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gründeten Angabe Von Miıtsakis, Language, 8! ® das Wort se1l paroxytonisch, nıcht
unbesehen tolgen, enn der einzıgen anderen Stelle, och bei OMAanOos VOTI-
kommt und 1st ach dem uUusweIls der Lexıka OnN:! nırgends belegt), Nr. ’  s
(: 1St die Betonung als Proparoxytonon zumıiındest mMiıt dem metrischen Schema VO  3

besser vereinbar. Viıelleicht ber kann INnan hier tatsächliıch eıne Akzentschwankungbeı OmManos annehmen, zumal eın Blick In Kretschmer Locker, RückläufigesWoörterbuch der griechischen rache, Göttingen“ 1963, 419 zeıgt, dai der Akzent-
gebrauch bei den zahlreichen omposıtiıonen mit -AQAOC hne erkennbare Regel ZW1-
schen den beiden geNaNNTLEN Möglıchkeiten schwankt.

Die Anmerkungen des Kommentars, VOT allem ZUr Herkuntft theologischer Vorstel-
Jungen, lıterarıschen Ans jelungen, Bildern und Symbolen, stilıstiıschen, STa -matischen, lexikaliıschen metrischen Fragen, sınd reichhaltıg; die Einleitun
den Hymnen geben hervorragenden Autschlufß theologischen, historischen, lıterarı-
schen, textkritischen und metrischen Problemen.

Im Zusammenhang mMiıt der zeıtlichen Einordnung eınes Hymnus werden gelegent-lich uch weıter ausgreitende historische Themen behandelt; fragt 1n der Einlei-
tun Nr. 51 in Anknüpfung die Thematik des Hymnus ach der Verbreitung end-
zeıtlicher Erwartungen im Zeitalter Justinians —Z Die Eıinleitun Nr.
würdigt diesen Hymnus als alteste erhaltene Reaktion auf den Nıkaauftfstan Geistesge-schichtlich VO  - Interesse ist die Frage ach Omanos’ Vorstellung VO „Satan“ (333Grundsätzliche Ausführungen dem ohl VO  - mehreren utoren vertaßten Zr1e-chischen „Ephräm“, dem OmManoOos zahlreiche Parallelen aufweilst, tinden sıch aut

218—220
Dıie Zwischenbilanz Aus dem bısher VO  3 vorliegenden VCUVIC, dessen vorläufigetzter Band hier besprechen WAdl, kann nach Ansıcht des Rezensenten NUur lauten:

Eıner der gröfßten relıg1ösen Dıchter der Weltliteratur hat einen Edıitor un! Interpretengefunden, der seıiner würdig 1St.
München Franz Tinnefeld

Wolfgan Bıenert: Dıonysıus VO Alexandrien. Zur Frage des Origenismus1mMm Ja rhundert Patrıstische Texte und Studien 21 Berlin (De Gruyter) 1978
2CH.- 252 B 88 —
Dionysıus the Great of Alexandria W as NO theologian’, ATe told 221 but

hıs theological should NOL be underrated; and ıf he 15 rightly described
bishop devoted the practice and teachiıng of the Church’, he W as also wI1se and cha-
ıtable pastor whose intluence hıs people, and other Christians, have be-

wholly beneficent. We would ike know INOTE of him; and the evidence that 15
avaılable has een collected and reexamıned by Dr Bienert ıth admirably precıse and
caretful scholarshıp.The book 15 constructed 1n four maın sections ıth subdivisions, tollowed
by brief concludın sect1on, tairly extensive biblio raphy, and o0d SsSet of indexes
covering biblical atrıstiıc references, modern OIS, and tına5  ]]1yö subjectsand drawn 1{3 antıquity.

It has een’ following Eusebius, describe Dıon SIUS 4S Orıigenist;but jJudge whether thıs 1CW CTT need, and tind iın the ntroduction, caretfu
discussion of the meanıng be attached the ms ‘Orıgenism’ and ‘antı-Origenism).It becomes clear that Orıgen’s intluence Can be traced 1n several distinct theologicaliıdioms and procedures, SUOINC of which Were alread attractın erıticısm in the CENLUrYydeNC that eolo 1aNs of thıs erio0dwhich followed hıs death; but there 15 I} z00d evV1
Canl be classıtied selt-confessed ‘Orıigenists’ “antı-Origenists’ in INanner be-
Camne rYy from the ate tourth CENTUrY. Dr Biıenert describes Orıigen’s teachingtheolo ical achievement SU1 gener1s combinıng elements of Platonic-Stoic philoso-phy ıth ılonic eXeges1s of the and Christian tradıtion, where contradıctions
ATC held together in dıialectical tension 1n the interests of comprehensive theological 1N-
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struction which offers guildance but compels’ (p 8 He also draws attention
15 that Dionysus 1s,Orıgen’s disınterest ın ele ant wrıtın (Ine of hıs princıpal findın

in important9 eıt OS«C Orı unınfluence: hım, CVCIl though
he ame establish friendly at10ns ıth eologians who revered hıs

The second maın section SE SECIS Out the SOUTCEC5S5 and testımon1es for Dıony-
S1US wrıitings. Eusebius, At anasıus and Basıl PFrEeESCIVC clearly authentic materi1al; but
the later tradıtion 15 ODscure: by th ossıbilıty of another Alexandrıan Dionysıius andSC rather complex discussıon Can be summarızedby conftusıon wıth ‘the Areopagıte’.
by indicatıng the modiıtications 1O required 1n Feltoe’s edition (Cambridge, >
which 15 described 4S ‘still indıspensable’. Beginning wıth Greek ın section the
Letters), short pıece 63— 15 cshown be associated ıth ‘the Areopagıte’ and
c<hould be discounted. In section B) SOINC doubt still attaches Holl’s fra 36/,
368 and 392,; all regarded by Feltoe 45 dubious; Dr Bıenert would keep the 1IrSte LW but
excCc1Ise the last; from 126 In section E! the Exegetica, the profile of Dionysıus’ Com-
mentary Ecclesiastes has altered considerabl Dr Biıenert would eXCIsSe least

210.10—211.12 and 227.4—14; the other and there AT LW brief fragments
added, which he prints hıs OLn anı Feltoe’s iece 750 should perha

5ongs, printed wıth SOINC doube assıgned thıs work. iragment the 5Song
by Feltoe 228—9,; 15 condemned; whiıle the fragments St. uke erived trom
Nıcetas are mıxed bag, Feltoe already discerned. Dr Biıenert upholds those erived
trom Codex Vatıcanus 1611, printed by Feltoe 231—241.2 and 8—2
discardıng the rest. In section AL reject ıtems (111) and (IV) (pPp 2 and Aat

least of ıtem (VILL), 9—6'
Irom the vers10ns, NO have the brief Latın iragment from the Bobbio Palımp-

se5t; printed Dy Bıenert 6 9 which illustrates Dionysius’ subordinationist hase
The Syrı1ac versi10ons add lıttle of significance, but ımportant materı1al SUrVIVeS 1in Ar-
men1ı1an versiıon of Timothy Aelurus, notably three fragments ot etters Stephen and
S1ixtus I1 of Rome (to which Can add possible fra ment of the last-mentioned letter,

OS Days between Christ’s deathSCC 69) and extensıve remaıns of letter the
and resurrection, possibly addressed the SaImInlec Basıliıdes who received letter dealıng
ıth the Samllıc topıc printed by Feltoe E: especially 4—1

The thiırd maın sectiıon consıders the exandrıan church 1n relation Orı en and
the Career of Diıonysıus before he became Bıshop. Dr Bıenert Aargucs that the eC1Isıve
part 1n Orıigen’s expulsion from Alexandrıa W as played by Heraclas, NOL Demetrius; 1N-
deed, CC ting Jerome’s date of 233 NOL ZAE it MUST have een OMNC of Heraclas’ first
CIS Bıs and ıf Can elieve that Demetrius died the apc ot 105, Heraclas mMayhı
ell have een de facto in control of church policy for SOINC previously. The ase

1S, then, that sınce Dionysıus became head of he catechetical school under Heraclas,
and later succeede: hım Bıshop, he MUSTE have enjoyed Heraclas’ confidence, and

resumably approved, least accepted, hıs decısıon 1n regard Oriıgen. There fol-
OW.: of Dionysıius’ wrıitings assıgnable thıs period, which brings lıght

notable theological divergences; ın particular Dıon S1US 15 SCECIH have denied the
pre-existence of human souls (p 116) and opposed the elief that aradıse 15 ‘above the
unıverse). In hıs O es1s of SCr1 ture Dıonysıus seeks PTrESCIVC ıteral S!  N:  9 usıng
harmonistıc metho 5y rather welcomıng obscuriıtıes stimulus allegorical
treatmentT; and hıs caretul rhetorical style, contrastıng wıth Orı en's  z unadorned WwTr1-
ting, INnay Iso be due Heraclas’ influence; though myselft thın should Iso COIMN-

sıder his early traınıng pagahnı of gzood famı
The fourth and last section (pp 134—221) consıders Dionysıius’ C AT-OGT Bishop.

Iwo subjects INnay be selected tor COMMENEL. In the tırst place, Dr Bienert
Nne chronology tor the EKaster letters, abandonıng the generally-accepted scheme based

FEusebius sCcCc 143 which 15 followed by Feltoe. Hıs maın contention 15 that
LW of the ostensibIv later letters, that Hıerax and the so-called ‘Pestbrief”, should be

er10d the letter of Fabıius ot Antioch, and theretore theassıgned the 64} E250—2 The plague erefore developed in Alexandria ate 1in 249; it spread INOTC SCHNE-
rally through the Empıiıre 1n 2572 which unexpectedly slow propagatıon; but
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there 15 eed postulate FEL FEr of it In the 260’s be described 1in the LW
etters Just mentioned.After discussıng Dionysius’ attıtude the Novatıanıst schısm and hıs treatment ot
the Egy t1an millenarıans, Dr Bıenert deals wıth the CONLFOVEISY between the LW 1I10-
nysıl. discussion 15 caretul and thorough 45 ONeEe would CXDECL. Inter [ia he COIN-

Dionysius’ reterence the term ÖWOOQVOLOG, which he consıders be by then
accepted by Greek-speaking cırcles in Rome (p 216) He has anded thıs thesıis in
subsequent artıcle 1n thıs journal (No 9 9 1979, 13175 ich has een sharp.
eriticızed by Dr Simonetti1 (Vetera Christianorum I7 1980, 59 In boo
Diıiviıne Substance argued that ave insutticıent evidence Western orıgın
tor OÖWO0QUOLOG theological ter!]  9 and 1n the maın NO have wıth Dr Ö1-
monettI. Nevertheless allow that Dr Biıenert has resented ImMOre persuasıve A1T-

yument tor hıs 4Ase than anı y that W as avaılable when rotfe book
In thıs caretul study there ATC VC few misprints; but ONe might COTrrect the word LE-

QOUAQTUG 30; E 329 read 22/,4—14; and 112 restore the COrreCTt
Englısh spelling of “Creationısm).

In conclusıion, It that the author’s negatıve thesis 15 ly Justified. Dio0-
N YyS1IUS W as certamly NOL discıple of Orıgen; he shows V marke ındependence of
exegetical method, of lıterary style, an! of theological Orıentation. But It 15 NOL quıte
clear what posıtıve pıcture ought CINeTr The evidence that Dionysıus W as posıtıvely
opposed Orıgen markedly WCAa and IMNOTE interential. Even ı$ he endorse:!g4
Heraclas’ decree of expulsion, CAannOL ell whether he di: ıth ındıgnatıion wiıth
regret; and faced ıth Orıgen’s many-sıded eN1ıuSs ıt would be possıble take
dependent lıne and POSC INa erıticısms of etaıl whıiıle stil] recogn1ızıng debt of Sr a-tiıtude thıs controversıal figure. We should NOT tollow Eusebius blindly; but he mMay
NOLT be uıte misleadıng Dr Bıenert makes OUuL

Had enham, Ely Stead

Thomas Kopecek: Hıstory of Neo-Arıanısm 11 (Patrıstıic Mono-
graph Serıies No 8) Cambridge/Mass. (Philadelphia Patrıstıic Foundation, Ltd.)
1979 Zus 553 Seıten, kart
Die Geschichte des arıanıschen Streıtes 1M vierten nachchristlichen Jahrhundert wırd

nıcht Z.U) ersten Ma eschrieben. Wır kennen die kırchliche Geschichte, deren treiben-
de Kräfte Kaıiser und ofbischöfte sınd vgl Schwartz); WIr kennen die dogmatische
Geschichte, 1ın der das Interesse eines relig1ıösen Heıilsgutes über eine kosmologisch
orıentierte Theologie logischer Strin E}  N den Sıeg erringt vgl Harnack). Zwi1-
schen diesen Geschichtsdeutungen, 1e vorerst Ma{fistäbe Setzten, trat der Beıtra VO

Gummerus (Leı Zz1 > „dıe homöusianısche Parteı“ in ırchen eschichtlicher
Betrachtung heraus en Mıt letzterem vergleichbar 1n Methode un: jelsetzung 1Sst
das anzuzeıgende Buch Denn legt eiıne Chronık der Neuarıaner VOIL, des Aetıus und
Eunomıius. Er wählt die Form der Erzählung und schiebt Analysen der literarischen
Dokumente entsprechender Stelle eın Auf diese Weıse wiırd die Geschichte eıiner
kırchlichen Bewegung sıchtbar, die VO  > wel Theologen ın den 50er Jahren des Jhs1n Gan gebracht wurde und nach 510 Jahren schließlich als Sekte endete.

Aus ekannten Quellen hat ZUusammeNgetLragen, W as sich für die Geschichte des
Aetıus und seınes Schülers Eunomius gewınnen aßt Dıie Erzählung 1St breit angelegt,dafß der geschichtliche Ablauf sehr plastisch WIF.: Cl Besonderes Au enmerk richtet
sıch auf soziologische Zusammenhänge, die Verbindungen und FEinflufß reise verstäiänd-
lıcher machen könnten (vgl. 138=150): Der eigentliche Beıtra lıegt 1n dem Gespürfür synodale Kirchenpolitik; inan könnte fast VO einer SynodaFgeschichte 1m Unter-
schied einer Reichskirchengeschichte sprechen. Entstehung VO  - kirchlichen Parteıen
und ıhr Taktieren fügen sıch einem eindrucksvollen Biıld USaMMCN, VOT allem für
die eıt VO  5 2156—361 während der Regierun szeıt Kaıser Konstantıus’. In die synodal-geschichtliche Sıtuation werden die literarisc Dokumente hineingestellt, VO  - ıhr her


