zallantry, and zods adultery,
Iz much more common where the climate's sultry

Bertrand was even more persuasive *° Tertullian would never have agreed. First, fornication was a vohmtary matter
(pue 22.13). There could be no evasion of blame *” Secondly, a warmer climate was beneficial to the soul, which

became torpid and incapable of active thought in colder climates -* Eejecting the link of soul ,:‘P XN ) with cold he
notes that, in temperate zones men's minds are sharper (ingenia expeditiora), while in the frozen north thev are
invariably dull (ommibus . . . mente torpentibus) (an. 257

Tertullian's fornications were pre-baptismal or else none of his argument on post-baptismal sin would stand; he would
no longer be within the church. Thev were also prior to his marriage, or else the closing argument of ad wxorem would
be impossible. Many of his fellow Christians would come to baptism with a similar record. The sins that continued to
wortry him were the lesser sins of the baptized Christian. Temptation continued after baptism, for the Christian, as it had
for his lord. Indeed all must pass through temptation on the wayv to heaven. It was on this account that he signed himself
Tertullian the sinner’ (bapr. 20.3). We must take seriously his analyvsis of impatience as the archetvpal sin to which he, a
worthless man (rrullius boni) was prone (par. 1.1). Through this fault, he became omnicompetent in sin, a man born to
do nothing but repent (paen. 12,97

<= Don Juan, Canto 1, 3.
S Saint Augustin (ET, London, 1914), 78

But the supple and treacherous city knew the secret of enchaining the will. She tempted him by the open display of her
amusements. Under this sun which touches to beauty the plaster of a hut, the zrossest pleacurec hawve an attraction which men of
the North cannot understand. The overflowing of lust surrounds vou. This pr-:u]:ﬂu: swarming, all these bodies, close-pressed and
soft with sweat, give forth as it were a breath of fornication which melts the will. Angzustin breathed in with deheht the heavy
buttiing ait, loaded with human aodouts, which filled the streets and squares of Ea.tthage

" He would have agreed with the late Lord Baden-Powell, who impressed upon his vouns followers that, if they swam after a meal,
they would not only drown but it would be their own fault. "Cramp doubles vou up in extreme pain so that vou cannot move your
arms ot legs, and down vou 2o and drown — and it will be vour own fault. E 5 S Baden-Pow ell, Scouring for bovs (London, 1933),

T

*% Nietzsche held the contrary and false view.
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We began with the contradiction of persistent sin; Tertullian's answer illuminates the predicament. Adam knew what he
was doing and chose freely; since his fall, sin has acquired natural status and compulsive force (arn. 16.1).%° Sin is both
universal and particular. Tertullian accepts totally the common duplicity of human souls. All are siblings under the skin,
torn between natural goodness and original sin. Worship of fallible emperors and obedience to erring bishops are
equally impossible to one of his temperament and beliefs. Evervone faces his own flawed choices with perpetual
penitence.

B
A Sordid Church

Everv believer knows the struggle of Romans 7; but few are prepared for the disillusionment of an ececlesia sordida.
Personal weaknesses may be depressing; blemishes on the bride of Christ are intolerable. Tertullian saw the antithesis
more clearly because his was a martvr church which owned the tradition of Perpetua. At the same time it was a
comfortable and prosperous church where many were ready to compromise (mediocritas nostra). The Christian
community inchided members of senatorial families and the ordo decurionum. There were many rich widows and many
cultivated speakers of Greek

Tertullian has suffered chieflv in the history of the church because of his polemic against bishops in general and the
bishop of Rome in particular ** Most Christians have said negative things about bishops; but Tertullian said them
extremely well and has

*% Tryationale autem posterius intellegendum est, ut quod acciderit ex serpentis instinctu, ipsum ilhud transsressionis
admissum, atque exinde inoleverit ot coadoleverit in atnima ad instar iam naturalitatis quia statim in naturae primordio accidit.
However, the irrational element must be taken as a later addition. The first momentous sin, although it was prompted by the
serpent, thereafter inhered in the soul and grew along with it just like a natural faculty, because it happened at the dawn of
nature's first beginning.

. Schéllgen, Ecclesia sordida? Zur Frage der sozialen Schichtung frithchristlichen Gemeinden am Beispiel Karthagos mar Zeit
Tertullians, L4 O, Suppl. 12 (M[inster, 19584), 268, While there are few traces of lower classes, the proportion of each caste is hard to
determine. Indeed, apart from the strong evidence for wealthy Christians, the social composition of the church at Carthage is
unclear.

i Many scholars see the bishop of Carthage as the object of attack and many are unsure. After sreat indecision, I am largely
contvinced by Allen Brent, Hippolytus and the Roman church in the third century, 309-17. Together with the arguments which
Brent puts forward, I think it makes Cyprian's lovalty to Tertullian easier to understand.
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paid the penalty for his verbal violence. The ground of his attack was episcopal handling of second repentance or the
remission of sins, as it emerged in F.ome and in Carthage about 22037 Callistus, bishop of Rome, was prepared to
restore penitents for certain secret sins, among which fornication was specified. For Tertullian, such a sinner should be

encouraged to confess, should be commended to the just mercies of God and then be expelled from the communion of
Christ's body on earth.

Tertullian does not deny that bishops may pardon certain sins; but their authority is sufficiently new for him to be able to
restrict this pardon to minor faults. He also recognizes that, in times of persecution, martvrs will be besieged bv penitents
who beg their intercessions. Perhaps_ it has been suggested, a certain realism caused hishops to take upon themsebves
this enlarged power. Under persecution there was a persistent danger that expelled sinners might be arrested and. in
despair, denv Christ and inform on other Christians. "With such a prospect before his eves, a bishop might well take anv
step that would put courage and confidence into the weaker brethren, while peace lasted, so that, when the shock of

persecution came, it might find them in such solidarity with the Church that thev would stand firm' -

(i) —

Was Tertullian a Schismaric?

Tertullian's doctrine of the church™ presents a different kind of puzzle from that found in other parts of his thought.
There is no need to reconcile opposing views; rather the consistency of his account is excessive. With one who
gradually distanced himself from the rulers of the church, some evidence of change should be expected. The puzzle is
one of fact: the common account of Tertullian's Montanist defection has an insecure basis. It is probable that he
remained within the catholic church, despite (or because of) his allegiance to the Wew Prophecy. Further, his ideas on
the church, its discipline and morals did not change with his increased opposition to the rulers of the empirical church
which he

*< Bee W. Telfer, The forgivensss of sins (London, 1939), 62.

33 thia £a

Ibid 64

** This account is indebted at many points to the recent work of David Rankin, Tertullian and the church.
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faced. Eschatological expectation mav have grown more intense; but this simply emphasized that the bride of Christ
must be fit to meet her lord. There was no substantial change in his view of the church which he detived from Paul and
Matthew.

Opinion concerning Tertullian's relation to the church has been divided. Some claim that Montanism brought little change
to Tertullian's theology. Others maintain that Montanism profoundly affected his understanding of spirit and church. An
attempt at reconciliation claims that Tertullian's theology is a consistent whole, which finally found its home within
Montanism which supported his rigorist practices and principles ** Indeed, Tertullian's theology of the spirit followed
from his own theology and was not adopted from Montanism ** His tone and stvle became more strident in his later
writings; but there was no change in his theological outlook *”

Montanism was already two generations old, before Tertullian embraced it. It mav have been a negative response to the
increased organization of the church catholic, which was partly a response to the challenge of Gnosticism. It is important
that Montanus and his followers did not call themsebes a 'church' and that they remained loval to the church unfversal **
Their ministrv shared with other churches a threefold structure; thev had patriarchs for metropolitans and elders who
supervised finance

Certainly within Tertullian's writings, the New Prophecy had no characteristics of a schism. There was no rival hierarchy
as there was later with Novatianism and Donatism. While most catholics were psvchics, not spiritual (fer. 11.1),
Tertu]]ian insisted that there were spiritual bishops (7ei. 16.3) who shared his opposition to the readmission of serious
smners.*” Cvprian (Ep. 55.21) wrote of these earlier bishops who held such views.*! Cyprian would not have followed
Tertullian so assiduously had Tertullian been schismatic.

35 ONlalley, Tertullian and the 5ible, 1203,

e} Bray, Holiness and the will of God (London, 197%), 110, 131

T W], Das Heilswirken Gottes durch den Sohw nach Tertullican (Rome, 1960), 269,
Ep de Labriolle, Lo crise montanisie (Paris, 1913), 80 and 136.

¥ Cf F.E. Vokes, Montanism and ministry, StParr., 9 (1966), 306—15 (308).

* Rankin, Tertullian and the church, 49,

31 Ibid 150, This is a clear demonstration that Tertullian's attacks were in the main directed more at particular bishops and their

presumptuous claims than at episcopal office as such’.
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(ir)—
Images of the Church

Tertullian's account of the church draws on a wide range of images. The church is the ark of Noah, in which believers
are saved from destruction (bapr. £.4) and kept free from all impurity (idel. 24 .4), the little ship in which the disciples
are protected (bapr. 12.7) and kept from shipwreck (puel 13.20). The church is the camp of light, at war with the army
of pagan darkness (cor. 11.4), free from the contamination of sin (pud. 14.17) and subject to discipline in a wav which
the camp of heretics is not (praescr. 41.7). The church is a body in manv senses: it is a society (apol 39 1) and a
threefold witness (bapr. 6.2). It is the unitv of the charismata given in the Old and New Testaments (Marc. 5 8f) and
the means of reconciliation through the phvsical body of Christ (Marc. 5.19.6). Within the spiritual body the other
members share the suffering of anv member which is afflicted (paen. 10.2), and the congregation acts as Christ
(ecclesia vero Christus) in receiving the penitent sinmer (paen. 10.6). The church is closely linked with the holy spirit
and the trinitv (pud. 21.16f). The church as mother goes bevond the source of nourishment (marz. 1.1) to represent a
more exalted fisure alongside God as father (mor. 7.9). Termallian is the first to connect mother church with father God.
The well-established image of the church as the bride of Christ is frequently found in Tertullian (s.g. mon. 5.7 and 11.2;
Marc. 4118, 5.12.6 and 5.18.9) as is also the image of the church as virgin (e g mon. 11.2; pud 18 and 18.11).
The church is also the school in which the pupils of Christ are taught the truth which was handed down to his disciples
(seorp. 12.1), truth which surpasses all human wisdom (4. 1.6). As a sect, the teaching of the church places it beside
the sects of philosophy and religion which were tolerated by Foman law (ap. 39.6); vet it remains superior to them
(pall. 6.2).

(iii}—
Marks af the Church

For Tertullian, these images point to the holiness (ark, ship, camp, mother, bride and virgin), apostolicity (sect and
school) and unity (body) of the church ** The holiness of the church derves from the

2 b2 00
ard., F4.



Page 179

summons of the church to meet her lord. Throughout his writing, Tertullian had a perfectionist view of the church.
Unworthy members must be excluded from its fellowship (ap. 2.18, 39 4. A Christian who is found in the gladiatorial
arena on any charge other than that of his faith must be excommunicated. Those who do not stand firm under
persecution must be expelled (praescr. 3.6). Tertullian rejects (pud. 13 25) the argument of those who will identif the
Corinthian adulterer (1 Cor. 5_5) with the offender to be reconciled (2 Cor. 2.5-11). There can be no pardon for the
sins of murder, idolatrv, fraud, apostasv, blasphemyv, adultery and fornication (pud. 19.25). Because the end is near,
there is no place for sin within the church.

For Tertullian, the holiness of the church had to be an empirical holiness. It was to be percetved by all who saw it
Unworthy members were to be excluded (ap. 2.18), banished from praver and fellowship (ap. 39.4). He who is not
wholly a Christian is not a Christian (ap_ 44.3) anv more than he who is not orthodox (ap. 46.17) or he who is apostate
(praescr. 3.6). The holiness of the church must not be compromised and grave sinners must be permanently excluded
(pud. 18.11). For all who have committed murder, idolatrv, fraud, apostasv, blasphemy, adulterv and fornication,
'Christ will not intercede’ and perpetual exclusion from the church must follow (pud. 19). Tertullian's demand for
holiness is present throughout all his works. It is not derived from his later concern with the New Prophecy; but it will
plav a decistve role in the historv of the African church.

The church must stand in continuity with the apostles (praescr. 20f). For teaching received from the apostles comes
from God through Christ (prasser. 21). Continuity may be verified by historical succession as well as by continuity of
doctrine. Indeed phvsical continuity must be bound to authentic apostolic withess (Mare. 4.5.1-3). However, neither
continuity of office nor of teaching is the final criterion. The question of power takes precedence *

Tertullian, as heir of the apostles (praascr. 37.3), looked back to the founding of particular churches by the apostles
and to lists of bishops who had succeeded them. Apostolic foundation and

*¥ See below and also Rankin, Tertullian's use of the word potesias.
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apostolic teaching were marks of the true church. The movement from an early concern for apostolic doctrine to a later
concern for apostolic discipline points to the decisive move in earlv Christian ecclesiology. In the face of the problems of
penitential discipline, the question of doctrine became secondary to the question of power. "The question "To whom has
Christ_ through his chosen apostles, given his teaching?" receded into the background of Tertullian's thought. An
alternative, "To whom did he give the power?", becomes the critical question '

The unity of the church had been a matter of concern since Christ called his second disciple. Indeed, Paul spoke firmly
on the need for christian unity in his first letter to the Corinthians. Tertullian begins from Paul's condemnation of schism
(praescr. 5. Apostolic churches, through their peace, brotherhood and hospitality, display their unity (praescr. 20.6—
£). Their unity is a matter of tradition (praescr. 28.3). Heretics, with their lack of godly fear, gravity, diligent care,
ordered appointment and due discipline, forfeit the unity of the church (praescr. 43.5). One God and one baptism
belong to one heavenly church (bapr. 15.1). The one church as the single spouse of Christ provides the pattern for
monogamy (mon. 5.7). It is most offensive for clergy to celebrate second marriages 'in the virgin church, sole spouse of
the one Christ’ (o 11.2). Even in his later writing, Tertullian never wavers in his belief that there is one church, from
which onlv heretics, not carnal Christians (psvchics) are excluded (virg. 2.2). Despite all the shortcomings of the
bishops, there is onlv one catholic church.

The unity of the church was closelv argued bv Tertullian on the basis of 1 Corinthians (11.17f and 12.12f) and
Ephesians (4. 4—6). Never did Tertullian denyv this truth. The one church (una ecclesia sumus (virg. 2.2)) included
carnal or psvchic catholics together with the followers of the New Prophecy. The unitv of the church which is displaved
in the peace between congregations is based upon common apostolic doctrine (praescy. 21.7). As the body of Christ,
the church was not divided. Both catholic and new prophet were a part of the one church in heaven (bapr. 15.1). Yet,
despite his reference to the church in heaven, Tertullian regards the true church as a

7 Ranlkan, Tertullian and the church, 102f.
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present historical realitv. To sum up, it mav be convincinglv argued that, while he does not use the later formula,
Tertullian confesses the church to be one, holy, catholic and apostolic.*

fivj—
Ministry

Tertullian's theology of ministrv affirms a threefold structure of bishops, presbyvters and deacons. Here he takes a
decisive step which was to be established within the western church from that time forward. For Irenaeus, churches
were apostolic if, through their members and their ministrv, they handed on the authentic apostolic faith.

Seenin its proper terms, the Irenaean doctrine contains little with which the historian need quarrel. But when this doctrine
spread among the Latins, assumptions were made, and consequences drawn, for which Irenaens was not strictly responsible.
If aty catholic congrezation of the age that followed him belizved itself to hold the apostolic faith it assumed that all the
actualities of its third-century life, without disctimination, were such as must always have been present in the life of the
Church, since the davs of the apostles. So these Latin churchmen created a historical myth, the unhistorical nature of which
they were secure from discovering. This was to the effect that the apostles had provided for the future of the church by
creating an order of monarchical bishops. The first of these they ordained, according to this myth, with their own hands, and

set theim to govern the several chrches with which they were concerne d.e
The practical value of this doctrine was obvious.

Apart from the three offices, Tertullian describes at least six other positions within the church — widow, virgin, doctor,
lector, prophet and martyr *” The distinction between clergy and laity is clear. 'Office as a formally constituted rank or
position, bearing a function or authority by virtue of such rank, is in Tertullian's thought applied almost exclusively to the
clergv, and onlv rarelv to the minor offices of lector, doctor and the two female "orders"."*® The priestlv class provides a
pattern for other offices and deserves submission and respect.

3 Ihid 111-186.

EW. Telfer, The office of'a bishop (Londen, 1962, 119,

* Rankin, Tertullion and the church, 172-85,

4% 4 - 3 PES
= - 4
Ihid., 142,
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Just as, while criticizing philosophyv, Tertullian did as much as anvone for the use of philosophv in Christian thought, so,
while abusing the multimde of bishops, Tertullian indicated the most decisive step in eatlv Christian ecclesiology. In him
the church has acquired the magnitude which Cyprian was to expound in the classic catholic doctrine which has endured
to the present. He accepted this, not in spite of his prophetic eschatological tendencies_ but because of them_ Since the
end was near, the church must be ordered on lines parallel to Roman provincial government,** so that it could take over
earthly rule when Christ had come. As the apostles were to sit on twelve thrones as judges (Matt. 19 28; Luke 22 30)
s0 their faithful successors were to judge. 'Bv anticipation, and among the people of God, thev were already seen to sit
on thrones as judges . . . So in this shadow-empire, the Church, the bishops are seen to answer to the senatorial rank in
the secular order." In ecclesiclogy as elsewhere Tertullian shaped the future of western christianitv, affirming episcopal
power and rebuking its misuse; as ever, he did this becanse he was able to handle ambiguous reality.

T{1973), 63-79.

{
n

* See Eric F. Osbom, Cyprian's Imazery, Antichthon,

i Telfer, Bizhop, 130f.
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Chapter 9—
Argument and Humour:
Hermogenes and the Valentinians

To argue or not to argue” The two targets of this chapter share a common dualism. Yet there is a striking difference in
the wayv Tertullian confronts them. Hermogenes is met with exposition and argument; Valentinians are offered exposure
and ridicule. The difference is of first importance. Like Marcion, Hermogenes presented argument; Valentinians offered
fable and vision which was immune from argument. Tertullian's two diverse approaches respond to this difference. They
are not explained by placing one work early in Tertullian's career, and claiming Montanist influence on the second.! The
contrast is in logical method. For Tertullian, the laughing Stoic, his argument and his satire are equally philosophical.

A—
Against Hermogenes

(i)—
Unicity of God

The chief objection to Hermogenes (as against Marcion), is Tertullian's axiom: 'God is not if he be not one’. Matter is
introduced by Hermogenes as a second first-principle beside God, "on the same level with the lord' (Herm. 1), in order
to explain creation and its flaswws. Tertullian gives a careful statement of the argument of Hermogenes (Herm. 1-3) and
then sets about his refutation.

! There is no need to dispute a difference in date; see ch. 1 for order of composition of Tertullian's works. The point is that
Tertullian's different criticism of the two views is based on their argument or lack of argument.
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Hermogenes argued that:

A 1. God created things either out of himself or out of nothing or out of something.
. He neither made them out of himself nor out of nothing.
. Therefore he made things out of something, namely matter.

-

-
<
-

B. 1. God was lord and. as unchangeable lord, must alwavs have something to lord over.

2. God, the only creator, lord of the universe, wholly other, was set in contrast to matter which was neither creator nor

lord.

Tertullian replies to this argument that 'God' is the name of a substance while 'lord’ is the name of a power. God was
always God but lordship was a later addition. As soon as things began to exist, over which God could exercise power,
from that moment of power, 'he became lord and received the name' (Herm. 3 4). He could not have been father
before the son existed, nor a judge until there was sin to judge. God became lord through the service of the things which
he had made.

MNow, is this too subtle for Hermogenes? The bible offers simpler proof: God is called 'God' until he has completed
creation. Then and only then, is he called lord' (Gen. 2.15). An even more obvious rebuttal is offered for the more
obtuse: if, as Hermogenes claims, matter is neither born nor made, then matter must be free and God could not be its
lord. In contrast, from Tertullian's position, matter experienced God as lord only from the moment of creation, when he
exercised the lordly power which he had held prolepticallv all along.

(ii)—
Eternal Matter

Hermogenes' transcendent matter has many inconsistencies becanse it denies the axiom of one God. First of all it is
equally unborn, unmade, eternal, unbegun and without end; and this, says Tertullian, makes it equal to God who alone is
eternal If there is anvthing else beside him with the same attributes, he is not God. Hermogenes has produced two gods
which means that he has no God (one plis one equals none)), for unicity is part of being God. "Whatever belongs to
God, belongs to him alone’ (Herm. 5.3). Hermogenes will deny this and claim that God is still first and
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incomparable; but 'how can he be first when matter is co-eternal with him7?' (Herm. 6.1). Matter is equal to God in all
respects, lacking no qualitv which is thought to be special to him.

Hermogenes replies that matter is inferior to and different from God, so the axiom of one God is not denied. Tertullian
argues that what is eternal and ingenerate cannot be inferior to anvthing. Eternal God and eternal matter possess equally
'that complete and perfect felicity of which eternity is declared to consist' (Herm. 7.2). There can be no degrees of
divinity because, by axiom, divinity is unique. Matter cannot propetly be submitted to God without prompting matter's
just complaint: "Who submits me to a god, who is mv equal in time and myv equal in age? If this is done because he is
called "God", then I also have mv own name; or rather, I am God and he is matter, because we both are also that which
the other is' (Herm. 7.4).

There is reason, claims Tertullian, for saving that Hermogenes' matter is superior to God, because it provided God with
the material necessarv for his work. Whatever one uses one needs, and whatever one needs is superior to one. Matter,
rich, opulent and generous, lent itself to the God who needed it to make what he could not make out of nothing. Matter
did God a great service by enabling him to be known as God and called 'Almighty'; vet by virtue of this service, it
denied the omnipotence of God. Further, at the same time as performing this service, it performed an even greater
service to itself by making itself God's equal and assistant.

Hermogenes has achieved this knowledge through the philosophers who are the patriarchs of the heretics. Certainly the
prophets and apostles did not know all of this any more than did Christ. Tertullian's sarcastic aside is important because
it shows the source of his ideas. It is from the prophets and apostles that Tertullian learns the account of God which he
follows. There he finds an unqualified monotheism and this unqualified monotheism is the heart of his gospel. As for
Paul, so for Tertullian, God is the God who justifies the ungodly, raises the dead and creates from nothing.

There is a further possibility that God used matter, which was evil, to achieve something for which he lacked the
resources; but if he had been lord and a good God he would have transformed the
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evil matter into something good before he used it. If the good God used evil matter, which he owned. to make a
universe, which therebv contained evil, he was not a free lord. If God, according to Hermogenes, drew on a foreign
substance to make a world in which evil exists, then God is responsible for the evil which he has permitted. If he had no
alternative wayv to make a wortld, he could have refrained from creation. It was stupid for him to make a world for his
own glorv, when the method of creation showed his debt to an alien and evil substance.

(iiij}—
Eternal Evil (Herm. 10-16)

Hermogenes claims that creation from nothing means that evil must be imputed to the creator (Herm. 10.1). God must
cause evil Tertullian's reply is that no theory of creation can avoid the permission of evil by the creator who thereby
appears to be the cause of evil. Tertullian has given his own answer to the problem of evil elsewhere. It is clear that the
account of Hermogenes will not do, for, on his proposal, God was either unable or unwilling to amend the evil which is
ntrinsic to matter. God must therefore be either the servant or the friend of evil, since he associated with and created the
world out of matter.

Eternitv and evil are incompatible, argues Tertullian (Herm. 11). What is eternal cannot be subject to anvthing, but what
is evil is subject to evil, therefore what is eternal is incompatible with evil. God alone is God, because he is eternal. God
is good because he is God, therefore God is the eternal, highest good. Bv contrast, there will be an end to evil and a
restoration of creation in all innocence and purity. Evil has an end and must also have had a beginning.

If matter be evil we cannot explain the good things that have been made from it (Herm. 12-14). If we sav that matter is
evil by nature, we face further difficulties (Herm. 12). What is eternal is immutable, and for Hermogenes matter is
eternal, so matter is immutable. Again. for Hermogenes matter is evil, but matter is immutable so matter must alwayvs be
evil. Yet, for Hermogenes, if good things have been created out of matter, and matter is alwavs evil, then matter must
have suffered change, which is impossible because of its eternal immutabilitv. If good things are made from
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evil matter (Herm. 13), without a substantial change in matter, there might be a discordant and good element in matter.
Matter would then have no common nature; God would not be the sovereign creator even of good things; and God
would be still more subject to matter.

We could avoid this problem, however, by allowing God as creator of good things to produce them by his own will
without becoming subject to matter (Herm. 14). The difficulty with this defence is that God would also have to produce
evil things from matter; he could not have done this by his own free will, and therefore he would still be the servant of
matter. The subjection of God to anvthing is inadmissible: it would be better to have him create evil things out of nothing
than to lose his sovereign freedom. In contrast_ if matter contains nothing good and God freely created good. then God
must have created good from nothing.

If good were made neither from matter nor from God, but of necessity from nothing, the sovereign God could still make
all things (including evil) from matter (Herm. 15). But matter is superfluous, because it is at most the assistant of God in
the creation of evil (Herm. 16) and God remains sovereign creator. Matter being redundant. God made all things from
nothing The notion that God created evil raises difficulties; but it would be preferable for God to have created evil freely
than to have created evil from matter.

fivj—
Exegesis of Scripture (Herm. 19-32)

Creation from nothing mav also be proved from the unicity of God, which is Tertullian's overriding concern. His
sovereign wisdom is declared by scripture (Rom. 11.33ff) and he needed no substance to guide him (Herm. 17). This
wisdom mav be seen as God's instrument, generated by him for the work of creation (Herm. 18). If even God's
wisdom were born and created, there cannot be anvthing unborn and uncreated except God. God's wisdom and word
cannot be surpassed by matter in the way Henmogenes wishes. Scripture dominates these thirteen chapters, and
Hermogenes' interpretations of Gen. 1.1 (Herm. 19-22), Gen. 1 2a (Herm. 23-9) and Gen. 1.2b (Herm. 30-2) are all
disputed.



Page 188

To this scriptural detail another proof of creation out of nothing is added. The universe would derive ultimately from
nothing, even if it were made from matter (Herm. 33). The rule of faith declares that God alone is ingenerate, and all
else must be made by God from nothing. This belief is confirmed by the final reduction of all things to nothing, as
scripture declares, and what has an end must have had a beginning. What is perishable cannot be the product of eternal
matter; more fittinglv, God works the other way and transforms our perishable flesh into eternal flesh, 'that we might
believe that he alone raised up the universe from nothing into existence, when, since when it did not exist, it was, as it

were, dead' (Herm. 34 4).

fuj—
Contradictory Conditions of Matter (Herm. 35-40)

Tertullian proceeds to show that the condition of Hermogenes' matter is full of contradictions which confirm its non-
existence. It was not corporeal because it was a kind of motion, and not incorporeal because it produced bodies; vet
there is no indication of a third class of things to which it might belong (Herm. 35). Hermogenes attempts another
account (Herm_ 36) in which matter is partly corporeal (from which bodies are made) and partly incorporeal (the
irregular motion which governs matter). Motion, however, which will come up for later discussion, is an accident, an
action. and never a substance.

The next contradiction from Hermogenes is that matter is not good and not evil: a singularlv negative account (Herm.
37). Ifit is not good it must be evil, and if not evil it must be good. If God cannot improve good or evil matter, then he
must be inferior to it. Again, when Hermogenes describes matter as having a place below God (subjaciens deo)
(Herm. 38.1), he gives it a space and a shape, in spite of his claim that it is infinite because eternal. If his account has
been modified, by a pupil, so that the infinity of matter be only an infinity in time, this contradicts Hermogenes who
applies spatial categories to matter. God cannot shape matter as a whole, but only in parts.

Other contradictions arise from the way in which matter
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changes. First (Herm. 39), the changes which matter undergoes are onlv explicable f it is divisible, and this is
incompatible with its eternitvy. Hermogenes' more subtle claim that all the parts contain the whole is equally impossible,
because the presently existing parts of matter differ drastically from its older constiments. Finally (Herm. 40) change is
contradictory, when Hermogenes claims that (1) matter changed for the better and (i) matter was a model for the world.
Nor can the world be a mirror reflection of matter, for matter is unadorned and the world is an ordered cosmos. Even if
the world were a reflection of matter, the whole of matter could not be known from its now visible parts. Another
inconsistency is Hermogenes' claim that the parts of matter shaped bv God mav provide evidence of other matter which
has not been so changed.

fvi)—
Contradictory Motion of Matter (Herm. 41-3)

If the condition of matter be contradictory, so also is the motion which is ascribed to it (Herm. 41-3). On the one hand,
the motion of matter is chaotic, like boiling water, and. on the other hand, this motion is equable, evenly balanced
between good and evil While matter kept its distance from good and evil it was determined by them both. Further_ if
good and evil determine matter, they must be local like matter, therefore corporeal, and therefore substances, which is
impossible.

How can the motion of matter both aim at formlessness and desire to be ordered by God? How can it be unequal to
God, vet have something in common with hitn (Herm. 42)7 How can the motion of matter be both vehement and slow
(Herm. 43)7 With further contradiction, Hermogenes claims that matter is not evil by nature but capable of regulation by
God; he then goes on to claitm that matter had an evil nature which it lost when God set it in order.

How did creation happen” Hermogenes rejects the Stoic idea that God pervades matter and he sees creation as the

effect of divine beauty, either through its appearance to matter or as the effect of a divine magnet on scattered particles.
If. as Tertullian
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thinks impossible, these examples were relevant, there would be a point of time when God approached the world; but
for Hermogenes matter and God are eternal and of one substance. God, indeed. is evervwhere and could never have
been far removed from matter (Herm. 44).

According to scripture, God made the world by his powers of word and wisdom. 'His glorv is the greater because he
laboured' in creation, preparing the world by his wisdom and stretching out the heavens by his understanding. God's
incomprehensible judgements and undiscoverable ways (Rom. 11.33) point to one answer: "What else do these words
convey than: "How true! All things were made out of nothing!" For thev could not be comprehended nor discovered
save by God alone; otherwise_ if thev derive from matter, thev would admit of discovery and comprehension’ (Herm.
4551,

vit)—
Comoment

To the modern reader, Hermogenes' account has its strength. God was always lord, which meant that God was always
creator, which mmplied that he ordered a part of matter and produced a cosmos.* Matter was ordered by reflecting the
God who appeared to it and whose beautv produced the cosmos. Creation, like a magnetic force, pulled patticles into a
pattern (Herm. 44.1).

God and matter both have a self-generated, eternal motion (Her. 42.3). Matter is infinite and God regulates onlv a
part of it; but the whole is known from its regulated part (Herm_ 39 2). The world is the mirror of matter (Herm_ 40.2).
God shapes matter which is changeable and divisible. The motion of matter is both very swift and very slow, so that
motion (like matter itself) is without quality.

The point of Hermogenes' position is that matter is not shaped in its entirety but only in its parts:* this limitation is the
cause of evil(Herm_ 38.3). God never stops shaping matter and there is always some unshaped matter left over.
Consequently, in the world, there is alwavs evidence and counter-evidence of God's

* Cf. Hippolytus, Ref 8.10.

*'nec tota fabricatur, sed partes eius’
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designing hand. In all the order of the cosmos, some of the original chaos remains *

At first sight, Tertullian seems unreasonable, because he denies the proprietv of contradiction in matter after having
insisted that there is antithesis in all things * However, he is arguing for the inconsistency of Hermogenes, for whom as a
Platonist contradiction implies non-existence and whose matter is ideal and transcendent. As a Stoic, Tertullian could
give a different account and still preserve the unicitv of God and the transcendence of a creator. The immanence of
divine seed in the world did not preclude the independence of the creator from his creation.

B—
Against the Valentinians

This short work raises problems for the modern reader who has access to manv Gnostic works. The librarv of Nag
Hammadi is more abstract than the Valentinian storv which Tertullian discusses, although Nag Hammadi writings are still
descriptive rather than argumentatrve ® Tertullian cannot add greatly to our knowledge of the Gnostic movement; he
shows that the forms of Gnosticism which flourished in his time and place were more vivid than those which survived in
later devotional reading. This is what we should expect and there is no incompatibility between the two forms. For
example, the Gaospel af Truth presents the same narrative

* Neander wrote of Hermogenes:

Die Bildung der Materie durch Gott ist eine unendliche Aufzabe, und immer bleibt ein der Bildung widerstrebender Rest
muriick. 5o, sagt er, ldsst sich, wie das Ganze in den Theilen, die Materie als das zum Grunde legende in der Welt erkennen,
theils was sie durch die gétiliche bildende Eraft werden konnte, theils was in ihr das aller Bildung Widerstrebende ist. Das alte
Chaos 1dsst sich bei aller Schinheit und Ordnung in der Welt doch immer noch als das zum Grunde Liegende erkennen: es
scheint durch mitten durch die hergestellte Ordnung. (God's shaping of matter is an unending task and there is always a
residue which resists formation. So, Hermogenes savs, as the whole may be known in the parts matter may be recoznized as
the substtucture of the wotld, partly as that which comes from God's ordering power and partly as that which resists every
tendency to order. The ancient chaos can be recognized as fundamental in all the world's order and beauty; it appears
throughout the established order.) dmtignoseicus, 347, Cited Treatize against Hermogenes, tr. I EH. Waszink, 4 CT {London,
1956), 94f.

* See ahove, ch. 4.

® The translation of Republic 588f is innocent of all logical understanding, but illuminates the imagery of the Gospel of Thomas, 7.

See, The Nag Hammadi Library in English, translated under the direction of James A Fobinson (Leiden, 1977), 290f.
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movement as the Valentinianism of Irenaeus and Tertullian — the phase of extension is followed first by a phase of
concentration and then by a phase of dispersion and return to unity through the saviour.” There is no ground for
dissociating popular Gnosis from its great leaders ® In anv case, it was popular Gnosticism which troubled Tertullian and
Irenaeus. There is much to learn from this short work, although modern Gnostic investigators find it distressing because

it does not cover the wide scope of the Gnostic movement as it continues to emerge today *

Why does Tertullian mock the Valentinians and not trv to reason with them?” First, Gnostics mocked ordinary Christians
as nafve and stupid; Tertullian had to bounce the mockery back. From Paul onwards the follv of the cross was ridiculed
by Greek and Jew. The mocking of the saviour was part of everv Gospel passion narrative. Justin begs the Jews (dial.
147 1% Do not speak evil of him who was crucified and do not mock at his stripes_ for by them all may be healed, as
we have been healed ' Secondly, simplicity not sophistication is the way to know and declare God; by itself. wisdom
does him violence and betrays him The children did not shout 'Crucify’ (7al. 2,3.1). Thirdlv, Valentinians claimed
immunity from argument which they declared was supetficial. Their ideas were too profound for reason. Their professed
logical immunity and their preference for aesthetic’® rather than logical considerations made them vulnerable to humour.
Fourthly, this kind of theosophy arises for those who can handle storv or picture, but not logic. It offers entrv into a
higher world Feigned superiority masks deficiency and should therefore not be taken seriously. Finallv, incarnation was
foolishness to the Gnostics because it mixed language about the pleroma with language about the world, God-talk with
wotld-talk. Tertullian wanted to show that if vou staved in the transcendent realm, it was even easier to talk nonsense.

CE F.ML Sagnard, La gross valsmbiisms et ls témolgnz

* A= Hamack sought to do and was refuted by B Koschotke, Dis Polemil dev Guostiler gegen das Kirchliche Christentum
(Leiden, 1978), 6.

T As wvery recently, in the fine work of A H. B. Logan, Guostic truth and Christian heresy (Edinbursh, 1998)

Wgee B U von Balthasar, Der dsthetische Mythos', in Serrlichisir, sins theslogischs Asthstik, vol. Il (Einsiedeln, 1982), 35—45.
ET Iz glory gf the Lord (Edinbursh, 1984, vol 10, 35—44.
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At the same time, Valentinians could not be ignored, because they were partly right. Thev had put the divine economy
into the being of God, which is exactly what Tertullian did. Thev did not see how far it had to be demythologized!! into
something like a theology of the trinity (with three persons and one substance). Eecapitulation is explicitly transformed
by Clement of Alexandria with the Middle Platonic Nous (strom_ 4 .25 135-7). Both Tertullian and Clement keep some
myvthology but they make manyv logical moves as well.

Tertullian follows Irenaeus at many points but there are differences. Irenaeus reports without satire except for the tears
of Sophia (iger. 1.4.3f) and specimens of Valentinian exegesis (haer. 1.3.6,8.1) whereas Tertullian omits Valentinian
exegesis because it is incompatible with the literary genre he has chosen. Tertullian is more concise and clear, for a
narratio must be short, clear and have some probability

Tertullian has direct knowledge of Valentinianism. He has read the Syllogisms of Alexander (carn. 153 and 17.1) and
at least parts of the Psalms of Valentiims (carz. 17.1 and 20.3). Tt is unlikely that he had read the Gaspel af Truth: he
does not cite it whereas he does cite Marcion and Alexander; he must have known of its existence from Irenaens; but
perhaps he did not want to give publicity to it, or perhaps he took the title as a reference to the abstract truth of the
gospel and not to a specific writing.

What does Tertullian tell bevond that which we may learn from Irenaeus? He tells of Valentinus' ambition,
disappointment and rupture from the church (cf carn. 1.3). He gives us new names of members of the schoal:
Theotitmus an exegete, Axionicus who stayed faithful to Valentinus and Alexander who wrote Syllogisms. We also learn
(Fal. 11.2) that the division of the eastern followers (Theodotos, Bardesanes and Mark) from the western followers
(Ptolemy and Heracleon) ocowrred because of the account given of the procession or function of Christ and the holv
spirit. The former were more faithful to Valentinus than the latter. The parallel which he draws with the Eleusinian
mysteries is restricted to the point of secrecy. Scorpiace sets out the Valentinian attitude to martvrdom.

1 A5 J. Daniélou claims for Tertullian's eschatology, Latin Christianity, 304,

12 phsr Har 1.14. breviz, dilucida, ven similis".
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What Tertullian tells of the Valentinian incarnation (car1.) and resurrection (res.), coheres with what we learn from the
Gospel of Philip and the Epistle to Rheginos.

Most important of all, we mayv note that Tertullian is again influenced by his opponents. The terms demizrgus,

substamtivus, substantivalis and inascibilis show Valentinian origing while he uses Hovoyevng for Valentinian
teaching and wiicus and wiigenitus for orthodox doctrines ¥ His account of the trinitv used the terminologies of forms
and persons, and prolario for the movement from father to son. Even rriniras itself probably came from the
WValentinians. The relation of persona and subsrantia (FVal 4.2 7.3, 7, ) is not found in Irenaeus or elsewhere in these
three specific contexts '* Of course there is no mere transposition and the final form of the idea is different. This is
evident in adversus Praxvean 8.1 where he defends his use of the borrowed term.

fi}—
Story and Satire

Tertullian follows the form of a narratio, a literary genre which can be appropriate to events which invite humour.
Cicero® handles humour with care, so as to preserve dignitv and gravity. The form follows similar demands of
decorum ' Narratio in Tertullian looks to the place of the storv in a discourse, the form of an actual narration, and to
the procedure followed in discrediting it. This threefold character of narrario (historia, fabula and argumentim)'’
sets the limits and ensures Tertullian's originality and success. He treats the myth as a 'drame bourgeois' and provides
not a parodyv, but 'une adaptation romancée’ which is comvincing and not a piece of buffoonerv.'* A narratio should
possess brevity, lucidity and verisimilitude '

Tertullian is more concise and precise than Irenaeus was in his

13 gee Braun, Deus Christianorum.

L4 Jhed 1532f, 225f, 2931 See also Muoingt, Théologis trinftaive de Tertullien, vol 11, 6681

13

W,

'z orators 22684, of J-C. Fredoudlle (tr)), Contre los Valeneinfens, 5C, 280 (1980, 16.
1241 suffit ala "narration” littéraire de prendre le ton de la comédie ou de la satire’, Fredouille, i5:4, 17.

T

Rhgt Her 1.12f, of Cic., de bovenr, 127,
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attack on Valentinianism. He tells a better storv with a sustamed and livelv rhvthm *® There was always some danger
that his criticism would not be taken seriouslv. However, he had earlier argued against specific aspects of
Valentinianism. In de carne Chrizti, he attacked a docetic christology; in de resurrections mortuorum, he defended
the resurrection of the flesh; in de anima, he refuted the doctrine of three natures and the dualism of spirit and soul; in
scorpiace, he attacked Gnostic objections to martvrdom; and in adversus Praxean, he rejected Gnostic asons.

Valentinians have abandoned truth, he savs, in order to indulge their gift for telling stories; they lack a controlling
discipline which might give order to their doctrines or practices; and their solemn secrecy underlines the guilt which lies
behind their practice. Tertullian compares their teachings with those of the Eleusinian mysteries where secrecv is a cover
for shame, the five-vears period of initiation and the subsequent vow of silence place beliefs bevond scrutiny, the
mysterv of the sealed tongue signifies virility.

Freedom from logical control has enabled Valentinians to take the rich varietv of scripture_ with its names, titles and
teaching, and concoct for their own pleasure figments which are as unreal as they are foul When confronted by sincere
ivestigation, thev make three different responses, all of which avoid logical disputation. They mayv knit their brow and
state solemnly, 'The subject is profound' (Fal. 1.4). They may take advantage of the ambiguities of their terminology
and claim, 'But we agree with vou." When someone who knows their teaching questions them, thev affirm their
innocence through ignorance, claiming, by self-immolation, "We know nothing ' (Their method is to persuade first and
then teach. The disciples of truth teach first in order to persuade.)

Common Christians are simple, Valentinians claim, not wise. But a little simple wisdom is better than bad wisdom
("mitms sapere quam peius’) (Fal. 2.2). Christians are both doves and serpents; indeed the dove is better than the
serpent because the dove loves the simplicity of high open places, the light and the east which is the sunrise of Christ,
whereas the snake wriggles into secret holes and labvrinthine obscurities (Ial. 3.1).

=“ Fredowille, Comtre lor Falsentinisns, 25
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Truth is open and unashamed as it turns from manv gods to one God (Fal. 3.2). But to turn from many gods to another
crowd of gods, to turn from what is clear and open to what is hidden is an offence to faith. When the whole new storv is
told, recollection of child-hood fairy-tales is followed by bewilderment at the many asons, their marriages and their
offspring, 'the fables and endless genealogies' of which the apostle (1 Tim. 1 4) spoke. Their composers are not simple
but 'clever' in the bad sense, as thev churn out stories, without clear defence or instruction. This is their cleverness, vet
the simple have but to uncover their evil svstem to destroy them. For the 'simple’ know it all and when thev display the
evil secrets the whole, elaborate construction falls to the ground.

Who, he asks, are the Valentinians (I"al. 47 Thev do not likke their name becanse thev have disowned their founder,
without deserting his teaching. Valentinus, when he failed to be chosen as a bishop, set about to destrov the truth ** He
picked up a clue from an ancient source and worked on it with subtletv. He described manv acons within God whereas
Ptolemaeus put these acons outside God. Others introduced their own variety (except for Axionicus of Antioch who
stuck by Valentinus). Heresy, like a prostitute, wears a different dress each dav, and so the Valentinians hail each
novelty as a new revelation and trace each innovation to a spiritual gift. In the resulting chaos, despite their dishonesty,
they admit their evident disagreement (I'al. 4.4).

Tertullian therefore must go back to the original statements of the first teachers and not be content with peripheral
extravagances (I'al. 5.1). There are carefullv written accounts of their teaching which come from their contemporaries:
from Justin, Miltiades, Irenaeus (an exact investigator) and, closer to home, Proculus who combines dignity, chastity,
old age and Christian eloquence.

Tertullian's complaint against the Valentinians is that thev used words without logical control. For they gave no reasons
for their procession of asons (Fal. 6.1; cf Irenaeus, haer. 1.11) and anvone could make up a list of names which had
no basis in realitv and was backed bv no kind of argument. Furthermore, there were strong

Valentinus Grosticus?

! On Valentinus himself, see the strong case for his orthodoxy presented by C. Matkschies,
(Tibingen, 1993).
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arguments against the manv acons. As Irenasus had pointed out, thev depended on the fallacy of infinite regress, since
each enthusiast added a few more ultimate asons to show his higher knowledge. Thev denied the logical necessity for

apYT . . . L
one PXN . namely, that if there are two or more beginnings, there has to be another, more ultimate, first-principle to
determine the relation between them.

The multiplication of hvpostases was to prove, after Jlamblichus,_ the pattern of later Platonism. Iamblichus and Proclus

3 [
provided argument for the move, insisting on the need for imparticibles ({IUEGEKTH ). Their case has been supported
bv one recent writer with the claim that multiplication of intermediaries makes the first-principle both more transcendent
and more accessible ** The logic is, however, suspect since it can be twice as hard to move A-X and X-B than to move
A-B. Two relations have to be proved instead of one. [ have called this 'the bureaucratic fallacy’ and it explains why
some later Platonists lapsed into silence. Who has not, in modern times_ been reduced to helpless silence by an
interminable bureaucracy?

In exegesis, the place of logic had been emphasized by Irenasus and later by Clement. The chief pursuit of exegesis was

the axoAoubia of scripture. Irenasus compares Gnostic exegesis with the concoction of widely separate lines of

Homer (haer. 1.9 4). Gemune lines of Homer are used to tell a story Homer never told =

The Gnostic substitution of myvth for dialectic was equally abhorrent to Clement of Alexandria, for whom dialectic was
the highest way to truth. In the end, logic gave way to vision and participation; but it was not permissible to opt out of
the logical process at the beginning rather than the end of the quest. Clement produced a handbook of logic which has
historical significance in the development of Christian theology and European thought.

== A C.Llovd, The Later Neoplatonists, in A H. Amnstrong (ed.), The Cambrides History of later Greek and Early Medisval

Philosophy, (Cambridze, 1967), 272325 (282). This claim can certainly be defended by the need for psychological
acclimatization. Awareness of ranscendence begins near and ends afar.

=* A similar concoction comes from the spealing state of Alexandna. See G. Katbel, Epigrammara dedicaroria (Bethin, 1878),

1,00%9: I. Daniglon, Message évangsligus ef culturs helléniztigue (Tournai, 1261), 824 B L. Wilken The homeric canto in
Irenaeus "Against Heresies', 1.94, IC, 21 (1967), 2538, I. Mansfeld, Heresiograpfy in context (Leiden, 1992), 1574
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The faihwe of Gnosticism was in srational method more than in false conclusions.

We mayv note, in passing, that anv modern account of Gnosticism, Christian theologv and philosophv must take account
of three insecure dichotomies. The first concerns the dichotomy between speculation and argument. For idealists of the
early twentieth century, philosophy was a matter of svstem and speculation, while for the analvtic philosophy which has
dominated recent thought, philosophy is a matter of argument. This argument mayv be dug out of writings which are not
normally considered philosophical;* but it has to be argument. For logical analvsts, Gnosis is theosophy not philosophy,
whereas idealists find a svstem of thought in Gnosticism and put it alongside philosophv > While following an analvtic
position, it remains possible to see the point which idealists were making, partlv because some argument is usually found
in speculative systems and partly because there is always some continuity across the most drastic philosophical change.
Gmostics mixed philosophical and biblical terms to produce a speculative system.

The question of definition is reflected in the approach to Gnosis in different parts of the world. In England. there has —
with notable exceptions — been less enthusiasm because of the empirical and logical concerns of philosophy. In North
America, there has been real enthusiasm because of a phenomenological approach, the heritage of nature mvsticism
from Thoreau and Emerson*” and the flight from authoritv ** In Germany, because of existentialism or idealism there has

T

been interest in Gnosis as Religionsphilosoplie,

=7 As Bernard Williams has done with Homer. See his, Shame and Necessiny (Betkeley, 19983)
= A= does H-T¥rémer, Der Ursprung der Geiztmetaphysic (Amsterdam, 1964).

¥ See . Markschies, Die Krise einer philosophischen Bibel-Theologis in der alten Kirche, oder: Valentin und die valentinianische
Gnosis zwischen philosophischer Bibelinterpretation und mythologischer Haresie, in B Betlinger und W. Schrader (eds.), Grosis

und Philosophie: Miscellanea Elementa, 39 (Amsterdam, 19947 22740,

"1 owe this point to a comiment of Gilles Quispel.
22 Teffrey Stout, The flight from authority (Notre Dame, 1981), 2f

=% See Matkschies, Die Knse 237-0 where he rejects, with zood reasons, the existentialism of Hans Jonas and goes on to present
amodified Hegelian idealism. Jonas also finds a close affinity between Platonism and Gnosticism (Delimitation of the Gnostic
_I

Phenomenon, in 1. Bianchi {ed.), Le Origini dello Guosticioms (Leiden, 1970), 90-108), also Jonas, Grosis und spdtantiler Geist
(Gottingen, 1964, 1986). Note also H. Svutwolf, Grosfs als Sysrem (Gottingen, 1993)
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as a speculattve extension of theologv, in contrast to philosophical analvsis or natural theologv

The second dichotomy is between picture and argument, between aesthetic and logic and between myth and reasoning.
In Plato's Republic there is a mass of close argument which is held together by powetful imagery or myth. While there is
commonly no picture without argumentation and no argumentation without picture, there is a marked difference between
mvth with minimal argument and argument with minimal myvth. When this distinction is overridden in a theological
aesthetic *! the relation between Gnostics and theologians is hard to elucidate. Tertullian saw the difference and that is
why he treats Gnosis as inaccessible to argument and vulnerable at the point where it believed itself to be secure.

The third dichotomy is historical Gnostic writings include little argument; but Tertullian classes them with the
philosophers who discuss endlessly the problem of evil and nature of man. Basilides is explicit in his argued objection to
Christian faith on the grounds of Christian suffering_ It is clear from Hippolvtus that there was a connection between
Gnosis and philosophv. Gnostic commentaries on Presocratic philosophers were important in the decades prior to
Plotinus: we may ‘'make a picture’ of their account of the beginning of things and of the ideas. Even at this sophisticated
level, there is a speculatrve rather than a logical approach #* Finallv there is the downward slide of later Platonism in the
theurgy of lamblichus and others, where thought is replaced by magic as the way to the gods

*" This threefold distinction is useful. T. Relizionsphilosophie als spelulative Weiterfithruns siner Theologie . . L.

Eelizionsphilosophie als philosophische Anatyse .. II1 Eine rationale oder natiitliche Theologie, die sich nicht damit
bezniigt, wie die Typen Iund Il die gezebenen Belizionen mu hinterfrazen. sondern die dariber hinaus die Grundlinien einer
Uberlegungen

philosophischen Gotteslehre entwieft.” E.-T. Erdmer, i einer Belizionsanthropologie, PR, 102, 11883,

136.

3l A2 inH U von Balthas ar, Herrlichicair, vol 11, 3343,

*= The zeraderu dozmatische Betonung der Drei-Prinzipien-I ehre musste der ndchsten Generation die plotinische Prinzipienlehre
als geistesverwandt erscheinen lassen' L. Abramowski, Ein snostischer Logostheologe, Umfans u. Redaktor des gnostischen
Sonderguts in Hippolves "Widetlesung aller Haeresien', in Dref christologizche Uhntersuchungen, 34.

*3 WWith that the whole basis of the Plotinian intellectual mysticism is rejected and the door stands open to all those superstitions
of the lower culture which Plotinus had condemned in that noble apology for Hellenism, the treatise A gaist the Grostics'E R
Dodds {tr.) in Proclus, The slements of theology, 2nd edn (Oxford, 1983), =
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(ii)—
The Duty of Derision:
‘risus officium est’

For those who are new to Tertullian, the chief surprise is that his humour is based on sound philosophical reasons and
not on popular effect. He wishes to explain. To avoid confusion through so many strange names, which have been
ivented at will, Tertullian savs he will use the original Greek names. He will show weakness rather than inflict wounds.
Where there is something silly it will be proper to laugh. Truth has no fear and readilv ridicules that which is empty of
content. Gravity is out of place and decent mirth a dutv (Val. 6.2f).3

The whole account is punctuated by humowr. The Valentinian myth turns the upper echelons of the universe into ‘rooms
to let' (Ial. 7). The massive multiplication of names which show the grandeur of the svstem is like the achievement of
the rhetorician Phosphorus, a verv cool fellow, who celebrated his own valour. 'T come to vou, O noble citizens_ fresh
from battle, where I gained victory for myself and happiness for yvou. [ come, loaded with honour, covered with glory,
fortune's favourite_ the greatest of men, decked out in trivmph " His pupils shouted in admiration_ 'Ah!" Similarly, let the
followers of Ptolemyv shout in wonder for the thirty acons, 'Ah!" (774l 8 3f). But why stop at thirty? Surelv the generating
power and desire of the asons are not finished? Another hundred or fifty should not be too much to expect. Surely
acons need the consolation of friends and companions 7 After all, it is a multiplication of names without realitv and
there is no controlling reference to fact.

First, we shall examine Tertullian's jokes in the light of philosophy. A useful account concludes that the universal
characteristic of humour is that it points to something inappropriate >

* 'Congressionis lusionem deputa, lactor, ante pugnam; ostendam, sed non imprimam vulnera. $i et ridebitur alicubi, materiis
ipsis satisfiet. Multa sic diztia sunt revined, ne sravitate adonerentur. Vanitat proprie festivitas cedit. Congruit et veritat
ridete, quia lastans de aemulis suis ludere {quia) secura est. Curandum plane, ne risus eius rideatur, si fuerit indignus; cetenum
ubdcumgue dignus risus, officium est.

¥ Irenasus makes similar suzgestions that he should omament the emanations of the pleroma with pumplins and cucumbers, and
that the tears of Sophia should produce something different from her sweat.

*UD.H Monro, Argument of laughter (hWelboume, 1951). See especially 'The Inappropriate’, 235-36. Humour has aesthetic value

which means that its inappropriateness is, in some way, fitting. "There exists an element of appropriateness in the inappropriate,
when it is

(fooinote continued on next page)
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While much that is inappropriate is not funnv, all that is funny is inappropriate. The variety of incongruity is great and
there are many useful theories proposed by Hobbes, Leacock, Bergson, Kant (frustrated expectation’), Schopenhauer,
Eastman ('collapse of a pattern”), Freud and others. The inappropriate element in humour smashes stereotypes, offers
relief from monotony and opens up new possibilities of thought. It also destrovs by satire_ offers relief from restraint,
unmasks pretence in favour of humaneness and mayv relish the misfortune of others. Tertullian presents almost every
variety of humour in his examination of Valentinian doctrine.

(1) Humour explores new possibilities. Tertullian er/ovs the intricacies of Valentinian doctrine, developing ronically all
the details of the fountain of ulterior fecundity' (al. 7_8). The implanting of spiritual seed in man and in the Saviour are
elaborated (Fal 25-7). The details of the way in which two kinds of matter are derived from Achamoth are not
neglected (Val 15).

(2) Relief from monotony. Valentinian preaching is, oddlv, a form of concealment, an ilumination which obscures (Ial.
1.1). Achamoth turns up surprises when she goes on to bear fruit with still greater results, producing three different
natures (Fal. 17).

(3) The first two kinds of humour usually implyv incongrity in the linking of disparate elements. Burlios or depth is
among the highest (al. 7.3). Horos stands in the way of Sophia with the cry [AO or 'Out of the way, Quirites!’ (7al.
14.3). The demiurge is ignorant but suspects the existence of a creator (I'al. 21.2). Sophia should be able, like a hen, to
produce offspring from her own energy (Fal. 10.1). Tertullian is worn down by the 'cramming’ of the Gnostic hierarchy
(Val. 27.2) and the ignorance of the demiurge who has to learn from the Saviour how to succeed to his mother's place
(Fal 18.1).

(4) This incongruity or disparity has a disruptive effect, mixes attitudes and changes universes. Heretics persuade before
thev instruct instead of instructing in order to persuade (Ial. 1.4). Derision becomes a dutv (7al. 6.3). The dewil

emerges as an exalted

(footnote continued from previous page)

funtry. [tis not merely a question of something intruding whete it does not kelong, but of something which plainly does
belong, but is not allowed for by our pre-existing attitude’ (235)

==
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person which is just what should be expected among heretics (Fal. 22). The demiwrge moves into the apartment of his
mother, a mother whom he has never seen (Fal. 31.2).

(%) Satire, which is common in Tertullian, mav be of two kinds: conservative or radical. In each, A is followed by a
satirical comment B, and the satire mav be directed against either A or B. Conservative satire implies that B is wrong
and A is sound. Fiftv vears ago, an American teacher of English was asked what he did for a living and was alleged to
have replied, 'Look, man, mv bag is, I'm into teaching English " Here the structure and practice of teaching English is
unassailed; a particular way of describing it is shown to be absurd. Radical satire implies that A is wrong and B is
sound. When Winston Churchill was rebuked for finishing a sentence with a preposition, he replied: "This is the sort of
pedantry up with which [ will not put.’ Here the comment B revealed the inappropriateness of the stultified svntax A
against which it was directed. In some cases satire can work both wavs. The Englishman mav ridicule the foreigner who
shoots a fox for sport; the critic of blood-sport will see inappropriateness in the preference of one form of animal
butcherv before another. Paul uses radical satire against the legalist Galatians; if circumcision is a necessary addition, let
the trouble-makers go finther and practise castration (Gal. 5.12). The satire 'rises naturally and inevitably from the
humour” from which it can only be distinguished in theory.

Conservative satire is found in Tertullian when the formation of the pleroma is followed bv applause appropriate to the
end of a plav (Fal. 13.2) or when the garden of paradise is set in heaven when evervone knows that trees have to be

planted in the ground (Fal. 20.3). Radical satire is more frequent. The storevs on storevs of the Gnostic deities are an
indulgence in high-rise construction (Fal. 7.1) The rhetorical self-indulgence of an orator, Phosphorus (frigidissimus),
lilke the fantastic accumulation of acons, excites satirical wonder with the crv "Ah!' (Ial. 8.4). The sight of the saviour,
with his retinues and fasces, is enough for Achamoth to draw a veil upon her face (Fal. 16.2). The fire in elements and
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But there is little 'custard-pie’ comedy in Tertullian. He lacks the crudity of Irenaeus’ discussion of Sophia's watery
BIMisSSions.

We mav conclude that Tertullian's humour covers a wide range of this genre and is used with remarkable persistence
and acumen. He enjovs burrowing into the detail of the Gnostic mvth. While he disowns it as a truth possibility, he
applies his mind to every twist and turn. It is fiun; but it is also philosophv ‘throwing on a ravaged and distorted world
those saving and unsparing Socratic search-lights — a touch of humour and a turn for irony' % It is entirelv predictable
that Tertullian's most serious philosophical comment should come in humorous form. We all need critics to jolt us out of

private reveries and self-indulgent fantasv.

(1ii)}—
Logic, Coherence and Aesthetic

The link between humour and argument is finther illiminated by a comparison with Irenaeus, whose humour was
rougher and more obvious * For Irenaeus, coherence is the link between logic and aesthetic. There is one truth which
depends on the truth of the gospel. In response to Gnostic theory which is incredibile, fatuwm, impossibile and
inconstans (haer. 2.10.4), Irenaeus sets out what is credibile, acceptabile and constans *' There is nothing
incomtum or intempestivion with the son and nothing incongruens with the father (iaer. 3.16.6—8). The coherence of
truth springs from faith in one God ('Omnia enim ei constant et in unum Deumn omnipotentem fides integra”) (iaer.
4.33.7). The daily exercise of sound reason, with zeal and love of truth, leads to truth (haer. 2.27.1). He who recerves
the truth finds the connections which hold together the whole biblical revelation. 'For Irenasus the one thing that matters
is the abilitv to see. not the differences, but the great connections.'

The relation of logic to aesthetics is complex. Plato was dedicated to following the wind of logical argument wherever it
led him and to a love of truth. Yet for all his logical stringency he used

WA Bovyee Gibson, Show!d philosophers be kings? (Melbourne, 1938), 43,
*UIn the phvsical world, all waters, including the hot and acrid, come from different parts of Sophia's heavenly bady (haer. 1.4.4).

1N Brox, Offenbarung, Grosis und gnostischer Mythos bei Irengus von Lyon (Salzburg and Minchen), 202.

in
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myvths and imagerv of great power and beautv. He banished the poets from his citv because thev were a bad influence
and wortked in counterfeit; vet his own account of beauty has inspired manv across the centuries since he wrote. His
message was a simple one. Logic and aesthetic must not be confused and one must not be abandoned to leave the other
alone. The whole Greek heritage tells a similar storv. Philosophers wrestle with the problems of human destinv, freedom
and evil; vet what thev have to sav cannot replace the truth conveved bv the great tragedies of Sophocles. Each genre
must be allowed to do its own work; neither is adequate by itself. Within philosophv argument is prior; but there has to
be something to hold the long strings of argumentation together and to make a philosophic life possible. Aesthetic
undetlines and unites what logic has established.

Plato left this dual heritage and when later Platonists abandoned reason for the occult, they were false to their tradition.
The Platonic underworld of the second century contained the Gnostics who were the chief target of Tertullian and
Irenaeus. They abandoned discursive reason at the beginning of their deliberations, rather than, like Plato, at the
summit.** It could well be, as a recent critic of theism has suggested, that religious belief might be seen as a 'subjectrve
passion’; but this claim can best be made after neatly four hundred pages of argument ** The Gnostic alternative
bvpasses dialectic. The powerful attraction of theosophy has waxed and waned. Platonism continued until the fifth
century with some allegiance to logic. Then, for a time, it gave way to magic and silence. The transcendent One was
declared by phvsical silence, like a student expecting a first-class honour for a blank paper ** Philosophical silence is
much more complex than physical silence.

Logic had needed a negative kind of assthetic, which would move the intellectually inert. The point of Tertullian's and
Irenaens’ use of humour is that their opponents were not vulner-

*¥ For the characterization of this kev distinction I am indebted to Iris Murdoch. See especially, The fire and the sum (Oxford,
1977, 66.

“* Richard Gale, On the naturs and existence of God (Cambridge, 1991), 387,
* Bee B Mortley, From word to silence, vol. 11 (Bonn, 1986), 233, Note also Mortley, 127, where Damascius is unwisely

KEVEUPaTEIY

commended for avoiding analogies when he speaks of ot ‘putting one's foot in it when it is not there"
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able to reason. Argument was necessary for the waverning believer but quite #relevant to the hard-line Gnostics who
claimed to be at a deeper level ** Therefore humour was the only way to keep others from sloppiness and sentiment.
Since their orientation was aesthetic, humour could challenge their position. It became the negative assthetic which
backed a positive logic.

fiv)—
Recapitulation As the Grear Inversion

In Tertullian®” there was also a positive aesthetic which, unlike Gnosticism, was joined to endless argument. Having
attacked mechanical encrustations and shattered Gnostic formulae and stereotvpes, it set in its place a world accessible
to reason, imagination and faith, a wotld where all things were made new by the inversion of what had been there
before. So the move from the comic inversions of phrase®® to the cosmic inversion of recapiulation was a small one.
God becomes man that man might become God. The credible is the inept. The ineprim is aprum because onlv an
opposite can balance the beam. The place of imagination in theology joins that of reason. The connections for which
Tertullian argued were available to imagination_ that facultv which is able to understand what is there in terms of what is
not there. For Paul as for other Christian theologians this kind of inversion is not peripheral; he knew one thing only,
Christ and him crucified. The scandal and follv of the cross were the power and wisdom of God. This begins as the
word-plav which is important for Bergson in removing the mechanical encrustations on living. It inverts accepted
standards which stifle and it brings a 'zod's-eve’ view. A mere protest against rigidity is not enough because the
discarded code can be quickly replaced by another. Inversion is necessary.

To achieve a 'god's-eve' view_ we need to see new links_ delight in what is new and discover hidden proprieties. All
these are as

*® Some Gnostics did arzue on particular issues, despite their general rejection of reason. There are some exceptions to every
rule in the history of ideas. See discussion of the three dichotomies, above p. 198

T gee above, ch. 3.

*% On arrival in England during a freezing January, an Australian schoolbov pronounced, 'O to be in April. now that England's
here!
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much a part of humour as thev are of theology for Tertullian. We see new links: 'Our laughter expresses, often enough,
the simple jov of exploration. It pleases us to find, or to play at finding, these unexpected links between apparent
disparates "** This imaginative exploration is central to Christian theology which is about the death and resurrection of
Christ who by dving destroved death, about Adam, Christ and a new creation. Belief in one God (Fom._ 4) implies the
justification of the ungodlv, the resurrection of the dead and creation out of nothing, for God can need no second thing
to do his work.

Recapitulation, indeed all theology, is about finding new links. Paul defined a Christian attitude to Jewish law. Two
objections are levelled by Jews against Justin's Christians: those who do not keep the whole law are accursed and he
who dies on a cross is accursed (dial. 10). The same objections are found in Paul (Gal 3.10-14) and were the reason
whyv, as a Jew, he spent himself in the liquidation of Christians. Then, on the Damascus Road, the link between these
two curses overwhelmed him; the curse of the cross had been accepted on his behalf by Christ who died for those who
had not kept the whole law. In persecuting Christians he was attacking the Christ who had died for him; so it became
his one concern to join Christ on the cross. The crucial link between the two ideas changed Paul's world.

The delight in the new and the rejection of the tedious are parts of humour and of theology; Clement of Alexandria
described Christian life as a perpetual springtime and Christ as the one who had turned sunsets into sunrises. However,
Humour upsets the pattern by abruptly introducing something inappropriate. But it must not be wholly inappropriate.
There must be some hidden propriety as well ** The impropriety of Tertullian's satire points to the propriety of rejecting
Gnostic pretensions and irrationality in favour of the follv which is, for him as for Paul and Irenaeus, the wisdom of God.

We mav conclude that the initial thrust of Tertullian's logic against Gnostic irrationalism is supported in two wavs by
aesthetics, one negative and the other positive. Humour shows where the

“* Monro, Argument of laugheer, 135

0 rpid 2418
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Gnostic myth is inappropriate. Recapitulation shows how the gospel has the last laugh through the divine comedy of all
things in Christ. This is the alternative vision which Tertullian offers !

*! Tertullian does not offer a competitive gnosis like that proposed by Clement of Alexandria; he simply sees that his

arzuments are insufficient without a vision of the cosmic Christ.
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Chapter 10—
Promise of Laughter, Judgement of Hell:
Apocalypse and System

A—

Aontanism

The New Prophecy emerged in Asia Minor in 157 or perhaps as late as 172, Qur chief accounts of the movement
derive from fourth-centuryv sources (Eusebius and Epiphanius) which are marked by later orthodoxy. Eatlier in the
second century, Papias (130) preached a colourful chiliasm and Christian Asia Minor was strong in prophetic tradition
and practice. According to Eusebius, Montanus was onlv a recent convert, when, in a village of Phrvgian Mvsia, he was
seized with ecstasy and prophesied strange things which were not consistent with the tradition of the church ' Some
rejected him as a false prophet, but others were aroused and turned from the true faith. Two prophetesses joined him in
enthusiastic frenzv and their influence spread, until, savs Eusebius, their savings were examined and thev were expelled
from the church *

According to a source in Epiphanius, the Montanists accepted what became the two testaments of the Christian bible, a
trinitarian faith and the new prophecies of Montanus, Priscilla and Maximilla, with the requirement that others must
exhibit the same spiritual gifts (Par. 48.1 4). Yet Maximilla claimed inconsistently that after her there would be no more
prophecy and that the end would come (Pan. 48 2 4). The oracles attributed to Montanus (Pan. 48 4, 10, 11)
professed the passivity of a lvre under a divine plectrum, claimed to be God almighty in human form and pointed

I Eusebius, HE 5.16.7.
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to new heights of spiritual excellence when even the little ones would shine brighter than the moon.

Mazximilla declared herself to be word, spirit, power and not a wolf who destroved the flock ¥ To hear her was to hear
Christ (Parr. 48.12 4). Her threefold office of pattisan, revealer and interpreter is exercised over toil, covenant and
promise (Parn. 48.13.1). She had power over others whether thev willed it or not (Par. 48.13.7). Priscilla stressed the
need for purity and holiness which led to visions, saving oracles and open secrets (casz. 10.5). Either Quintilla or
Priscilla claimed to have slept with Christ who told them that Pepuza was the site for the heavenly Jerusalem (Pan.
49.1).

In Termllian, the influence of the New Prophecy confirmed the ascetic views which he held on martvrdom, marriage,
fasting and forgiveness of sins. The highest calling is to martyrdom which, because it is a death in Christ and not in
Adam, opens the gate of paradise (@, 55 %) * The paraclete calls to martvrdom (fizz. 9 4), denounces those who flee
(fug. 11.3). and leads along the narrow way to suffering, not to flight. It is not possible for him who fears suffering to
belong to the lord who suffered; whereas he who does not fear suffering will be perfected in love, even the perfect love
of God. Therefore the paraclete encourages all who endure_ helping them in their suffering and speaking for them when
thev are interrogated (fiz. 14.3).

The nearness of the end, Paul tells Tertullian, makes marriage inappropriate. While heretics rigidlv abstain from marriage
and unspiritual believers or "psvchics' marrv without restraint, neither the compulsorv continence of the former nor the
indulgence of the latter is acceptable to God. For the spiritual believer, either continence freely chosen or single marriage
is acceptable to God. One marriage is suitable to the followers of one God. Psychics do not receive the spirit or the
things of the spirit, but choose the things of the flesh. There can be no compromise between flesh and spirit, for the flesh
lusts against the spirit and the spirit fishts against the flesh (mon. 1.1-6).

Pswvchics” claim that single marriage is an heretical mnovation.

I orLar o= -
* Thid . 3.16.17.

* Perpetua saw only martyrs in paradise.

* Pevchici are mediocre Christians who are not vet spiritual.
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Has not the paraclete inaugurated a new and excessivelv harsh discipline” These objections are answered, by Tertullian,
from the lord's promise of the holv spirit who would lead into fullness of truth. When new truth is revealed, it may
appear onerous and difficult; but the continuity of the paraclete with the gospel is evident because there is no change in
the rule of faith Heretics alwavs first corrupt the rule of faith and onlv then pervert the practice of discipline. Since there
is no such cormption of doctrine, the new discipline stands as authentic (masn. 2.1-3). The paraclete testifies to Christ
and to God the creator in accordance with the rule of faith and then goes on to reveal the new discipline which mav be
onerous, but is certainly authentic (morn. 2.4).

Indeed. the paraclete might have now demanded virginitv or complete continence, not even allowing one marriage to
cool down the fire of the flesh. Such a demand need not be considered an innovation, since the lord, himself a eunuch,
opened the kingdom of heaven to eunuchs (Matt. 19.12), and the apostle Paul, ipse castrarus, preferred continence (1
Cor. 7.7); from such anticipations, the spirit leads on to the time of celibacy. He calls us away from marriage because
the time has been shortened (1 Cor 7.29) and it is even shorter now, one hundred and sixty vears later. The apostles
had predicted this discipline and holiness. The paraclete foretold it before he defined it and held it back until the time
came for it to be pronounced. The paraclete, as comforter, has moderated his demands to single marriage out of
consideration for human weakness (mon. 3.1, 10, 11, 12}

Scripture shows that the discipline of monogamy is no strange novelty; grounded in antiquity, it is now restored as the
special possession of Christians (mon. 4.1). As ever, the economy of salvation is central to the argument. From Moses
to Christ, divorce had been permissible becanse of the hardness of human hearts. As the new law of Christ removed
divorce, so the Wew Prophecy of the paraclete took awayv second marriage. The weakness of the flesh can now be
overcome, through the presence of the paraclete (mon. 14 4-7). There is nothing harsh and nothing heretical in making
second marriage equivalent to adulterv. Those who indulge the flesh and its weakness wrongly claim that it is heretical
and harsh.



Page 212

Singleness of marriage is matched by frequent fasting, while both marriage and eating food are preserved. The paraclete
teaches that we should fast frequently but not marry frequently. His followers extend their fast davs into the evening,
abstain from flesh, fruit, juice and wine, and in firther concern for drvness keep away from the bath (jei. 1). The fasting
of the New Prophecy finds a parallel in the precepts of some bishops; so there can be no objection to fasting and drv
food, when practised for the paraclete (7ei. 13). There is no common ground between heretics like Marcion and the
paraclete; for Marcion teaches perpetual abstinence in hostilitv to the creator, while the Montanists eat drv food during
onlv two weeks of each vear and return to eating normal food when this time is over (jei. 15).

Further, the New Prophecy denies the forgiveness of sins to certain offenders. The church is able to forgive all sins but
does not do this lest such indulgence should encourage further sin. The paraclete does not forgre fornicators because of
the harm such forgiveness will bring on most believers. The right to forgive sins belongs to the church under God; 'but it
is the church of the spirit, by means of a spiritual man, not the church which is a number of bishops' ® The decision to
forgive belongs to God, not to the priest, to the master and not to the servant (pud. 21.17).

Tertullian's relation to Wew Prophecy and the catholic church raises historical questions which cannot be settled without
remainder * He had shown ascetic tendencies in his earliest writings but these tendencies were not strengthened bv the
New Prophecy before 207. Probably Tertullian had no personal contact with Montanists from Asia Minor or from
Rome and when he encountered their ideas in Carthage thev were already modified by their African setting.

As we have seen reason to doubt Tertullian's supposed 'schism’ under the Wew Prophecy’, much more should we
doubt his supposed break from the Montanists to form his own sect.® From the beginning, he had stressed the
transcendent spiritnal nature of

“'zed ecclesia spiritus per spititalem hominem, non ecclesia munemis episcoponm’.

" R. Braun, Tertullien et e Montanisme: Eglise institutionelle et église spirituelle, RSLR, 21 (1085, 245-57.

S_J'Lugustine: de haer. 36. See Bames, Terfullian (1971 and 1985), 238f
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the church (bapt. 6.2, corpus triwm; ap. 39.1, corpus sumus; pud. 21.16, ecclesia spiritus). This conviction was
strengthened rather than instigated by the New Prophecy, for the continuity and coherence of Tertullian's thought on this
point are evident

New Prophecy was an extension of Tertullian's initial theme of the divine economyv. Bevond the nule of faith which is
perfect and complete and which declares one God and the saving work of Christ, there is scope for noveltv, becanse
the grace of God continues to advance until the very end. The devil is hard at work and the paraclete must also worlc.
The holv spirit leads into all that truth which human mediocrity could not grasp at once (virg. 1. 53-7). As in creation
wheat and fruit grow to maturity, so the righteousness of God has passed from nature to law to prophets, to the vouthful
vigour of the gospel and then to the maturity of the paraclete who continues to speak what Christ commands (virg. 1.9—
11).

The economy does not merelv advance but also corrects what has gone before. The end and the beginning belong to
the same God. Marriage, which was first commended (Gen. 1.28), 1s now forbidden (1 Cor. 7.29). This does not mean
that because the tree of mardage is cut down, marriage is an evil thing (Marc. 1.29.5), but rather that the time has
come, when, for the sake of holiness, it should be surpassed. In a similar way, the earthly Jerusalem will be replaced by
Jerusalem on high, wherein the saints will live for a thousand vears (Marc. 3.24.6).

Marriage and holiness do not go together, while sexual abstinence develops a taste for spiritual things. Among these
things, praver leads on to holiness, which is preserved by abstinence from a second marriage (casr. 10). The peak of
holiness is found in prophetic ecstasy, which Peter, not knowing what he said, experienced on the mount of
transfimration (Luke 9.33). The New Prophecy offers the gift of ecstasv which is above reason and mind (Mare.
4.22 %) In such ecstasy, it is possible to talk with angels and with the lord and to see and hear secret things. For one
sister, this ecstasv has occurred in the spirit in the church during the Sundav service (an. 9.4); it is not a schismatic
phenomenon.

¥ On this question, see earlier discussion in ch. 8.
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B—
Apocalyptic Exuberance

Tertullian was indeed a theologian of hope. ' He was safe because he was not ashamed of the incarnate God who was
the wiica spes of every believer; his apologeticiom culminates in the claim that, while an earthlv judge condemns, at the
same time a heavenly judge reverses the verdict. From these two elements — incarnation and final judgement — springs
the rich, extended and severe account which he gives of the last things_ It is important not to become lost in detail which
derives from the denseness of the Apocalvpse, Paul, Gospel savings of Jesus and other parts of scripture, but to see the
overruling optimism of one who believed in a good God who had created a good world and who was already restoring
it to its first promise.

The chief objection to faith, for Tertullian as for other Christians of his time, came from the fact of martvrdom. How
could a sovereign, good creator reward his faithful worshippers with a cruel death? Tertullian's rule of faith, from his
eatlv (praescr. 13.1-6) to his late works (virg. 1.3; Prax. 2.1), preserves a stress on God's final judgement when all
would be set right.

Tertullian's anthropology for all its complexity'! is consistently twofold: soul and body, flesh and spirit, flesh and soul,
spirit and bodyv. Patience is a matter for soul and body (par. 13.1-3) and saves both flesh and spirit (par. 13.6, cf 143
and 16.2). For martvrs, prison means incarceration of body, but freedom of soul (mart. 2.6). The two substances,
body and soul (ap. 22.3). of man must be distinguished (res. 35.5).1% Yet the two substances are not separable.’” and
are generated simultaneously (an. 37.1). Only death breales this unitv (Marc. 5.9 3) and souls exist separately, waiting
for incorporation in resurrected bodies. The soul of Samuel was in this intermediate state when consulted by Saul (an.

57).

In the apologericiom, Tertullian regards the soul as incorporeal and in need of a resurrection body to receive rewards or

suffer

Y A detailed analysis of Tertullian's eschatology is to be found in A, Femandez, La sscarslogia en el siglo I Burgos, 1979),
-

au _QS

1 n

l-ardaderamente siiosa), fhid, 31

12 ‘animae corpus opponitur . . . distinguitur corpus ab anima’

13 1as ingeniosas oscuridades del afticano! Femandez, Lo escatologia, 316, Bather, for the Stoic Tertullian, everything had two

substrata.
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punishment (ap. 48 4). A similar view is found elsewhere (resr. 4.1 and Marc. 4.34. 12f). However, in de anima
(7.1-4) the need for a phvsical soul is argued. This change in opinion enables the soul to suffer immediately after death
and not merely to suffer through the physical corruption of the body in the fires of hell; but it does confuse the position of
Tertullian and indicates the lack of a clear, consistent psychology in early Christian thought.'* There is a constant
affirmation of the immortality of the soul (res. 34 3£, 35.2), whether it is material or not. Souls repose in the bosom of
Abraham (ap. 47.13 et passim) and do not transmigrate as Pythagoras had claimed (resr. 4.2). The constant theme
behind multitudinous detail is that man is a unity of body and soul, which is dissolved at death and joined again in
glorified flesh at the final resurrection

The second advent of Christ is prvotal in Tertullian's eschatology, but the four main elements (return of Christ in glory,
resurrection of the body, universal judgement and a renewed earth) are not discussed in everv place. The second
coming belongs to the rule of faith (prasscr. 13.15) and the distinction between the two comings is clear in the
prophetic writings (Jud. 14.1-10). No earthly spectacle can compete against the coming of the lord with his angels and
the reign of the righteous (specr. 30.1-7). The survival of the Eoman empire delavs the end which will follow upon its
collapse (Scap. 2.6; cf Irenaeus, haer. 5.16). To describe the reswrrection of the flesh, Tertullian has used many new
terms.'” He does not distinguish between 'resurrection of the flesh’ and 'resurrection of the dead’ but has a mass of
brilliant images: to rebuild and reconstitite the tabernacle of the flesh ('reaedificare et restitnere tabernaculum carnis”)
{res. 11.3), to summnon the flesh to appear ('evocare carnem’) (res. 11.9), to put breath in bones ('dare spiritum in
ossibus’) (res. 29.7, 15), fruit-bearing flesh ('fructificatura caro”) (res. 52.10) and many others. For in the words of
Isaiah, ""Your heartt shall rejoice and vour bones shall spring up like grass”, because grass also is renewed by dissolution

and the

14 1y =3 o
Thid | 33

[

L3 rmid

JBid, 350f: according to P. Puente Santidrian [a terminolozia de la resurrecion en Termiliano, dissertation (Valladolid, 1978), 88,
fiew terms, of which the most frequent are suscitars, resuscitars, vivificars, restituers and restitutio.
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corruption of its seed’ (res. 31.4). While Tertullian acknowledges that it is easier to believe in one God than to believe in
the resurrection of the flesh (ras. 2.8}, he frequently attacks the alternative account of transmigration of souls into other
bodies (e.g. mar. 1.19.4). 'But how much more acceptable is our belief which claims that they (souls) will return into the
same bodies! And how much more futile is vour tradition that the human spirit will dwell in the flesh of a dog or a mule
or a peacock!’

Aware of Paul's question (1 Cor. 15.35) How will the dead rise” With what body will thev come” (Marc. 5.10.2),
Tertullian replies that thev will blossom like the phoenix bird and conquer death and ashes (res. 13.3). As Ezeldel saw,
the spirit will enter their bones anew (25 12.17). Behind this belief lies Tertullian's persistent Heraclitean optimism that
nothing perishes except in order to be saved ('nihil deperit nisi in salutem”) (res. 12.6). Nothing is impossible with God
the creator for whom it is easier to remake than it was first to make a world from nothing (res. 12.10).'° There are
ascetic consequences! Fasting is a good thing because a slender body will slip through the narrow gate and lighter flesh
will rise more quickdy (fei. 17.7).

There is a clear distinction between the judgzement of each soul after death and the final untversal judgement which will
follow the resurrection of all bodies (res. 17.9). Judgement is the reason for reswrrection (res. 30.21) since our present
bodies cannot inherit the kingdom of heaven. The final judgement is linked to the parousia of the 'son of man coming as
judge on the clouds of heaven' (Marc. 4. 10.12f; of virg 1.3; Prax. 2.14; prasscr. 13.5). When God judges, there
can be no conflict between God's goodness and his justice (Mare. 2. 11.3f). God is always father and always judge
(Herm. 3.3). Christ is 'equal to all, universal king, judge, lord and God' (omnibus asqualis, omnibus rex, omnibus judex,
omnibus dominus et dens") (Jud. 7.9

The spectacular millenarianism of Irenasus finds but one, albeit extended, reference in Tertullian's writings (Marc.
3.24 3-6). A kingdom is promised on earth, a city let down from heaven (Rev. 21.2-10). Such a citv, foretold by
Ezeldel (48.30-5) and John (Rev.

¥ Justin used the same kind of arzument to justify belief in resurrection, comparing a drop of human seed to the fully formed
human body.
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21.10-26) has been announced bv the New Prophecy and was observed in Judasa each morning during a period of
forty davs. This citv has been provided by God for his risen saints in order to refresh them with all spiritual blessings and
to compensate them for all that they have not enjoved in this world, ‘because it is both just and worthy of God that his
servants should have their jov in the same place where thev suffered affliction for his name's sake'. Within the thousand
vears, the saints will rise sooner or later according to their deserts (Marc. 3.24.6).) then the world will be destroved in
conflagration, all shall be changed into incorruptible, angelic substances and translated into the kingdom of heaven. The
purpose of the millennium is to provide the reward of jov in the presence of God.

Eternal life in heaven means entrv and participation in the kingdom of God (res. 32.6 et passim), winning the crown
(mart. 3.3; cor. 14£), achieving victory (ap. 50.21) and gaining the reward (res. 40.9). For the martvrs, jovs far
outweigh former sufferings (Scap. 1.1; scorp. 6 4f and 13 8), consolation and laughter are promised ('risus promittitur’,
pat. 11.7) and heaven brings the vision of God who is our father (Prax. 23 4) and meeting with Christ, which is the
unrestrained desire of all Christians. While to know Christ in the spinit is life eternal (cqsz. 10.5), Tertullian normallyv
understands it as the final state reached after death (paen. 6.6). Christians die gladlv in the hope of this (ap. & 4) which
is their final trivmph, their attaining to God and their eternal reward (ap. 50.2 and 18 2f). Their lord will return to
recefve them into life eternal (praescr. 13 .4).

There are no degrees of fullness in this firture life which is granted to all believers (mon. 10.6). Yet, as we have noted,
there are differences in the order of resurrection, eatly or late, into the millennial delight of the saints (Mare. 3.24.6).
Those who have striven harder will recefve greater rewards ('sed maiora certamina maiora sequuntur prasmia’) (Scap.
4 8. There will be different levels of accommodation. The manv mansions in the father's house correspond to the many
degrees of merit gained in toils, suffering, tortures and death (scorp. 6.7f). The wonder of an angelic crown

" This is an attractive idea. Eatly rizers will enjoy the freshness of the first hundred vears. Others will emerze about the vear

-

200: but many should not be expected before 930



TR BISo]oisots BT TAPUBLIR I a1

24P
A212w AP 23ewmm 21 J0 (77¢ Jopr) SH0) JO Mrom Suaes papad 21p U222 UOISUR) A1) 2AJ0S UBIR | S20P M0H

(g81

"dp) snsa[ JO SpIoss 21 JO WUSUAQY W 20UMuod (J7 7] ueed) uonemuapuod emadiad pue (g g [ 0L 28] [EUI2
(7 25p2) 2myo) [BUIRIR (PUR OU SBY [RH SUMUI Aenupuod wegmy: [ uewnsnmd sup jo 20u2isisiad pue 2mueu 21
01 (€] «orspd) 2] [EUI212 A pasjorw 21 ysumd o3, sawod sty ued eorsiygd ST 21210 31 iy, PRSP pUodas,
1o eap stsmy] (unssed 12 [ S l9—+7(] (€196 duoas) 15t Aq uondalai e pue poo) Jo 20UIsqR UR STYOmm
=1 0 20U25523 1Y) SST 0] SISPB2l SN 107 Asea ST ([ —[ ()€ 128dr) uamEpnl el 21 Jo Iouoy pie mopu=|ds 217 u]

PO sIf W eaxid 01 A2 [Nl o5 smofe Juesaid

21 10] "OTpM pOD) B JO pO0S 24272q Ao wed Jerp wesmmdo ue Jo 2snelaq LUI2Seun [2aqqiq Jo 25UeT 2o 31 U0 SMEBID
mg “SUROU SJUSA URTIES | "PRUMSTOD 512 B 232 ;, UONRUSPUOD [EUIR)2, PUE 25epuoq, " pE=p, " [Aap 311

JO 2sno7 2 W, SULRENS | [Eeap [euiale Jo wewnsnmd, | 207 2jqeysmEunKa1, | AMO0II0S SS2[PUR, T 2M1I0] [BUiR12, | BUuRRE,
s[e2 21 ey Jo suonduosap Suipie sieadar ueqmuiz ] -2pdoad snoaysu suf jo uwonnaasiad ju2saad 21 st pon poos
JSUESE 20U2pPIAR 1s2piey 2y ] "poos pue 1l “jumodmnuo — pon A 2q 10mWed 21 ‘258 u2saad Suf Jo SAR 21 20UREq
PUR 1SH 125 [ oM poo) SwEu2AR UR ST poL) ss2[u) wsmmdo ST pumos sTH Tpe] 200 21} PP 2ABT O 35013

Jo pue siomoasiad Jo wawysnmd 21 Jo uorssed [ SR PUR U2ABY JO ST 21 URTR [[21 JO J2MS U2A2 SW22s U= |

(AT TE T 24opy)

UONEUAIMSUOD [l 21 [AUN SNOS SNO2IYSH 21 JOJ 1521 Jo 20u[d B [[21] UBIR J2USA] INq “U2AB1 W 10U “20e[d 21nmg=p e
os[e st WeyeIqy Jo wosoq Y] (7 L+ dv) sumes 21 [ Jof (surnusour svulalp) siol Auaaeay Jjo (sno0)) 20eyd 21
B stasperRd (¢ ([ uow) 2p25o] w2t pawol Sey ol poL) 21 J0J PUE PRI 2ABY 04t 2501 JOJ JUSTUSSELR IR
UE 2q [ 2snods 2uo UeTE 210 SSPIEARI BAT] PUE SUCISTETE H] PAlEA J2A2M07 “1213250] 2q A "PO0) 2U0 T
PRIRM 278 O “2507 ] “SIWes JO UORMUAROD 2T SUE2TH U2ABT "S20UIa[p [ =udsa(q (£ § 240 SIIEW 21 sIBME

L
b

S1C #58d



Page 219

3.24.1) on the one hand and the judgement of God (Marc. 2.11.3—6) on the other? Impenitent sinners are lost eternally
(paen. 6.5). Penitence is necessary for salvation (par. 12), to escape ultimate rejection (pasn. 5.11). Yet at the same
time, God seeks the lost sheep and welcomes the lost and penitent son with a love bevond all other fathers ('tam pater
nemo, tam pins nemo') (paen. 8.7f). Tertullian makes, we have seen, a clear distinction between those sins which mav
be forgiven and those which mav not: idolatrv, fornication and murder. 'Sins we divide between two outcomes. Some
may be remitted and others may not. Consequently it is plain to all that some deserve castigation, some condemnation.
Every sin is discharged either by pardon or by punishment: by pardon as the result of castigation or by penaltv as the
result of condemnation' (pud. 2.12f) .1

Once again, Tertullian chooses disjunction. Salvation or damnation, heaven or hell, are final choices, final verdicts and
final destinations (ap. 11.11, 47.12f; rest. 4.1). There is no third option: one confesses or denies Christ, one saves
one's life or loses it for Christ (scorp. 11.2). The alternatives are terrible, for hell is a real place in which one suffers
separation from God and phyvsical pain, a subterranean prison of myvsterious fire (qap. 47.12). More optimisticallv,
Tertullian gives an extended account of purgatory, where the soul anticipates the punishment or consolation which is to
come (an. 38). Only martvrs go direct to God. For the others, purification is possible and praver can be effective (or.
29 2% and the anniversarv of a death is an appropriate time for the offering of sacrifices (mon. 10.4; spece. 12.2).

It should here be evident why Tertullian has so few friends. His Wew Prophecy and millenarianism, like his apologetic
theme of the balance of justice, all spring from a confidence in the goodness of God and commend that goodness to his
readers. Yet the pain and cruelty of persecution drove him to extremes of melancholy optimism, which mav be justified
from scripture but not by the subsequent history of Christian thought and practice.

¥ haec dividimus in duos exitus. Alia erunt remissibilia, alia intemissibilia. Secundum quod nemini dubium est alia
castizationem mereri, alia damnationem. Omne delictum aut venia dispungit aut poena, veria ex castigatione, poena ex
damnatione’.
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C—
Apocalyptic Syvstem

The exuberance of Tertullian's eschatology is a response to objections of psvchics, heretics and philosophers. In
rebutting the catholic objections to Wew Prophecy, Platonic and Marcionite objections to creation and resurrection and
docetic objections to incarnation, he sets out a detailed account of soul, death and resurrection, judgement, heaven, hell
and millennial bliss. Apocalvptic vision is the last place for the modern reader to expect systematic thought. Yet it is
precisely in this area of Tertullian's thought that a distinguished theologian found what he calls 'Tertullian's Svstem' =
Tertullian, it is claimed, 'is astonishingly original and personal’ vet displavs the qualities which are to mark Latin
Christianitv: a respect for matter, concern for the inner life of the soul and pessimism in the battle against sin. His
individual genms showed less in 'its cultural or inguistic contribution than in a certam intellectual quality' 2! These
comments are important because thev, in turn, came from an imaginative and penetrating mind and because they
challenge the common disjunction between apocalvptic and systematic thought. Since the purpose of the study of other
thinkers is the overcoming of conceptual parochialism, it is here that we are likely to learn something fresh. Tertullian's
svstem moves through six consecutive parts: trinity, creation, soul, incarnation, intermediate state and resurrection.

His account of the trinity, as we have seen, finds plurality in the inner organization of one divine substance and alsoin a
plurality of existents which depend upon the will of the father. The divine wisdom is found in three states: first in
undifferentiated unitv with God, secondly as constituted within God with a view to the work of creation, and thirdly as
articulated and proceeding from God **

The creation of the world is described in Tertullian's crificism of Hermogenes' uncreated matter,” and his literal exegesis
of Gen. 1.1f . where he defines the attributes of God (Herm_ 4.1) and the inferior status of matter (Herm_ 7.3).

=~ Dariélon, Larin Cheistizaniny, 361404

§4f. Daniélou owes this account to A. Orbe, Elementos de teologia trinitaria en el Adversus Hermogenem, cc. 17-18,
(1238), T06—47. He notes the objections of Moingt to Orbe's account.

*3 This was a distinctive element of Middle Platonism. See JH. Waszinck, Observations on Tertullian's treatise against
Hermogenes, ['C, 9 {1933), 12041
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The soul comes from the breath (farus) of God, having its own level (gradis), above matter but below God who is
spitit (spiritis). It is 'immortal, corporeal, having shape, simple in substance, susceptible of its proper functions,
developing in different ways, having freedom of choice, affected by external events, changeable in its faculties, rational,
dominant, capable of presentiment’ (qn. 22.2). Tertullian's profoundly original account of the soul was to have great
influence on subsequent Latin theology, especially that of Augustine who longed onlv to know God and the soul:
Nothing more” Nothing whatever' (sol. 1.27). After Tertullian, the human person and its inner life will have a place in

svstematic theologv **

Apgainst Marcionites and Valentinians, Termillian defends the flesh of Christ. Here Alpha is joined to Omega, the
beginning to the end ** The Virgin Birth or 'new nativity' ensures that 'the flesh born of the old seed is taken up without
the old seed in order to be remade bv a new, spiritual seed, free from old stains' (car. 17.3).

The intermediate state between death and resurrection derives importance from the fact that perfection is reached in the
renewing of the bodyv, and not, as Gnostics thought, in escaping from it. After death, souls live in the lower regions
(iriferi) under the earth. Sinners are in prison, the righteous are in Abraham's bosom, where thev find comfort
(solatium), rest (reguies) and refreshment (refiigerizom), but (except for the martyrs) are not vet in heaven. Tertullian
takes general ideas from apocalvptic and defines them to express his own views, in a coherent wav.*® His location of the
intermediate state, beneath the earth, was not adopted by those who came after him; but his account of reguies and
refrigeritom passed into the common thought of Christendom.

The resuwrrection of the dead is Tertullian's final theme. In his treatise on this subject, he uses earlier terminology with
greater clarity and confidence *” Against Marcionites, he concentrates on Pauline theology and identifies God's
goodness with his justice.

** Daniélou finds affinity at several points between Tertullian and Pascal.

¥ Gae ahove, ch. 3.

*%'In other words, he takes a myvthical theology and changes it into a rational theology! Daniélou, Latin Christianity, 304,

"t is this which gives the treatise its exceptional character, making it, in my own view, not only his masterpiece, but that of his

wotks which has the most astonishing relevance for today. Daniélon, Larin Christianiny, 395, Daniélou draws heavily on P
Siniscalco, Ricerche sul ‘De recurrections ' JF Terrulliano (Rome, 1964).
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Against Gnostics (as exemplified in the Epistle to Rheginos), he points to a future resurrection of the body rather than a
present spiritial conversion. The 'flesh’ in this work means 'natural physical body'. He begins from creation and the claim
that God who made the body will find it easier to remake it (res. 11.10). Making and remaking are part of the cvcle of
the wotld which turns from dayv to night, light to darkness, life to death and then returns to light and life (res. 14.2).
Creation guarantees the goodness of the flesh, which God will not reject. Father God malkces flesh the hinge on which
salvation turns ( caro salutis est cardo’) (res. 8.2).

(God shaped the flesh with his own hands, in his own image,_ breathing life into it, making it supreme over the rest of
creation and maling it his own possession. He could never reject what is the sister of Christ (25, 9.2). Body and soul
cannot be divided and 'whatever goes on in the heart is the activity of the soul in the flesh, with the flesh and through the
flesh’ (res. 152.3). Therefore both body and soul must face judgement. From these three arguments for the resurrection
of the body (God's creative power, the dignity of the flesh as sister of Christ and the unity of soul and flesh), Tertullian
returns to scripture. Does scripture justify this belief or should resurrection texts be given a Gnostic spiritual sense only?
Against the Gnostic spiritnal and the JTewish literal interpretation, Tertullian argues that some prophecies are to be taken
allegorically and others are to be taken literallv. His exegesis of Paul follows the same principle, which gives him a
freedom which his critics would denv. The flesh and blood which cannot inherit the kingdom of God are not the phyvsical
body but man's evil works (res. 49.11).

Tertullian shows originality in this coherent account, following the tradition of Asia Minor rather than the Greek
Apologists, drawing on scripture and philosophy, but defining evervthing in his own wav. While his conclusions sound
strange in a secular world, they indicate the working of an original mind, which met the objections of different groups
with more coherence than apologetic can usually maintain.

Two problems remain to be noted: the vividness of Tertullian's imagery which is never remote from realitv and the
severity of a loving God toward sin. The vivid itmagerv can be defended, for



Page 223

there is no other wayv of describing unearthly realities;”® however, Tertullian's language is too readilv linked to earthlv
realitv, because he cannot abandon the creator. The severity of divine judgement is intensified in Tertullian for two
reasons. First, because the greatest barrier to belief in an omnipotent, good God is the suffering of innocent people,
especially, for Tertullian, the horror of martvrdom. If God be God, he must reward and punish in a way that will
presume to wipe out this wrong. Secondly, for Tertullian, as was seen in his aroument against Marcion, it is important
that the one God dispense good and evil to the just and the unjust. God is not God if he be not both good and just. God
is not just if he does not punish evil. On each of these points_ Tertullian is describing divine realities in terms of his rule of
faith or final vocabulary. Most people would judge him to be wrong in the severity of his God. The importtant thing for
our understanding is to see all these elements as coherent with the vocabulary which he uses.

In de resurrectione, the simmering controversv prepares for Tertullian's climax. The mass of detail argues the entire
integrity of the human person who stands before God. How can we sing the new song (Rev. 3.9 and 14.3) f we do not
know who we are who give him thanks (res. 56)7 Here Tertullian's final vocabulary comes alive for the individual.
Evervthing centres upon humanity, for whom God has destined fire or everlasting jov (res. 397 Denv the transformation
of the world into a new age and vou disclose a false priority, since the renewal of humanity does not have to fit into a
future dispensation; but the future dispensation has to fit around humanitv, for whom God malkes all things new. As Paul
promised, recapitulation falls upon us: the wortld, life, death, things present and things to come_ all are ours (1 Cor.
3.22). The flesh in which we sinned, the flesh in which we struggle, that same flesh shall see God's salvation or
damnation (res. 39 3). Do we doubt God's power to renew in order to judge? We have seen a ship whose decaving
hulk had been so smashed by storms that it barelv limped into port; vet once renewed, refitted and transformed. it rode
the waves as

% The promise of God's dealing with us through grace can be set before us in nothing but images, for we have not vet
experieniced the reality.” A Farrer, An English Appreciation, in . W. Bartsch {ed.), Kerygma ond Myeh (London, 1837), 21223
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before (res. 60f). That act on which our perfection depends, the joining of flesh to spirit, has already been perfected in
Christ (res. 63_1f). In his own self the two natures have been joined. That alone is the reason why we shall rise, our
flesh entire and our identity intact. Flesh and spirit are joined as bridegroom and bride ** The great plan of redemption

comes home to each human life. A modern Christian and Heraclitean poem celebrates the same mvstery of
recapitulation:

In aflash, at a trumpet crash,

I am all at once what Christ is, since he iz what [ am, and

This Jack, joke, poor potsherd, patch, matchwood, immortal diamend,
Is immortal diamond

*¥ The use of this metaphor here would be impossible for a hater of marriage.

0 "That Nature is a Heraclitean Fire and of the comfort of the Resurrection .in Gerard Manlev Hoplins, 4 selection, ed. W H.
Gardner (London, 1933), 64
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Tertullian was determined to live by this simplicity in a complex and conflicting wotld. His ethics will be considered
under three paradoxes: love and fear, denial and affirmation of the world and natural law and apocalvpse.

A—
Love and Fear

The eatlv apologists found a powerful argument for Christian truth in the excellence of Christian lives. Atheism was, for
ancient Romans, a moral rather than a theological failing; disbelief in the gods made people unreliable and a danger to
the state. Tertullian paints a glowing picture of Christian morals and reports that he and others were first converted by
observing the courage and faithfulness of Christians. If pagans encountered unimpressive Christians, the apologetic
enterprise was subverted and a main apologetic argument destroved.

(i) —

Love As Ultimate Command and Christian Perfection

Tertullian, a Stoic in his commendation of reason and law, compassion, chastity and patience, found all these virtues to
be present in Christians. Yet love remains the supreme sacrament, treasure and final perfection of the Christian (par.
12.8; fug. 14.1). 'See how thev love one another' is the sign of the Christian familv (ap. 39.7). Love of God and
neighbour is the ultimate command, a universal law which is not the peculiar property of Israel (Jud 2.3). Given in the
beginning to Adam and Eve, it needed no expansion and would have been sufficient if it had been followed. All the other
commandments are generated by it. Adam and Eve would not have disobeved God if they had loved hin. Thev would
not have inflicted death upon each other if thev had loved their neighbour.

The persistent precept of love shows that the same God spoke through Moses, Christ and the apostles (Marc. 3.8.9).
Lowve of enemies brings the ancient law to completeness in Christ and points to the coming end. It is distinctively
Christian and derives from one God. 'For this is our perfect and proper form of goodness, not something which is
shared in common with others. For all love
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their friends, but onlv Christians love their enemies. So they who know the future and see the signs of things to come must
preach unwelcome truths out of love, and for the salvation of enemies' (Scap. 1.3).! When Christians pray, 'Hallowed be
thy name', they prayv for the hallowing of God's name both in those who are in him and in all, including their personal
enemies (or. 3.4), for whom God's grace is waiting. Love of enemies is a divine command. There are people who give
good reason why thev should be hated and cursed; but God has commanded that thev be loved and blessed (specr.
16.6).

No principle of ethics was immune, Tertullian found, from misuse. Some Christians used the love command to avoid
fasting. Faith and the love of God and neighbour suffice, thev claimed, for Christian obedience; an empty stomach adds
nothing. Such specious reasoning protects the indulgence of psvehic Christians (fei. 2.8). However, right use of the
command has endless relevance. The flesh is the neighbouwr who must be loved. Eesurrection is a certain hope, simply
because God could never consign that flesh which bears his image, which is the work of his hands and the sister of Christ,
to destruction (»es. 9.2).

Another part of neighbourly love is modest dress. Provocative clothing incites harmful ust. "Are we then to display
ourselves so that others perish when it is said in this respect: vou shall love vour neighbour as vourself. It is surely wrong to
give so much attention to one's own concerns and not to care for the other' (cz/r. 2.2.5). While humanlkind is a unitv (ap.
37.107), "with how much more reason are they called and considered brothers, who recognize one God as father' (ap.
39.9). The love command is here Iinked to Stoic universalism, just as it is linked elsewhere to Platonic hope *

Love marches on. Perfection is not a static state but a continnous surpassing of what mav be expected. Love of the
enemy, who is a stranger, increases our love for our neighbour. Love which goes bevond what is due enlarges the

kindness which is due (Mare. 1.23.5)

! Similarly Justin points to the newness of love for enemies in contrast to hatlots who love and tax-collectors wha give for the
sake of teward {J apol. 13).

2 Clement of Alexandra, serom. 22215310
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fii)—
Love Replaced by Fear and Hope?

For the other side of Tertullian's paradox, we mav conveniently turn to a modern critique, which attacks the negative
aspects of his ethics * The enormous length of the work indicates a struggle to understand the mass of detailed ethical
prescription. Tertullian, we are rightly told, gave morals a central place because he thought that they were the special
concern of God. Faith is revealed by manner of life, and doctrine is displaved by conduct (praescr. 43.2). True innocence
belongs to Christians because, taught by God, they follow what was revealed by the true teacher and ordained by the
judge whom none may defv (ap. 45.1). Apart from God all is perverse (czlr. 2.1.3). Christians are recognized by the
lonelv excellence of their moral achievement which produces more disciples than do the empty words of others (ap.
50.14-15). They are governed by the scriptures (praescr. 38 4) which are dei litterae (an. 2.5

They had their critics. Celsus had maintained that there was nothing in scripture which had not already been said by the
Greeks, who had not needed the promises of a god or son of god * Origen replied that Christian teaching went bevond an
glite and was more effective; Christians also had the advantage of being alwayvs united to God (Celz. 7.51). Origen does

not denv Celsus' claim for similarity of content, but simply underlines the central place of God.

The crunch of the criticism is that Tertullian speaks statisticallv less about love than does the Wew Testament. While the
question is, we are rightly told, too complex to settle by counting words, there is a puzzle in Tertullian's comparative
neglect of love when benevolence was highly praised in his cultural emvironment. Rambaux notes that the controversy with
Marcion sets Tertullian in opposition to the solitary divine ideal of love; he does not see that this could be enough, given
Tertullian's belligerence in debate, to explain the whole phenomenon. Such a conclusion would have been correct but
might have deprived us of the remaining four

? The example taken here is that of C. Rambaws, Terrtuwllisn -‘"5*'5 aux morales des trols premisrs sidcles Paris, 1979). This large
book is not a convincing account of Tertullian's ethics, but it is stimulating and provocative and presents a vast quantity of
useful material

2 e 5 KOl Xepis dvatdoewe koi Emoryyehicg Tic &md Beol 1§y viol Beol



Page 229

hundred pages, and would have bypassed a problem which is essential to the understanding of Tertullian. What is clear is
that Tertullian's chief concern is devotion to one God.

Lowe, it is claimed, has been replaced by fear and hope. He who accepts Christian beliefs is compelled to be better,
through fear of eternal punishment and hope of eternal bliss (gp. 49 2. The two motive forces behind morality are fear and
hope; of faith, Tertullian savs that under persecution there is no room for anything but fear and hope (fuz. 1.6). God must
be feared bevond all others because his judgement is more rigorous and less qualified (nar. 17.29; ap. 18.3; res. 15.5;

an. 33.11; paen. 39,4 4 and 3 4; marr. 2.3). There is neither pardon, nor appeal nor notice of date (pugd 9.10; an.
33.11). The sentence will be more severe than in earthlv courts (paen. 12.1) and the punishment will last forever (nat.
1.7.29.1.19.6; ap. 18.30) because of God's anger and cruelty (resz. 1.5; Marc. 2.11.1, 132, 278, 4.7.13). So
Tertullian exults in the future prospect of persecutors in hell (specr. 30f) and sets Christian obedience in proportion to the
severity of the threat and the liberality of the promise under which it lives (par. 4.1£).

Another 'word-count’ shows that fear does much better in the Old Testament than in the New Testament. Yet it is
claimed that Tertullian does not say anvthing new about God's anger; he simply omits the qualifications which his
emvironment had mtroduced ® He 1s indeed consistent in his rejection of the glories of this world. His humility is offered to
God alone with none of the horizontal, communal consequences which the New Testament requires.”

Fear destrovs love. On marriage, Rambaux claims that Tertullian sets himself against scripture, Judaism, catholic
Christianitv and most philosophers, lining up together with Jewish sects, Christian heresies, Neoplatonists and devotees of
Isis ® But Tertullian's position is better understood from his own arguments which derive from one God who wills our
sanctification. 'For he wills that we who are his image become also his likeness, that we may be holv as he is holy'. There
are different kinds of sanctification — virginity

* Rambaux, Terfullisn, 97

=
-

J5id, 126, This account of Fambaus will hardly do: either Tertullian is more violent than his contemporaries or he is not.

Ibid , 168
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-
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from birth, virginity from second birth and continence within marriage (casr. 1.3f). Tertullian rejects all violence, all killing
even by soldiers or by courts of law, any form of abortion and even attendance at the amphitheatre. Yet this is still not,
savs Rambaux, the radical morality of the Sermon on the Mount which rather requires the removal of the inward
disposition to kill; Tertullian retains a disposition to anger and hatred. On the contrary, Tertullian's position is clear and is
simple obedience to the sixth commandment: Thou shalt not kill! His obsession with one God comes out again in his
restriction on the forgiveness of sins. We mayv forgive sins committed against ourselves, but not sins against God (paed.
2.10). God pardons onlv under strict conditions — sins conumitted in ighorance (paen. 5.1), for which penance has been
done (paen. 6 4) and baptism recetved (paen. 6). After baptism there can be onlv one firther forgiveness and this must
follow severe penance (paen. 7.2 and 10, 9.1 and 4). Tertullian never admitted the possibility that God might pardon
freely.

The greatest virtue is patience (par. 1.7) which safeguards all God's decrees and commands (par. 15 2). For patience
allows God to be God. "Vengeance is mine and I will repay’ (Deut. 32.35) means Patience is mine and I will reward
patience’ (pat. 10.6). The creator teaches the patience which waits on the divine patience (Marc. 4.16.3). The
omnipresent will of God implies that persecution should not be avoided. It cannot happen without the will of God (mart.
3.3-4; scorp. 2-T; fug. 1-4). Martvrdom testifies to God (marr. 3.1), gives glory to him (par. 14.4). There was a
widespread desire for heroic death, supported by legend and example; but Tertullian is simplv following the logic of divine
omnipotence in confidence of eternal life. His lovalty to one God may be summed up in total dedication of heart, strength
and mind to the God of the hible *

This final verdict has, I think, returned to the centre of Tertullian's ethic. The clarity of this perception is lost in the
conchuding pages where it is claimed that Tertullian has introduced new elements and omitted central parts of the New
Testament.!® As a result. his conversion and that of those who followed him from

0oy

J5id, 415 '1ln'v a pas de vie "innocente” en dehors de l'obéissance a ses commandements’.

9 raid_ 417
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paganism was more illusion than realitv. Thev were able to go on living as before but under a different label !* This has not
been substantiated by the earlier evidence which indicates that Tertullian was at logger-heads with most of his
contemporaries. The verdict of 'nnovatory conformism' is a tribute to his achievement, his sense of paradox and the
untidiness of a creative mind While he begins as a zealous monotheist who tried to hold on to both Old and New
Testaments, especially the Old which Marcion wanted to take awayv, his acceptance of Stoic values represents another
dimension of conflict and enrichment '

(iii}—
From Fear to Obedience and Love

Monotheism is the key but not the whole answer. The paradox of love and fear is linked with the paradox of goodness
and justice in God, which is the stuff of the argument against Marcion_ It is not simplv a matter of contradictory sources in
Old and New Testaments. Nor is it a surrender, as has been claimed, of the New to the Old. Above all, a paradox is
never simply the juxtaposition of contrary claims. If God be God, he is to be feared. If he is to be feared, he must be
obeved; but his one command is to love. Love springs from the fear which petfect love casts out.

Love and fear are linked by the concept of shame. In Tertullian's best-known paradox,.’” shame is the dominant spur to
Tertullian's choice. We considered two clauses of the great paradox: epistemological (' credibile quia ineptum”) and
metaphvsical {'certum quia impossibile’). Discussion of the ethical clanse ('non pudet quia pudendum’) was postponed until
we came to Tertullian's ethics; but, as the first clause, it sets the tone for the earlier discussion and indicates the orientation
of Tertullian's life. The necessary dishonour of faith is the hope of the world. Whatever is unworthy of God is to our
benefit. We are safe if we are not confused about our lord, who said that he would be ashamed of those who had been

1 Comme Tertuflien, 1a société gréco-romaine a adopté une nouwvelle relizgion plitot que des valeurs de vie nowvelles." Jhid, 423,
12 In the interests of proportion, the discussion of Rambaux's book has been abbreviated. An extended critique by Ch. Munier mav
be found in Tertullian face awx morales des trois premiers sidcles, ReviR, 34 (1980, 175-83.

13 gee above, ch. 3.
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ashamed of him. Through his lord's disgrace Tertullian is 'shameless in a good sense and felicitously foolish' ("hene
impudens, feliciter stultus”). For the son of God is crucified; T am not ashamed because it must be a shameful thing' ('non
pudet, quia pudendum est”). The intellectual subtlety, which the earlier chapter explored is not the ultimate part of
Tertullian's claim. Fejection of divine shame could only end in human perdition. Behind all that Tertullian wrote lay the fear
that, if he were now ashamed of Jesus, on that last dav, the onlv dav that mattered, Jesus would be ashamed of him. Here
again Tertullian was as classical as he was evangelical, for

shame continues to wotk for us as it worked for the Greeks, in essential ways. By giving throush the emotions a sense of who
one is and of what one hopes to be, it mediates between act, character, and consequence, and also between ethical demands and

the rest of life . . . This was in substance already the ethical psychology even of the ancient Greeks, and, despite the modem
14

isolation of zuilt, it forms a substantial part of our own.
The achievement of Tertullian is that, when he is most biblical and evangelical, he is most classical and Stoic, and that he
never leaves his sources unchanged. The shame of God inverts the classical and secular claim; the ultimate shame is failure
to share that shame of God. Only a survivor within a martvr church could feel the intensity which, for Tertullian, unites love
and fear. 'He who fears to suffer cannot belong to him who suffered; but he, who does not fear to suffer, will be perfectad
in love, that is the love of God. For perfect love casts out fear (1 John 4.18) and therefore manyv are called but few are
chosen (Matt. 22.14) (fug. 14.2).

BE—
Denial and Affirmation of the World

(1)—
World-denial:
Martyrdom, Virginity, Modesty, Fasting

Tertullian explains to martyrs why they are better off in a gaol which separates them from the world which is the true
prison. For manv reasons, the world is a darker place than gaol: it blinds human hearts not eves; it chains souls not bodies;
its air is fouler

!4 Bernard Witliams, Sheme and necessity (Berkelev, Los Angeles, London, 1293), 102
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(i 1.3). Tertullian's account of spiritual marriage — nubere deo — points to a passionate and intense dedication to God, "
in a contemplative life, which seeks him by intinate praver in the company of angels. Virginitv and continence are more
effective than rational inquirv, for continence prepares the bodyv to wear the garment of incorruption (zoc. 1.7.1). Tertullian
spealkes of the spititual affection of those who are married to Christ or God (zx. 1.4 4f) and the attractiveness of those
(speciosae puellae) who are his (zoc. 1.4.4). This 1s all spiritual (casz. 10.2). In the last davs, he who has a wife should be
as he who has none, when God draws near in special intimacy.'*

Such matriage is the clue to chastity and to the continence of all in the orders of the church. They have restored honour to
the flesh and thev are children of the age to come when, free from passion, thev enter the paradise which was lost by
passion (cast. 13.4). Wor is their chastity foreign to the higher ideals of paganism where virginitv and monogamy imitate,
on Satan's side, the virtues owed to God (casr. 13.3).

Modesty is closelv linked with sabvation (calr. 1.2.5). Fleshly lust and worldly greed denyv the superiority of spirit over
flesh (. 1.5 4). Continence leads to life eternal (zo0. 1.7.1). Female finerv is inappropriate and leads along the path of the
fallen Eve (culr. 1.1.3). Cosmetic care is a form of prostitution (culr. passim). Women beguile through magic, gold, jewels
and cosmetics (culr. 1.2.1). Female clothing mav point in opposite directions; plain dress indicates puritv, ornament
indicates impurity (cuelr. 1.4.2).

Gold, silver and precious stones are useless and only valued for their rarity (calr. 1.7.1). God and nature deny the
alteration of natural colours (culr. 1.8 2. Christian women will not onlv be modest but will appear so (czlr. 2.1.2), not
only avoid sin but shun every stimulus to sin (czdz. 2.4 2. Beauty is not itself to be feared; however it is so inferior to
holiness that it is superfluous and should be obscured (czfr. 2.4.1). Men must, under God, equally avoid ornament.
Gravitas governs all and is the ground of masculine

2 ¢, Tibiletti, Vita contemplativa in Tertuliano, Orph., NS 2 (1981), 32030 (332).

12 JBid, 339, La visione cristiana della vita nisulta in Tertulliano unitaria, pur tra contingent fluttuaziont. Lo anelito escatalogico, che
associa celibato e vita contemplativa, pervade e anima il suo pensiero, dalla conversione alle ultime opere a noi note.
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modesty (culr. 2.8.1). Christian women should trv to seem poor becanse thev possess such spiritual wealth. Thev do not
want to appear voluptuous and have renounced the wickedness of the present age (czfr. 2.11f). If. by following F.oman
and Christian manners_ women remain quietly at home, clothed in uprightness,_ holiness and modestv, then God will be their
lover (culr. 2.13.6).

Modesty is never a negative virtue, but outstrips even patience as 'the flower of manners, the honour of our bodies, the
grace of our sexes, the integritv of the blood, the guarantee of our race, the basis of holiness,_ the foretaste of every good
thing' (pud. 1.1). The recent collapse of purity through the episcopal sanction of adultery and fornication (pud. 1.6)is a
sign that the end is near. For the custom of the church has alwavs been on the side of modesty, and in the churches
founded bv apostles or apostolic men virgins have worn the veil. There is diversity in the African use of the veil; but the
truth sees the unveiling of virgins as a form of rape (virg. 3 4). Indeed scripture, nature and discipline, which all come from
God, defend the veil The law which comes from scripture is confirmed by nature and required by discipline (virg. 16.1).
To these authorities, Tertullian adds angelic guidance. To the followers of the Wew Prophecy (nobis), an angel has spoken
through one of the sisters, telling her that the uncovering of her neck is as bad as the uncovering of the rest of her upper

body.

So, rigorism niles all Patience stands in the centre of morals, giving strength to faith, love, humility and penitence, while it
restrains flesh, tongue and hands from evil (par. 15).

Fasting caused controversy and here again nature, scripture and discipline are considered. WNature shows that the many
marriages of the psvchics are linked with glattony because of the proximity of the relevant members of the body (fei. 1.1).
In scripture, the first command to Adam was that he should not eat (iei. 3.2). In discipline, from Moses and Elijah to Paul,
the examples and prescriptions of abstinence are many (jei. 6—8).

Discipline trains the soul for times of trial through fasting. It is ndicrous when heretics feed their martvrs so well that instead
of confessing their lord, they belch and hiccup (7ei. 12.3). Even spiritual bishops and people need to be warned against
gluttony which will bring them to Hades in company with Dives rather than to
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paradise in company with Lazars. Those who criticize Christian fasting as an imitation of pagan practice should recognize
their inferiority to those pagans who fast before their idols, while psychic Christians refuse this service to the living God.
Carnal Christians have, for a god their bellv, for a temple their lungs_ for an altar their paunch, for spirit the smell of their
food, for spiritual gifts their seasonings and for prophecy a hearty Christian belch (fei. 16.8). The Christian athlete must
wrestle against worldlv powers. The glutton will be more attractive to bears and lions than to God; but i he is to meet
them without disaster, he needs to train as an athlete of God (7ei. 17.9).7

(ii)—
World-affirmation:
Loyalty to Creator, Marriage Made in heaven, Finality of the Flesh

Tertullian's rigorism has attracted much attention and it is easy to miss its constant qualification through loyalty to the
creator and to the flesh in which he has clothed humanity. Enjovment of sounds and sights, in their proper pagan place and
titne, is an offence to true religion and the true God (spect. 1). However, we do not lose God simplv by being in the world
(saeculum), but only by sinking into its sin; in the temple of Serapis or the theatre we desert the God who made us and
'polluted things pollute us' (de contaminatis, contaminamur) (spect. 8. 10). No one writes with more enthusiasm of the
beautv of God's creation (Mare. 1.13 4-14 1f).

Tertullian's denigration of marriage has dravwn much attention because of the violence of his views. Yet he rightly claims to
present a middle wav between heretics who abolish marriages and psvchics who multiply them. Those who are spiritual
and continent honour the law of marriage where the one God prescribes one marriage (mon. 1.2). Few writings have been
worse understood than Tertullian's letter to his wife where he lists the disabilities of marriage only to end with a splendid
eulogy of the marriage which he and his wife have known. There are no words to tell of the happiness of the marriage
which the church blesses and which angels recount in heaven. One in flesh and in spirit, two people pray and serve God

7 Other ascetic teaching of Tertullian has been discussed in the previous chapter under Montanism.
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economy which moves from creation to resurrection, for which life must be lived in freedom from sinfinl lusts and in the
fullness of the flesh which will rise again. Body and soul exist in harmonv and have a common future in the resurrection.
God has arranged creation for man who is both soul and body (res. 3. Although man is made of both bodv and soul, his
life is an undivided unity, the flesh of man cannot be discarded; and his final end must relate to both soul and body and not
just to one part of him.

C—
Natural Law and Apocalypse

The final paradox in Tertullian's ethics is between natural law and apocalypse, between creation and consummation,
between beginning and end. 'Tt is a long way', writes Spanneut, 'from conscience and law to the revelations of the
paraclete . .. However, if the truth of prophecy gains an ever larger place through Tertullian's growing adherence to
Montanism, conscience and nature keep their force to the end "'* At first look, Tertullian unites drv moral theology with
charismatic exuberance. Who would think of reading Aquinas on natural law in the middle of a charismatic celebration?
The contradiction is, like evervthing in the theology of Tertullian, clarified bv the perfection of all things in Christ, where the
end becomes the beginning, and the escharon is paradise (with natural law) regained.

(i)—
Natural Law:
Conscience, Law and Narure, Discipline

We have seen that Stoicism formed both Tertullian and the world which he sought to convert. He did not have to pretend
to be Roman. Metaphvsics of spirit and a Stoic logic of relative disposition and paradox defined his thought. Ethics were a
special concern to Stoicism and we must expect to see strong influence here. Stoic ethics are ruled by the concepts of
conscience, law and nature 1

1% De 1a conscience et 1a loi naturelle jusqg'aux révélations du Paraclet 1a distance est grande . .. 5i1a vérité prophétique prend de
plus en plus de place avec ladhésion progressive de Tertullien au montamisme, la conscience et la nature ont cependant sardé
jusqgau bout leur valeur” M. Spanneut, Terrullien ot les premisrs moralisies gftfcabs (Gemblowx, 1959), 18.

1% Ibid. These two paragraphs are indebted to the monumental works of Michel Spanneut.
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Conscience for Tertullian begins as such common knowledge which mav be directed to moral and ethical issues (a5, 1 §&;

cult. 2.1.2; Mare. 4.17.12 and 2 25 1) and depends on natural law (7ei. 6.1). It judges ethical matters, present and past
(paen. 3.16), and guides concrete actions (czlr. 2.13.3). Without conscience as a common ground, apologetic could
male little progress (ap. 9.10). It may be sensitive (nar. 2.1.5 and 7.8), secure (culr. 2.2.2), sound (specr. 29 2) and
soiled (ap. 30.6), or even criminal (ap. &.1); but it stands for what is essentiallv uman in contrast to all that is superficial
(res. 56.3).

Conscience learns from nature (resr. 5) such 'common notions’ (»e5. 3.1) as the existence of God, the immortality of the
soul (res. 3.1) and the difference between good and evil (Marec. 4.16.15). Conscience is God's primordial gift (Marc.
1.10.3) and nature teaches by recalling what the soul already knows (Marec. 1.17.4). Soul is the pupil, nature is the
teacher and God teaches the teacher (rast. 5.1).*° One must believe nature who is the sister of truth as one believes in
(God and the soul. Neither God nor nature lies' (resz. 6.1

God teaches the teacher through the text of seripture which provides a legal corpus of ultimate authority. Critical use of
scripture is necessary, because in the law of Moses there are temporary and permanent provisions. While the Sabbath

command has no permanent validity (Ju/ 2.10), the command to love enemies belongs to both testaments and, contrary

to Marcion, even the law of retaliation can be consistent with the kindness of Jesus (Mare. 4.16_5). But the ritual
requitements of the ancient law were anmulled by the very creator who first gave them He who gave the law plainly
preferred the circumcision of the heart to that of the flesh, for the spirit came to take precedence over the letter (Marc.
5.13.7). There is a difference between what God allows and what he wills. This is clear in Paul's first letter to the

Corinthians, chapter 7 (casz. 3.2f), where a second marriage mav be lawful, but all lawtul things are not expedient (casr.

g.1).

When the thunder of the gospel had shaken the ancient law, the apostles preserved only the prohibitions of sacrifices,

fornication and blood (pud. 12.31). All sexual intercourse outside marriage is forbidden by both testaments, and adultery

has alwawvs been linked

=¥ Spanneut, Terrullien, 14 Soul becomes almost synonvmouns with natre.
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with idolatry (pud 4f). Yet Christians were seen by Jews and Gentiles to be profoundly legalist. Tertullian describes a
cartoon in which a Christian is depicted as a book-reading donkev dressed in a toga (nar. 1.1.14). Similarly a Jew like
Trvpho could read and admire the Gospel, vet declare to Justin that its precepts were too hard for practice (dial. 10).

Natural law reproduces the law of God and has its own legal status (cor. 6). It is the law given by God to Adam and Eve
which is the matrix of all divine precepts (Jud. 2 4) and which patriarchs followed instinctively (Jud. 2.7). Only the devil
defaces nature which is God's perfect work (culr. 1.8; spect. 23) and since God is nature's author, evervthing unnatural is
monstrous and sacrilegious (cor. 5.4). WNatural law is the source of common wisdom and discipline (cor. 5.1, 7.1) and it is
free from the historical limitations of the law of Moses which is surpassed and completed by the Wew Testament, whose
new law contains the integrity and fullness of all discipling (or.1.1£).

In Tertullian as elsewhere, the claims for natural law may strike us as sometitnes sound, sometitnes absurd. Unnatural
sexual practices have no place in the church becaunse thev are 'monstrosities’ rather than sins (pud. 4 4); God could
produce purple and blue wool on sheep if he wished to do so; siice he did not wish to do so, it is wrong for humans to
produce wool of an unnatural colour (cafr. 1.8). The sexual claim is reasonable: the guide to correct dress is not.

Mixing scripture with nature can be equally confusing. Man is the image of the creator and Christ is the head of man
(Marc. 3 8.1f). Consequently, differences arise between what is required of men and women. On the one hand, a man
should not cover his head because he has no excess of hair and mav shave or have his hair cut. His head is Christ. Women
on the other hand should cover their heads because they have too much hair and Christ is not their head in the same way
(virg. 8.1).

Tertullian is wise enough not to identifv nature with Christian law. While Christian practices are supported by nature (cor.
5.1}, the declarations of the lord are not of universal application. We are told to give to all who ask, vet our lord himself
refused those who asked for a sign (fizg. 13.2). There is a difference between what God allows and what he wills. This is
clear in Paul's first letter to the
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Corinthians, chapter 7 (casr. 3). While a second marriage mayv be lawful, all lawful things are not expedient (casz. 8.1).
Discipline

To scripture and nature is joined the discipline of the church. Thev are the three guides in moral matters. They all belong to
God and are the ways in which he confronts humans (virg. 16.1). Discipline?* embraces the practical precepts which
come from scripture, nature or the life of the church. 'The majesty of the scriptures takes concrete form in practical rules:
discipling or disciplinae' ** It takes precedence over custom and tradition (zoc. 2.7.3; virg. 16.1; or. 18.1; cor. 3f), both
of which have their place. Anv good custom must be respected when it is practised within the brotherhood of the one
body of the church (virg. 2.1). Yet custom must be validated by argument or reason (cor. 4.7, 10.9; jei. 3.1, 10.9).
Reason is manifest in the revelation of the paraclete who brings wholeness of truth. Truth has ultimate authoritv and no
time, place or person can override it. Custom may be contrary to truth; but Christ our lord is called "truth” not "custom”. If
Christ is forever and prior to all, truth is equallv ancient and eternal' (virg. 1.1f). Sin is irrational, diabolic and hostile to
God (an. 16.1), and the soul does not lack intellect at any stage of its life (an. 19.1).

(ii)—
Apocalypse:
Renewal of Lost Image, Last Adam, Idolarry As Reversal of Assimilation, End and Beginning

How does natural law, primitive and universal, join with the particularity and promise of the gospel”? The perfection of all
things in Christ, the dominant theme of early Christian theology, pointed to the one goal: that what humankind had lost in
Adam might be regained in Christ. Ethical renewal meant a return to the image and likeness of God as found and then lost
in Adam, and finallv found again in Christ. Everv ethical issue was seen in this perspective. Our maker is our remaleer. All
must be fulfilled in each life, where the whole economy of sabvation runs its course. In the

*! Tertullian uses the concept nearty 200 times.

DIro

== Spanneut, Terrullien, 16, refers to V. Morel, Disciplina’ e mot etlidée . . . dans les cewvres de Termullien, £FE, 40 (1944-5), 5435
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end we must find our beginning. Montanism claimed that the final stage of the divine dispensation, the outpouring of the
spirit, was a present event. Through the spirit, believers could complete their journev to the end which, in Christ, was a
new beginning. Thev could recapture the innocence of Adam, and be formed anew in the image and likeness of God.

Tertullian's optimistic account of the beginning™ is alwavs worth recalling. God created the world, not for himself, but for
humankind (Mare. 1.13.2). Animals (par. 4.3) and indeed all things should serve, in some way, the interest of mankind
(nar. 2.5 18). Humanity is dominus of all mortal things (ap. 48.9), which serve and submit to him (2. 33.9). Human
flesh, formed from the dust, was glorified by the breath of God (res. 7.7), and formed in love by one who knew that his
son would one dav dwell in it: "Christus cogitabatur, homo futurus' (res. 6.3). Divine breath (not spirit) makes an image of
God which is free, rational and intelligent (Marec. 2.9 4). Tertullian makes much of the concept of image in this wayv >

There is a distinction, never easily maintained in anv langnage, between image and likeness > The water which once healed
sick bodies, now heals spiritual sickness by baptism. The divine image, which is a matter of form, has survived; the
likeness, which is the erernal guality, was lost through Adam's sin and is restored by the spirit at baptism (hapr. 5.7).
God wills that sanctification by which, in us, his image is restored to God's likeness (cast. 1.3). This is possible through the
great exchange when God became human that humans might become divine, when God became small that man might
become great (Marc. 2.27.7). We put on Christ (fig. 10.2); we are coins struck in his likeness, bearing his name, bought
with his blood (fug. 12.10). Bv following Christ we add his heavenly likeness to the earthly likeness of our common
humanity, as we copyv his holiness, righteousness and truth (res. 49.7).

Idolatry As Reversal of Assimilation

Such assimilation to God is driven by fear as well as by love. God commands what is good; our obedience follows not
from the

=" See ahove, ch. 3.

“virg. 8, 10; cult 1.12; Mare. 2.4, 3611 and 5.8.1; cor 10; spect. 2.3, 4; an. 374 par. 3.

=" Because likeneszs iz what enables an image to be an image.
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perceived goodness of his prescription, but from submission to God's authority, majesty and power (paen. 4.6). Fear of
judgement and hope of life eternal go together (pud. 1.5); sound faith follows a perfect fear (mearus inrager) (paen. 6.17).
'Be ve holv as I am holv!' The image of God is holiness and therefore he wills our holiness (cast. 1.3). Because
assimilation to God is the ultimate good, idolatry is the ultimate evil (idol. 2.1). Idolatry reverses the moral direction by
making God in the image of sinful humanity instead of restoring man again to the likeness of God. The recapitulation of all
wickedness, the reversal of creation and the gospel, it can be practised without a temple or a visible idol ** This claim
brings Tertullian close to the negatrve theology of Clement of Alexandria.

Both the making and the worship of idols are condemned by God (idal. 4.1) He who makes an idol offers up his mental
ingenuity and his phvsical sweat to the idol; this is already an act of worship (ido/. 6.3). The hands that have made idols
cannot be brought into church and offered to God (idol. 7.1). Yet, in follv and ignorance, Christians compromise with
idolatrv, lighting lamps and placing wreaths on their doors (idel. 15.1).

End and Beginning

To return to the chief puzzle of Tertullian's ethics: it is a long way from conscience and natural law to the revelations of the
paraclete; but however strong the power of prophecy grows, conscience and natural law never lose their force *” The
answer is clear. Natural law and apocalyptic must go together because the beginning in creation is joined to the end in the
paraclete who brings no strange novelties but testifies to Christ "with the whole order of God the creator’ (mon. 2.4). As
restituror rather than iustiruror, the paraclete restores mankind to its ancient beginning (maon. 4.2). Monogamy is part of
this beginning; for example, even the animals in the ark went in two by two (mon. 4.5). The end is joined to the beginning
by Christ, who is both Alpha and Omega, and brings mankind back to paradise (momn. 5.3). If the beginning passes to the
end and the end passes back to the beginning, the last Adam meets us in the same form as the first. Christians renew their
origin in Christ, by

¥ 8ee I C. M. van Winder, [dohum and Idelolatria in Tertullian, I, 36 (1882), 108-14.

= Bpanneut, Terfwllien, 18



Page 244

assuming the monogamy of Adam and Eve, of Christ and his church (meon. 5.7).

What is new and true is necessarily old, since the truth, which is Christ, is eternal. The nule of faith is one and unalterable,

but discipline is alwayvs renewed and revised as the grace of God leads on to the end. The paraclete makes all things new,
directs discipline, iluminates scripture, reforms the mind and leads on to better things. Evervthing has its stages of growth:
from seed to shoot to sapling to tree. Tertullian, likke Irenasus, has both a catastrophic and an evolutionary view of human
historv.

3o also righteousness (for the God of righteousness and of creation is the same God) was first in a primitive condition,
possessed of a natural fear of God, and from that stage it advanced through the law and the prophets to infancy: from that stage
it passed through the zospel to the fervour of vouth: now through the paraclete, it is settling into maturity. He will be, after
Christ, the only one to be called and revered as master: for he speaks not from himself, but he speaks what is commanded by
Christ. He is the only prelate, because he alone succeeds to Christ. They, who have received him, set truth before custom. (virg.
1.1}

The paraclete regains paradise by perfecting the divine dispensation.

The paradox of natural law and apocalvpse restates the oldest puzzle in ethics: is there a natural law and are there natural
virtues? For Plato everv virtue must be connected to the Good before it can be valid. For Aristotle and for Aquinas natiral
virtues could be recognized as inferior to those perfect virtues which are connected to the End or God. There is no simple
account of the relation between natural and perfect virtues. Continuity and disjunction are both arguable. Virtue mav be
evident in those who denv the Good. Yet that were

the sreatest treasot
To do the right deed for the wrong reason

Tertullian has grasped this point and links natural law with knowledge of the End which is also the beginning, through the
summing-up of all things in Christ.

On the one hand, Tertullian appeals to nature, conscience and

=% Another 5t Thomas, in T. % Eliot's Murdsr in the cathedral (London, 1933), 44,
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the divine image in which humanity was made. On the other hand, martyrdom and the paraclete bring him to the last days.
His Heraclitean solution is that in the end is our beginning. We begin from and end with God; when we see him we shall be
likke him.

What we call the beginning is often the end
And to make an end is to make a beginning . . .
We shall not cease from exploration

And the end of all our exploting

Will be to arrive whete we started

And know the place for the first time.*

** T.8.Eliot, Little Gidding, Four Quartsts (London, 1944}, 421
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Conclusion

Most thinkers write under the stimulus of controversy, and Tertullian was fortunate to have many opponents to make him
think. He denied the existence of eirenic theology. Confrontation was a fact of life and the onlv wav to maturitv (Marc.
2.29 4). Life and thought for a Heraclitean (PP 211, 212) were adversarial (Marc. 1.25.6).! Durabilitv in disputation
clarified his opinions, for propositions are understood from the proofs which support them. Like his contemporaries in
philosophy, he chose a criterion or rule of truth and used ideas which were consistent with it

We note first the limits of his achievement. Tertullian's lovalty to his rile and to scripture,” together with his desire to
destrov his opponents, brought mistakes. These came when he felt a need for answers which left no remainder, a need
which derived from his logic of apologetic,” and from the pressures of controversy and persecution. His answer to
Marcion, that justice and goodness were united in one God, pointed back to the antitheses of the Sermon on the Mount
and is confirmed in the universal Christian plea for divine mercy. However, in lovalty to this answer, he went further and
felt obliged to argue that onlv a God who inspired fear could keep sinners from sinning; love could not conquer all. Even
the notorious case of the bald Elisha and the brutal bears came down to this. For any advocate could prove a difference
between

! potro tihdl sine aemulatione decurret quod sine adversario non et

* He is utterly subordinate to the text of scripture and will not allow any ground for Marcion's objections. Every Old Testament
batbarity has to be defended. He iz no longer, as were New Testament writers and Justin, afraid of the Jews, because he cites to them
the judgement of their own sctiptures. This failure of Christian forgiveness, detived from the unity of scripture, was to have setious
CONSequUences.

I Gee ahove, ch. 1.
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the badness of boys and the innocence of infants; unlike Augustine, he does not condemn the latter for original sin.

Divine retribution solved the problem of evil. Tertulian scorned philosophers and heretics who tossed this question about
and never found an answer. He found his solution in the vengeful God of the Deuteronomist. There were two kinds of evil:
guilt (mala culpas) and punishment (mala poenas). The first was self-inflicted and freely chosen. The second was God's
unvarving response to sin. The strength of Tertullian's answer, he rightly claimed, was that God was alwavs present, either
to bless or to blame; God had become contingent * The weakness of his answer was that God so frequently smote the
wrong people; against this he would argue that God would have an ultimate word. His praise of the last judgement as a
spectacle for wonder and even derision wins him no friends (specr. 30). The laughing judge belongs to the Old Testament
(Ps. 2.4 and 39 8); but Psalm 2 links very closely the divine son who was central to Wew Testament apologetic with the
deristve destruction of the nations, and Christians do not forget this.* Nor is there anv doubt in the Apocalvpse (Rev.
16.53f and 19_1f)) about that divine retribution for the deaths of martvrs to which Tertullian looks. A modern theologian
indicates a better answer. While 'Tt is necessarv to remember the martvrs, so as not to become abstract'® the true God is
'not recognised by his power and glory in the world and in the history of the world, but through his helplessness and his
death on the scandal of the cross of Jesus'”

Were Tertullian's dubious answers the result of impatience, to which he confesses, or insensitivity to the wider implications
of his words? His Stoic world made it easier for him to write austerelv to his wife or martvrs. For an apologist, indeed,
impatience can be a virtme. Philosophers elucidate problems; apologists have to come up with some kind of an answer.
Tertullian cannot hwxuriate at length in problems. In order to get on with the business of living, his people need the best
answers he can find. Theology never loses this tension and contingency. Manv objections to Christian belief, like

# Here it seems he remains a Christian more of the Old Testament than of the New H. von Campenhausen, The fathers of the
Latin church (London, 1964), 33.

“ Thanks= to G. F. Handel's Messiah.

I Wloltmann, e crucifsd God (London, 1974), 278,
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the problem of evil, point to problems which no one has sobved, despite perpetual discussion (praescr. 7.5).F As an
apologist, Tertullian has frequently to give answers and destrov objections, not mounting, like the Platonists, ever closer to
ultimate truth. His Heraclitean task is one of horizontal strife, in the name of the logos which flows through all things *
However, we cannot overlook his mistakes, since they resemble the kind of short-cut which he attacks in others and thev
are not consistent with his dominant claim for a suffering, compassionate God.*°

Do his errors have a common pattern? Thev occur when his final vocabulary or rule of faith conflicts either with the
scripture he proudly claims as exclustve Christian property or with reality as he knows it. He cannot afford to renounce
either scripture or his rule. He refuses to see that the jealous, vindictive God of the Deuteronomist is not the helpless,
compassionate fisure on the cross, and he could never disown the latter. In his lovalty to the rule, he was, strangely, too
svstematic for his own good. He could not sav, with William Blake, 'Thinking as I do that the Creator of this world is a
verv cruel being, and being a worshipper of Christ, I cannot help saving "The Son, O how unlike the Father " First God
almighty comes with a thump on the head. Then Jesus Christ comes with a balm to heal it '*!

A thinker's mistakes often indicate his central concern more clearly than do his extended arguments. Tertullian's anxiety is
that either the Marcionite subdivision or the monarchian ‘identification’ of God will remove the divine disgrace which is
mankind's salvation. He therefore goes on to clarify the rule of faith or the gospel. Christian theology is concerned with the
being of God.'*

¥ There can be virtue in Tertullian's straightforward answer as there is in a simple deist response. The deist can move the
mysteties of providence to an impersonal, natural order and put the problem of theodicy one step further away.

¥ Mot even when the long dav's task is done, and he takes the philosopher's cloak, does he abandon disputation in the better
philosophy. He has fought the zood fizht, but wears no crown, for a crown is unchristian and unnatral (cor. 3.1). God alone will zive
hiim his crown when the end comes {cor. 13.1) and not before {ap. 41.3).

¥ In fairness, it should be noted that Tertullian does relate the anger of God to God's own passibility and death (Mare. 216 3).

' A vision of the last judzement, in Ths portabls Blaks (New York, 1933), §70.

12 Mo one in recent times has seen this central point with the same clarity as Christopher Stead. See his, Divine substance.
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Nothing else provides a basis for faith. Tertullian, like others, came to faith through the moral excellence of Christians, the
tulfilment of all things in Christ and the spread of the gospel. Each of these grounds he found to be flawed: Christians do
bad things, another parousia is needed and falsehood as well as truth spreads over the face of the earth. Faith must rest on
the being of God, without abandoning its three beginnings.

The first question of Christian theology is therefore about God: 'Is there one God, good and true, who is creator of this
world of sin and evil?' and its answer concerns divine being: 'Only if that God acted in Jesus Christ to redeem the world
which he had made." Consequented (and still follow) Tertullian's path. Thev began with simplicity and perfection — with a
simple faith in one saving God and the particularity and unrversality of Jesus Christ, son of God, saviour.* Their criterion of
truth was God's saving work from creation to the summing-up of all things in Christ. There was no diminution in its claims
as it joined the end to the beginning and united humanity with God. Recapitulation ends in the being of God. When he
spoke to pagans, Tertullian began from a sense of God, which, like the Stoics, he found in all humans. When humans
heard the scriptures and the gospel message, they recognized Jesus as the God they all had dimly known. What looks like
paradox (a soul naturallv Christian still has to become Christian) is a common path for believers. The awareness of one
God found content in the story of salvation.

Tertullian owed most to his two great opponents. How, challenged Marcion, could Jewish seriptire and Christian gospel
be fitted into one God? Tertullian followed the lead of the antitheses of Matthew's Sermon on the Mount. There werreal
antitheses between the Old and the Wew, but they belonged within one God, just and good. creator and saviour, judge
and father. The theme of

13 TXPVS . Particularity is found in Jesus Christ, universality in the saviour who is son of God. "And after all, it was an instinct for
the truth and universality of Jesus that carried them away.” T. B. Glover, The conflict of religions i the early Roman empive
(London, 1912), 194,
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the Christian bible was the economv or history of salvation. This was the mvsterv (Eph. 3.9) hidden in God from all ages.
Tertullian pointed out to Marcion that this mystery was hidden i God, and not, as Marcion claimed, hidden from God.
This was the first great feat of micro-engineering '

A different threat to the inclusive being of God came in monarchianism or 'identification theology' which kept plurality out
of God and attributed all to an empty, identical God who, in different modes, did the work of father, son and spirit. This
would not do because the relation of father and son had to be internal and not external to God; evervthing depended on it
No one knew the son without the father or the father without the son. An account of the being or substance of God was
needed. While pictures of sun, rav and light could help, the basic image lav in the mind of the maker who thought and

spoke. There was no picture for this, onlv the Stoic inner and uttered }\DYOE‘ . and no explanation but the Stoic genre
of relative disposition. God's substance is his unique, inclusive stuff he is father, son and spirit.

From all this Tertullian simplified the rule of faith into the sacramentum oikonomiae or faith in the triune God. There were
philosophical impulses. First, a criterion had to be simple, not complex. Truth is simple (ap. 23 .7f). Second, there were
good reasons to telescope transcendent causes into one. This tendency, evident in Plotinus, negated profusely by Gnostics,
later controverted by lamblichus, resisted the multiplication of intermediaries. Third, talk about the substance of God is
elusive. In modern times, empiricists once asked, "What would it be like for "x" not to be the case? What would it be like
for God not to be father, son and spirit” Tertullian has the best answer of all. "It would be like the divine subdivision by
Marcion or the identification by Praxeas'

There were also theological impulses. Not historv, but God, father, son and holv spirit, was the object of faith. Tertullian
put the truth of God's saving work within God. One God had lovingly created humanity, with the future man (home
futurus), Jesus, in

1 Some vears ago, when smoking was cominon, Pusnch portraved a proud chemist with a bench full of elaborate apparatus
through which a mized-up zas was passed; glass tubing, retorts, valves, filter funnels, condensers, bubblers and a double helix
reached almost to the ceiling. The caption was something like, How do [ fit all this into one filter tip”
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mind The same God had joined end to beginning on the cross and would be all in all when the son handed over the
kingdom to the father. The entire dishonour of God was the Christian's onlv hope. Tertullian's mvstery of the economy in
God anticipates Gregory the Theologian's summing up of the trinitv in one God.

This makes sense of the other things Tertullian wrote. A similar inclusiveness is expressed in prayver which is the heart of
the Christian's life. Here the believer has a praver which sums evervthing up; Tertullian describes the Lord's Praver as an
epitome of the gospel. Sin presented no surprise for one who lived with Heraclitean and Pauline tension. Tertullian clarified
the problem of free will, of self-determined vet compulsive sin_ through Adam's free choice and original sin. Yet sin within
the church presented difficulties which he could not handle. The fulfitment of all things in Christ and the effectiveness of
baptism required the absence of deadly sins from Christian lives. Won to Christianity by the heroism of Christian virtue,
delivered from serious sin by baptismn, he was driven to despair by the abundance of Christian sin. Forced to distinguish
between sins which disproved the gospel and sins which did not, he found himself at variance with episcopal direction.
This estrangement was no passing problem; in every age there have been as many repelled by a 'sordid’ church as by the
folty of faith.

Did he leave the church? It seems better to sav that he did not.’* Yet when Cvprian took up his ideas and made the classic
pattern of the catholic church, Tertullian had to appear on the outside. Tertullian never looked like a statesman; nothing
came easier than the promotion of his future disqualification. Yet present disagreements were temporary; all would be set
right in the coming kingdom which the paraclete was bringing. He depicted the wotld to come with the detail and fearfill
imagery of the Apocalypse. When he came to ethics, he sought to reconcile love and fear, contingency and perfection.

With his ceaseless, anxious argument, he handed on a unitv of antitheses and economy in one God. He saw the point at
which many passed into one, so that father, son and spirit became a rora

¥ The question is both ambiguous and obscure; but David Rankin's negative answer stands up to objections.
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rrinitas, and a crowded recapitulation became divine unicity. Clement of Alexandria and the Platonic tradition could move

{(without moving) from the cosmic unitv of the son as WS TTAVTA €V 4 the ineffable One. Tertullian's way was
different. How does the summing up of all things reduce to a unity”? Tertullian found the direct way from petfection to
simplicitv in the God who died to heal mankind (Marc. 2.16.3).'° Gregorv followed him with the simplicity of cosmic
sabvation. 'A few drops of blood recreate the whole world and draw human beings together into a unity' (oraz.

45 20 36.664). No modern writer has put this more cleatly than the philosopher and exegete who wrote, Jesus Christ
clothed hitnself in all the images of messianic promise, and in living them out, crucified them: but the crucified reality is
better than the fimwes of prophecy. This is verv God and life eternal, whereby the children of God are delivered from
idols 't

At everv point Tertullian defends the rational choice of Christian faith, which is grasped as wiica spes: Lord, to whom

shall we go? You have the words of eternal life’ (John 6 68). Tertullian finds a natural sense of God in every human being,
whereby Christ may be recognized for what he is. If we uncover the history behind the New Testament, there is no doubt
that earlv Christian communities came to worship Jesus as drvine, attributing divine titles and ultimacy to him '* If we read
the Fourth Gospel, despite a unity of subordination between son and father, the word who was in the beginning dominates

¥
at every point until the crv of victory sounds from the cross: 'Tt is finished' ( TETE?‘EGTQI) {John 19307

Choice is tied to vulnerability. Apologetic finds faith in no tranquil haven but in a world governed by the strife of opposites.
Christian theology emerges to cope with vulnerability and to disarm false claims for immunitv. All the people whotmn
Tertullian attacks are concerned to vaccinate a vulnerable faith in a way which, he thinks, removes its ultimacy. The
disciples of Athens want a Platonic or Stoic Christianitv. Docetists want to soften the

1% A racent influential exposition of trinitarian theology is similarly based on the death of Jesus. Tingel, Geheimmis, wiv, 481 et
passim.

" Austin Farrer, An English Appreciation, in Bartsch, Kervema and Myth, 223,

11 Hurtado, Ons God ons Lord: Early Christian devetion and ancient Jewizh monothsizm [Philadelphia, 1988), 11
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contradiction of an incarnate God. Marcion wants to remove the conflict between creator and redeemer, law and gospel,
by attributing the two parts of the antithesis to two different gods: Tertullian replies that God is not God f he be not one
and that the antitheses must be contained in one God. Praxeas argues that father, son and spirit are identical in one God
who acts in each capacity: Tertullian argues that the mystery of the divine economy is hidden within the triune God, who
alone deserves worship. Onlv a creator who is also redeemer is credible. Gnostic determinism separates_ at birth, sinners
and saints. Tertullian argues for human freedom tainted only by the sin which was chosen after Adam left his maker's
hands. Indulgent bishops dispensed forgiveness to sinners within a sordid church: Tertullian protested, since it was the
moral excellence of believers which had first turned him in the direction of faith. Hermogenes' matter explained the
imperfection of the world: Tertullian claimed that it introduced a second god. Valentinians proposed a knowledge immune
from rational attack: Tertullian claimed that such immunity made possible all kinds of nonsense. Spiritual resurrection or
immortal souls might have answered objections to the vivid detail of Christian apocalvptic; but Tertullian found no hope in
a God who abandoned his creation. Christian ethics were vulnerable because of their contradiction between affirming and
denving the world; but this and other tensions were inevitable for right living.

Theologians have long looked for continuity in the development of doctrine from the New Testament to the creeds of the
fourth and fifth centuries. They have ignored the fact that discontinuity is equally evident in any tradition of thought and
have submitted to the desire for "ficttve concords with origins and ends'.’® Immersion in the New Testament and second-
century writers can breed a dislike for councils and creeds, with a readiness to reject 'the long period of dogmatic
squabbling while the Empire was falling to pieces'.*” This is a reasonable reaction to the almost unfversal

¥ N en, tike poets, rush "into the middest” f mediar res when they are born; they also die i mediis rebus and to make sense of
their span they need fictive concords with origins and ends, such as give meaning to ves and poems.” Frank Kermode, The
sense gf an ending (Oxford, 1967), 7.

= Inge, Platonic tradition, 111.
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attempt to interpret a putative middle in terms of a putative end, or to the assumption that second-century writers were
unsuccessfully trving to answer fourth- and fifth-centurvy questions, or to the belief that Chalcedon might be interpreted
from the Wew Testament without thought for what has come between. The historv of ideas functions neither bv following
the same agenda nor by building bit-bv-bit a final scheme. Discontinuity outstrips continuity. To take a rough analogy, from
Bach to Messiaen is as far as from the New Testament to Chalcedon. César Franck is not a bridge or stepping stone
between these two points any more than Tertullian is a bridge from the New Testament to Chalcedon. Yet what the mid-
term savs is the wayv to understand the continuity and discontinuity between the two extremes. In a word, the middle is
never merely a revision of the beginning and never simplv an anticipation of the end, but a statement in its own right which
may enable the move between the two designated extremes to be understood.

The assimilation of classical thought into Christian theology is to be understood in the same wav. It is not present in the
New Testament. By the time we reach the fourth century it is there *! Indeed, there is no evidence of positive interaction
between philosophyv and Christianity in the first half of the fourth centwry. If we are to understand the process, it will be
through understanding the second centurv (Clement and Tertullian are the kev figures) in its own right, neither as an
afterthought nor as a prelude. If we are to understand the movement of European nmsic, we have to treat César Franck
and others in the same way.

No book should trv to sav evervthing. This studv has taken Tertullian's arguments as exposition of his vocabulary and
found that manv common readings of his thought are questionable. Three points have emerged which need to be followed
up elsewhere ** First, his argument was commonly creative, through metaphor, paradox and wit. Like all innovators he
used old wavs of arguing together with new wavs of metaphor which broke the moulds. Second. his Stoic materialism has
interest because of the

*! This is evident in the recent study of Christopher Stead, who shows how deep the difficulties are. See his Philosophy in
Christian sptiguiny (Cambridze, 1994

“Infe alty to Rorty and Davidson.
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non-reductive physicalism which is so plausible at present and the common assumption that Christianity can be identified
with Platonism ** Thirdly, Tertullian, more than Augustine, is the innovator.

As we rediscover Tertullian today, we acknowledge his historical importance, his alien setting and his stronglv individual
mind. It is plain that in him the Western mind ('der abendlandische Geist') finds its first Christian expression. 'Tn Western
Christianitv evervthing seems to commence with Tertullian: the technical language of Christians, theology, interpretation of
scripture and other manifestations of a religion which is in part already settled and in part still on the move.'** This
continuity is qualified by our estrangement from his world, where a surfeit of gods gave him a setting which is alien to our
secular scene.

Finallv, what are the qualities of his mind which appeal today? First there is his originality. He is an intellectual Genghis
Khan_ who explores the bible and classical culture, vet manages to present antiquarian, scientific, medical and
philosophical material in an original wav. Far from the flarilegia of Clement, there is a highly individual sparkde in what he
savs. 'For he wants to present things in his own words and not simplv repeat the language of the schools ' His humour
gives colour to what he writes, through widening the scene; after all, it is easier to imagine a man (like Marcion) born
without heart and brains than to imagine a man born without a body (Mare. 4.10.16). His personal piety is inseparable
from his theology and from his stvle; every human being stands under a power which strictly orders what he should do and
to which in an intense and imperfect wayv he is responsible. At the last dav, Christ will own those who have chosen to own
hitm. Individual choice determines all. ™o one is born for another, and he dies for hitnself alone' (pall. 3 4). 'Build vour
faith, brother, on vour own foundation!” (arz. 26.17.

=* Gee B Rorty's account of Davidson's nonreductive physicalizm, in his Q&fscriviny, relativism and truth (Cambridze, 1991)
113-25.

** ¢ Moreschini, Acspetti della dottrina del martirio in Tertulliano, Composte/lamum, 33 (1880, 33

* Denn er will mit den Worten charakterisiersn, nicht Schulbildung an den Tag legen’ K. Holl, Tertullian als Schriftsteller,
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Secondly, there is his openness which disappoints some who want comprehensive conclusions. He is forever on the move,
seeking more of what he has found: one should be ashamed of intellectual inertia ("hic tantum curiositas torpescit’, (rar.
1.1.3)). He uses exegeses and arguments in one place and denies them elsewhere; he praises and criticizes martvrs; and he
extols the wonders of married life, vet sees a widower as relieved of a burden. Part of this is the logic of apologetic which
is directed to distinct and separate problems_ Part of it is the advocate who argues each case separately. Deeper still is his
commitment to reason: he has to satisfi himself, not others, that a position is rationally justified ** This means that he does
not always bring out the inner unity of his own position, because he is too concerned to set out a problem and to discuss
everv point.”” He saw on his own side contradictions which others ignored and made things difficult for himself by raising
problems (bapr. 12) which did not worry others. His anxious artistry™® gave him courage and the abilitv to grasp a
complex of ideas and to bring from each detail something which was useful to his case. The anxiety derived from the ease
with which Christians compromised their unique hope. His Heraclitean love of opposites is a complex thing, ranging from a
stvlistic tic, which may infect those who read him, to his wide, inclusive humanitv. Conflict is his life; opposites are his
reality; and paradox is his intellectual delight The poet, Robert Browning, captured a small part of this,

Cur interest's on the danzerous edze of things

The honest thief, the tender murderer, the superstitious atheist . ..
We watch while these in equilibrium keep

The ziddy line midway: one step aside,

Thev're classed and done with.

Thirdlv, there is the coherence provided by one theme: the perfection of the divine economy in the crucified Christ. A
profound unity springs from his final vocabulary or rule of faith.

26 11

Ihid, 10."Was er annehmen =oll. das muss thm auch denkbar zein.

27 J58d, 11, Das Problem ist Klar zerlezt und jeder einzelne Punkt mit dialektischer Kunst erdrtert, aber hat er es verstanden, die innere
Einheit seiner Motive mum Ausdmck zu bringen?

=% Thid, 12, verrweifelte Kunst. This gave him, [ think, a courage of despair or Verrweifelungsmut'.

=% Bishop Blougram's Apology, 303401



For the simple mystery of human sabvation, God's economy, the summing-up of all things in Christ joins his prolific
intellectual adventures. The superiority of Jerusalem over Athens derives from the order of the divine economy and
recapitulation joins Alpha to Omega in credible ineptimmde. To the soul naturally Christian, the long story of salvation brings
recognition of the well-known God. Divine disgrace unites Marcion's antitheses or the divine trinity within the being of
God. Saving history is summarized in the Lord's Praver or extended in the bible. The church cannot allow post-baptismal
sin which denies the sovereign power of Jesus Christ, son of God, saviour. The divine comedy is obscured by Valentinian
fables. Apocalvptic affirms the coming kingdom of Christus Victor. Christian morals point to the mystery which at the end
restores the divine likeness given in creation.

For us todav, Tertullian's overarching theme raises different problems for different people. From the beginning the
reconciliation of all things in Christ (Eph. 1.10, 4.13-16) meant conflict for believers fighting (Eph. 6.10-20). The
antithesis of Athens and Jerusalem confinms and questions the exclisiveness of anv monotheism. The paradox of
incarnation is central but unacceptable to that total metaphvsic ** for which God is not in the wotld The strife of opposites
suggests the pointlessness of progress and the 'God-shaped blank' grows blanker for some in a secular world. Antitheses
in God raise questions about the ultimacy of evil and Christian use of the Old Testament. Since onlv a crucified God
answers the primitive claim for divine credibility (a creator must redeem), how does this reinforce trinitarian belief? Do
praver and the bible exacerbate or illuminate problems of belief? Can the force of evil in human life be reconciled with
human freedom and divine goodness? Why is the church itself so often an obstacle to faith? Where does Christian
nonsense begin and how is reason important” What is the future of Jesus Christ? In morals can we reconcile world-
affirmation and world-denial, fear and love of God, the natural and the new? All these questions are enlarged and better
understood through Tertullian's argument.

His originalitv and openness made him an ecclesiastical failure,

T Wittzensteins's Tracrarus Logico-Philosophicus, the reductionism of which continues in popular secularism.
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for the church was offended by much that he wrote, even if it could never forget him because he so cleatly belonged within
its lifz ! That same originality remains his claim on our attention today, for we have learnt, from the pragmatists, that the
one worth-while intellectual enterprise is to speak as though we are not rehearsing a previouslv written script.#*

1 Holl, Tertullian als Schriftsteller, 12, 'denn er war einer der ihrizen, und er war siner der Grossten'. Cvprian's Da magistrum!
must be remembered.

= B Rorty, Comtingency, frony, and solidariny (Cambridge, 1989, =i,
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