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NOT applyradıcal, Eunomi1ans, whom nothing W aAs myster10us, but does
OS theearlier Arıans. Eusebius of Caesarea SC same argument,

Second Creed the „Blasphemy“) of Sırmıium of 257 Agaın, Dr. Person here
Z01Ng aStray with large numbe of distinguished scholars, including Harnack
and Kattenbusch) faıls distingu1s between the baptismal creed AN: the rule ot

and varıable phenomenon than the bare,faıth, which W as much IMOTre $lu1
summarizıng baptismal creed (PP E 148) Nor does he realize (p. 101) how
fragıle 15 the evıdence that Orıgen applied the term homoous10s Son.

Hıs trezx  men of the Councıl ot Ephesus 15 much brieter and cketchıer than his
ACCOUNT of the Councıl of Nıcaea. Indeed, the work might ave en improved
had he omitted thıs chapter and tilled OUEtF the others. He ha difficulty in
showıing how unfair, hasty and unsubstantiated ME the 2CCusatıons which thıs
Councıil made agaınst Nestor1us and 1n concludıng that Cyril an Nestor1us
represented, NOF orthodox and heretical viewpoint, but LW difterent WayS
of interpreting the Bible And his general conclusions about Scripture 2N tradı-
t10N, 15 tar an y conclusions Ca  — be drawn *+rom the tar £rom abundant evidence
about Nıcaea, ATC sound. he ancıents placed Scripture Grst an tradıtion second
L} SOUFCCS, but WEere ready interpret Scripture by tradıtiıon, and the Ü W! acted
each other 1n what Person calls „Dialogic“ dialectical) WAY. This 1S, 11 short,

useful book tor the student otf patrıist1c lıterature.
But ıt could have een better book than it 1S; because 1tSs presentatıon 15

marred by number of careless and u  EY aults. VDr Person, his credit,
qUOTECS the original Greek ot hıs SOUTCES freely; counted less than thirty
mistakes in the Greek Less excusabiy, COUNTIE aAat least 25 mistakes the
Englısh BOXT. It 15 Iso possible detect SOI CUN10U45 spellings eXpressi0onNs:
„concensus” (thıs 15 NOT mer:ıcan mode ot spelling bur mistake);
„Syrian-speakıng“ Syriac-speaking) „publically“ } VOX nıhiılı tor
„publicly“) 136; „data“ singular NOUN 142 and 158; „Pneumato-
macher“ (German-Greek?) 190 Note 160 AT 15 displaced and inappli-

15 quıitecable long ILLE beginnıng „Wırch ımportant bishops
obscure, tor the reader CannOt determıne whom „they“ the ubject) refers.
Another of ing obscurıty OCCUFTS 1:60, 11,. The clause
„Wırth che problem of transportatiıon being what It waa4s 15 deplorably clumsy, and
the expression 174 (Eusebius) „Was NOtT. terribly pleased about accepting the
homoo4si0s“ made yOUur reviewer think that he w as readıng student’s Y

HansonManchester

Lorenzo Perrone La Chiesa dı Palestine le CONFrös
U "Lest1 recherche dı Scıenze religi0se, Brescia/

Paıdeija edtrice, 1980, 335 Price lıre, stift
From the early of the fitth CENTUrY down the rab INVasıons, ale-

stine played peculıar role 1in the ecclesiastical an doctrinal controversies ot the
Roman aSt, Whıile Zypt W as staunchly anti-Chalcedonıan and INOST $ Syrıa
became S Palestine Airst sightr the historıan wirch piıcture oft baffling
INCONSIStENCY. Immediately after the Councıl of Chalcedon 1n 451 feeling agalnst
the Definition equalled that prevaılıng in Alexandrıa. The Patriarcl Juvenal W as

torced flee and tor LW his place W as taken by the monk Theodosius
Thereafter, however gradual change took place. While Man y promiınent monks
remaıned antiı-Chalcedonian, the ishops followed the ead of the Patriarchs
Martyrıus —4 and Sallustius 64 2n moved towards mediatıng
posıtion between the Chalcedonıians An eir OppONECNTS. In the first decades of the
sixth CeENTUrY, however, Palestine opted firmly tor Chalcedon nd Was responsible
with cthe clergy an monks of Syrıa IL ftor initiatıng the downtall of Severus ot
Antioch in 518 In Justinian’s reıgn Palestine, though loyal Chalcedon, became
the CENTre tor revival of Origenısm 245 ell the ome of ON of the theolo-
&1ANS of CeaSTt, Leontıius of Jerusalem, who converted the Iwo-Natures CONCECDL
of Chalcedon into dynamıc mystical heology capable of withstanding the ALSU-
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1n favour of Monophysitism. How AN! why did these developments take
place?

Dr. Perrone these questi10ns 1n his study of the Palestinian
Church from 431—555, published under the auspices, of the Instituto peCr le Scıenze
religiose Bologna, He wrıtes AaS historian, aımıng unravelling the political
problems involving Christianity in Palestine that accompanıes the doectrinal CON-
troversies. He SCC5 Palestine excellent observatıon DOST whence tollow the
evolution otf the latter. The ftive sect10ns into hıch he divıdes hıs study namely,
Palestine between Ephesus and Chalcedon, the generatiıon of „mıinımal Chalcedo-
nıanısm“, the re-aftirmation of Chalcedon, the development of ‚integral Chalce-
don1anısm“, anı: theology and spirituality 1n Palestine between Chalcedon and the
Fıfch General Councıl 1n 555 faithfully reflect these 1ms.

errone ollows the A4s told by Zacharias Rhetor, Evagrıus and, above al
by Cyril of Scythopolis. In outlıne, 1t 15 relatively tamıliar but IT 15 valuable
watch the s1ıtuatiıon unfold £rom the Palestinian point otf VIeW. Undoubtedly, the
author’s maın contribution lies with his first chapter. Takıng his startıng pomt
the synod held Jerusalem September 400 the annual celebration of cthe
dedication of the Church otf the Resurction 13 September 335) he chows che
maın problems affecting the Church 1n Palestine 1N the GXT CENTUFY and A halt
WEeTeEe Iready in embryo AL that meeting. Origenism, the influence of the doctrines
of Apollinaris of Laodicea and above all, the relations between the Christians and
the other maJor relig10us communıties, the Jews and Samarıtans all tormed Part of

1tSs cosmopolitan intlux of pilgrims, 1tsche agenda. The Palestini:an WwIt
ever-increasing numbers of monks, Its developed lıturgy An articulate theologians
15 excellently SEL The author c<hows char the whole, the Palestinians, while
accepting the Logos-Sarx ot the person of Christ and favourıng 1ts Ale-
xandrıan interpretatıon, WeTIiC cCOonsıstent in their Opposıtion Apollinarism. The
student wr 11 be atetful 1n particular for the author’s demonstration of thıs LO
a comparıson Hesychius of Terusalem’s exegesis of Leviticus 14,7 the EW
ZO4tS) compared with that of Cyrıil of Alexandria. Juvenal’s SUPPOTT of Eutyches
1n 449 he pOoiNts OUT also, Was notably less Warm than that attorded by Dioscorus,
anı w as in Part motivated by his ftierce ambition wın tor Jerusalem the STAtUs
of patrıarchal S: generatıon later, he might ave een ıke the Patriarch
Martyrıus, Ina of the Henotikon.

Jerusalem however, the o Its OW! sustaın 1fSs pretensions. The
author rightly po1ints the tact Christianity di NOT succeed 1n becoming the
maJority religıon otf Palestine before the $ifcth CENTUTY, an correctly emphasıses
the role of the increasıng number of monastıc communıitıes in bringing this about.
Monasticısm however, w as far less of indigenous growth 1n Palestine than It w as
1n Egypt Anı Syrıa. Many of the Palestinian monAastıc eaders were ımmıgrants
and Iso INeE'  z of intellectual STAature. Thus, Euthymius the Chalcedonian eader,
CALINE from Melitene Near the Armenıjan frontier whıiıle his Peter the
Iberian W as trom the royal house ot the kıngdom of Georgıa. Whatever their
theologica]l leanings, they reflected cosmopolitan outlook and they epende for

e1r securıty imper1a] patronage and trOOPS. It 15 NOT surprising that read of
Saba’s MONASTETY petitoning Justinian 531 tor fort for protection agaınst
Saracen raıders (Vıta Sabae, 72) that Photion, described as „SCN10T7 monk“
took the field 1in 564 agalınst Samarıtan insurgents (John of Nikiou, Chron

In what 15 intended primarıly 4S polıtical and ecclesiastical SUFVEY this ASDECTof the religi0us history of Palestine needs stressing. The brittle
Christian posit10n, C: threatened by hostile forces explains much otf the feveris
aCt1V1ty anı INCONSISteNCY of the monastıc eaders. More D LOO, might

AaVe devoted the internal ıfe otf the monasteries and the personalinfluence exercısed by SOINEC of the monks the patrıiarch, otably by Sabas the
Patriarch Sallustius, 1ın Chalcedonian Monastıc history in Palestine 15
dominated by powerful personalities wagıng their private WAarTrs tor agalnstChalcedon. Here ONeEe would TAaW attention Dervas Chitty’s The Desert Cıty
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Oxford The author’s handlıng ot the complicated doctrinal 1SSUEeSs (Ch
fits 1n well witch his SUFVECY of the general ecclesiastical history of Palestine, without
displacing the acknowledged asters in thiıs field, such Halleux and Meyen-

O11l
AN 1n all, 1n focussıng attention on Palestine and bringing together and explai-

nıng INan y of the political A well the doctrinal factors that took Palestine Out
ot the Monophysite sphere, the author has rendered real service scholarshıp.

regional study otf the Christological CONLTOVETITSY such h  18 has long een
needed. Valuable Ü WE his insıghts 1into the characters of the SUCCeESSIVe patriıarchs
of Jerusalem 1n sıtuatıon where personalıty counted. Hıs tair-minded and well-
wrıitten study wil remaın standard work Palestine in the Centiur when 1ts
religi0us eaders exercised lıttle influence the development Christian
orthodoxy ın the Byzantıne empire.

Glasgow W.H Frend

Rudolt£ LO TEeNZ,, Arıus JUda1zanSst Untersuchungen ZUr dogmenge-
schichtlichen Einordnung des Arıus Forschungen ZUur Kirchen- und Dogmen-
geschichte, Band 31 Göttingen (Vandenhoeck Ruprecht) 1980 DA d kt

/S,—.
Nachdem dıe in den etzten beiden Jahrzehnten 1CUu belebte Erforschung der

Ursprünge des Arijianismusl 1mM wesentlichen außerhalb Deutschlands VOT sıch Z1Ng,
meldet siıch mMIiıt diesem Bu: dıe deutsche protestantische Patristik hierzu Wort,
und WAar in einer VWeiıise, die der gespannten Aufmerksamkeit aller Interessierten
V{} vornherein sicher sein A1I1N.

Das Buch eın mMi1t eiınem ausfürlichen forschungsgeschichtlıchen Überblick

PKap. 1l Die Erforschung der Ursprunge des Arıanısmus), welcher über die An-
ange der Dogmengeschichtsschreibung der Aufklärung noch hinausgehend 1M-

HAT wıeder auch auf die antıke Polemik un autf die Nennung VO!]  “} Traditionen
durch die streitenden Parteıjen VO  3 e1nst zurückgreift, die diese anknüpft. Folgt
sodann (ın Kap 11) 1ne zußerst hilfreiche synoptische Darbietung der wichtigsten
Arıusexzerpte bei Alexander und Athanasıus VO:  - Alexandrien mit anschließenden
(einleuchtenden) Erwagungen ZUr Abtassungszeıt der Thalıia; wIıe Ja überhaupt dıe
Feststellung, „daß für die Auslegung der Fragmente des Arıus, abgesehen VO  5 den
yroßen Schlagwörtern des arianischen Streites, nıcht viel eschehen“ sel, „wıe
mMa be1 eiınem häufig behandelten Thema annehmen so] te. als Begründung
für die erneute monographische Befassung mit dem Gegenstand dient (s Vorwort,

fı Aut dieser Grundlage wird (ın Kap 111) ıne „vorläufige Bestimmung des
theologischen Ansatzes be1 Arıus“ versucht, welche der ert. 1n den olgenden
Kapıteln bewähren bestrebt ISt, iındem mınut1ös den islang namhaft 5C-
machten und das 1St in der Tat gleichbedeutend mıt: tast allen denkbaren
Tradıtionen 1n ihrem vermeiıntlichen der wirklichen Eintlu{fß aut Arıus nachgeht

„1mM Vergleich arianischer Satze mi1t der origenistischen.“ wohlbemerkt: nıcht
Nnur der origeneischen, sondern beispielsweise auch der VO  3 Dionysıus VO]  e} Alexan-
drien repräsentierten“ „Logos- un Trinitätslehre“ (Kap. 1n der Näherbe-

Vgl hierzu meınen Artikel „Arıanısmus“, 692—-719, miıt weıterer
Lıteratur.

Da das Manuskript nach Auskuntfrt des Vorwortes nde 1977 abgeschlossen
Wal, konnte auf die abweichende Ansıicht Biıenerts (Dionysıus VO  3 ECXa4an-
drien. Zur Frage des Origenismus 1m Jahrhundert PTS Z Berlin
WAar noch hingewıesen 94, 222); die Diskussion mMIt ber ıcht mehr aut-
BCNOMMEN werden. bin reilich zutiefst skeptisch, ob die cCommun1s OP1N10 VO'

„Origenismus“ des Dıionysıius nach dieser Sanz vewiß verdienstvollen! Unter-
suchung als „widerlegt“ betrachten 1St (gegen Bienert, Das vornicaenische
ÖWO0UOLOG als Ausdruck der Rechtgläubigkeıit, in dieser Zeitschr., Jhg 9 1979

LO 82), annn 1eS5 1er jedoch nıcht vertiefen.


