- . TIOW CERINTHUS WAS LOST

(A Supplement to The Key to Galatians) b

Lo

Why haven't you read about Cerinthus before? Why do the standard works
on Paul's lifo Jeave Cerinthus out? Why, when several historics tell us tho arch-
heretic Cerinthus opposed Paul sinca 50 A. D, -

Ty

No scholar questions Cerinthus' existence! No authority questions Cerinthusg!

fizht with tho Abosﬂe John, No one questions his Gnosticism, Verj,_' '_f_e_a_\_y. (oﬁly one ozf two,

"supor’ critics) question his Judaism, ¥ AR
| The only point at which scholars balk is whe&xer Cgrintbus worked EARLIER -

-~ IN PAUL'S DAY. KR |
Did Cerinthus fight both Paul and John? O COURSE HE DID, as Lpiphamus

Philaster, Theodoret, I:useblus ~~ and scvoml later chicfs of tho Vatzcan Librm:y ——

all prove. ]
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Thon why do historians ICNORE AND SUPPRESS th fruth of Corinthus' ﬁnm """ Ry

against Paul? 4 Co o . T e
The answer is8 simple. y ) . ) ;.’! B

R
Cerinthus was lost because of TWO BASIC MISUNDERSTANDINGS: a contra~ . .. |

dictory story about Cerinthus; a mistake in chronology.

Chronology is Correct , T

N When the valuable history by Epiphanius was chscovcrcd (enrly 1800' ) T his .

report of Cerinthus fighting Paul seemed strange. St:range because ncnacus -

an earlier historian -~ had not reported that same fact, Irenaeus' told ouly of Cerim;hus

e e e e oy e S B Y e B o8 0 A o+ e 0 - * P T IR L L P R e

= datid. * il o



-0

LR
L.

cad the aposile John, These schiolurs concluded that Cerinthus could not live so

long, . . . so long as to fipht both Paul and John!  The few early readers of
.

]

Lpiphanius who belicved him (e. g. Lardner, etc.) were swept asido by the main current
D .3 , , .

. ! ?
of scholarship. Later authoritics accepted the original report and the judgment of -thoso

>

first investigators -- without checking Epiphanius himsclf, ‘Here is’ an example of the )

FOOLISI CIRCUITOUS REASONING found among such scholars, = 4 " -

"Though the tradition which brings Cerinthus himself into
-personal collision with Saint Paul will hardly bear the test
of chronology. (The Gnostic Heresies, Manscl, ps §3.)

et

In other words, Cerinthus couldn't live and be active that long! Butlet's check

Lanscl's xeference.  Yootnote two xefers the reader to Neander, Planting of Christ-

jaity, p. 525, Neander -- one of the earlier scholars -- offers NO PROOT WHAT=" -

SOEVER OF CIHIRONOLOGICAL ERROR, no proof that Cerinthus could not or did not ~{3 ‘~‘""

e

Tivee so long! Tis only comment is:

“Thouzh the account given by Epiphanfus of the conflict botween .
Cerintuts and the Aposude Paul is not worthy of credit, yot cle,, ete ! = &

(Vol. I, p. 325). .

.

Vs

‘Where is Neander's proof? e has né)ﬂcl B { .
Lei's summarize. All gglyg_lgs_w that Corinthus was ﬁg‘hﬁh‘g Jol‘m toward
the end of the first 2entury. Actually, the.date would be TIHE LATE 80's! ' (Irenacus
says §3 A.D.) Why then is it so unthinkahle that Cerinthus could be ‘nct'ive at the S
Council of Jerusalem in 49 A. D. , as Epiphanius claims?? "\Why is in ministry of forty
yc\{rs so impossible ?. The Apostle John lived thaf long -~ AND LONGERI John was

active in u“w 30's A, D. and lasted until 100 A.D. I}

cro is final proof -~ {rom an authority scholars accopt -~ that Cerinthus was
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early, Eusebius -- when read correctly -- PLACES CERINTHUS EARLY

"We have received the tradition that AT THE TIME .
UNDER DISCUSSION Cerinthus founded another heresy..,."
(Church History, Eusebius, Vol. I, p. 263).

Scholars have NOT NOTICED -- or have not investigated -~ this "time under
discussion." Several sections back Eusebius tells us what time: the "time of

Simon Magus and Menander," p. 259. THAT'S THE 30's AND 40's A.D. !

Cerinthus is very EARLY!

- Contradictions Disappear
So the first scholars who discovered Epiphanius mistakenly rejected his

information about Cerinthus and Paul just because the ''chronology' seemed to

make Cerinthus' ministry TOO LONG. . Once Epiphanius was tossed aside, later .~

scholars followed without checking. Howevér, they were not entirely asleep. These
later scholars found new '"support'* for rejeéﬁng Epiphanius in the conflicting storieé
about Cerinthus, Some writers say Cerinthus was a Gnostic. Other writers say
Cerinthus was a Judaizer in his Gnosticism. l’_Unable to reconcile the 'conflict, "

SCHOLARS THROW OUT BOTH ACCOUNTS!

PR

But let a critic himself -- Neander -~ solve this problem for us in his own

words.

", . .For in him /Cerinthus/, as has already been shown,

‘. elements alike of Ebjonism and of Gnosticism are found

_united. Accordingly, even among the ancients opposite

- reports respecting his doctrine have been given from
opposite points of view, ACCORDINGLY AS THE GNOSTIC

. OR JUDAIZING ELEMENT WAS EXCLUSIVELY INSISTED

" UPON." (Neander's Church History, Vol. II, page 42).

An amazing confession!! The proper answer of course -- as Neander

admitted -~ IS TO ACCEPT BOTH ACCOUNTS!
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Remember: {here were two major misunderstandings leading to rejection of -

Cerinthus, i

Ncandeé:.r saw the truth apout one major misunderstandingf {conflicting '
:1ccounis), but retained his original error of "éhronology" - assuming Cerinthus
could not be so ecarly! Cther scholars have since admitted Neander's error -- the
chronological mistake. That is, they admit Cerinthus was early -- but have not
seen their way through the conflicting accounts! The result? An important heretic .

'

of Wew Testament times has boen ignored and forgoiten! :

Is ﬂlefe any more evidence that Cerinthus was a Judaizing Grostic? .Any
wmore evidence that his ministry was early? “ :
Indeed! |
Irenae:us is usually quoted as mentioﬁing Cerinthus' Gnosticism. But
notice Neander's admission:
", ..Irenacus, in whose account _/_;f Cer'm‘dmi_? however, the

Judaizing clement OCCASIONALLY SIINES TIHROUGH"
N (Neander's Church History, Vol. II, p. 42).

"+ Irenaeus no doubt only emphasized Gnosticism beeause that was one of the prcvailing‘.

heresies of his day.

We must not forget that Philaster also %vrote oi Cerinthus' earlier activities. .
Even though Philaster and Epiphaniﬁs were calleagues, he is nevert;heless a separate
authority for Cerinthus! fight with Paul,

More important is the evidence that Lipsius gives cfter a very careful study /

of Epipharius. ~ . -
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) "Epiphanius, in whose work the majority are presecrved,
- derived the principal portion of his statements partly
“. from Irenacus, and partly, as Lipsius has shown with

high probablhty, from the now lost EARLIER WORK OF

HIPPOLYTUS on heresies."
(A Dictionary of Christian Blog_l_‘aphz, Smith and Wace,
Vol. 1, p. 448).

Theodoret is another INDEPENDENT WITNESS, Notice he not only places

Cerinthus early, but also places himself in Paul's area.

"Let us now see what Theodoret says: 'About the same
time, ' (he bhad before mentioned the Ebionites and
Nazarenes, ) 'Ccrinthus was the author of another heresy
or sect., Having been a long while in Egypt, and studied
philosophical learning; at length he came into Asia, and
gathered disciples, which he called after his own name,'"
(Lardner's Works, Vol. VI, p. 408.)

Here are the opinions of the chiefs of the Vatican Library:

"Baronius speaks of Cerinthus at several years of the
first century, NOT VERY LONG AFTER OUR SAVIOR'S
ASCENSION; Le Clerc at the year 80; Basnage at the
year 101, in their several ecclesiastical histories,"
(Lardner's Works, Vol. VI, p. 409.)
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