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General Questions

1. Who was J. N. D. Kelly? What were his confessional background and commitments?  See http://www.proc.britac.ac.uk/tfiles/022043A/101p419.pdf.  

2. The object of Kelly’s book is “to sketch the development of the principal Christian doctrines from the close of the first century to the middle of the fifth.” What are some incipient methodological presuppositions already at work in his stated object? Which of these does he defend? Which does he assume? 

3. Lingering questions: How does Kelly deal with the tension between continuity and discontinuity? Between primitivism and progressivism? Between development and diversity? 

Part I: Prolegomena
Chapter 1: The Background 

1. What are some of Kelly’s presuppositions as revealed in Chapter 1, part 1 (pp. 3–4).

2. Describe Kelly’s perspective on the “two dividing-lines” that cut across the patristic period (pp. 4–5). How can this image be both helpful and harmful to his overall historiography? 

3. What is Kelly’s aim in parts 2–6 of his Prolegomena (pp. 5–6)? What does this reveal about his understanding of the development of early Christian doctrine? 

4. To which backgrounds does Kelly grant the most discussion? What might this reveal about his perspective on the development of early Christian doctrines? How does this approach compare with the thesis of Oskar Skarsaune’s In the Shadow of the Temple? 

Chapter 2: Tradition and Scripture

1. How does Kelly define “tradition” as understood in the New Testament and early patristic periods (pp. 30–31)? With what other definition of “tradition” is this earlier description contrasted? 

2. Why does Kelly believe the earliest period (to about A.D. 150) has “a special interest” in his inquiry (p. 31)? Do you agree that this period should have pride of place in Christian historical studies? Explain.

3. How does Kelly characterize the hermeneutic of the second century fathers (p. 32)? 

4. Describe the development of doctrinal authority from the apostolic period to about A.D. 200, as narrated by Kelly (pp. 31–41). 

5. In Irenaeus and Tertullian, what was the “rule of faith” or “canon of the truth”?  How did they know its content? Where did it come from? What was its relationship to Scripture? How did it function (pp. 35–41)?

6. Evaluate this statement: “Irenaeus gives us the clearest explanation of the development of the Rule of Faith – it was developed to prepare for the Scriptures. Irenaeus writing for Lyons in modern-day France, states that the Rule of Faith was developed to preserve the ancient tradition without paper and ink for those without Scriptures.”

7. Summarize the third and fourth century fathers’ general attitude toward the authority and sufficiency of Scripture. How did they understand the church’s tradition to relate to Scripture (pp. 41–48)?

8. How does Kelly characterize the transition from apostolic tradition as understood by Irenaeus and Tertullians in the second century to the concept of magisterial authority in the third and fourth (pp. 44–46)? 

Chapter 3: The Holy Scriptures

1. Articulate the church’s attitude toward and use of the Old Testament Apocrypha in the formation of the canon. Why did some accept them? Why did others reject them? Give an account of the variety of opinions and arguments in both East and West (pp. 52–56). 

2. Compare Kelly’s opening statements in the first paragraph of page 52 and those of the first paragraph on page 56. Does the evidence of early fathers’ citation of apostolic writings as authoritative Scripture soften Kelly’s assertions in his opening lines of the chapter? Would you describe the situation the same way? Would a consideration of 1 Clem. 47.1–3 (c. 95) or Pol. Phil. 12.1 (c. 110) alter the picture at all? 

3. How does Kelly’s description of the role of Marcion and Montanus in canon development differ from the “typical” version of the story (pp. 57–59)?

4. How would the modern evangelical doctrine of the verbal plenary inspiration and completely inerrancy of Scripture measure up to the general attitude of the patristic church toward Scripture (pp. 60–62)?

5. How does the view of inspiration articulated by some fathers differ from modern conceptions of inspiration (pp. 62–64)?

6. What presuppositions and principles of early Christian biblical interpretation does Kelly describe (pp. 64–69)?  

7. Describe the “literal” method of interpretation by the Antiochene School (pp. 75–78). How did it differ from the “allegorical” approach (pp. 69–78)? How does the modern “grammatical-historical” interpretation differ from both? 

Part II: The Pre-Nicene Theology
Chapter 4: The Divine Triad 

1. What beliefs did the second century fathers share in common with regard to their doctrine of God and creation? What were their influences for these beliefs? How fundamental were they to Christian identity? To what degree was the second century doctrine of God formed in reaction to false claims of Marcion, Gnosticism, and other competing worldviews (pp. 83–87)?  

2. Read the opening paragraph on section 2, The Church’s Faith (pp. 87–88) very carefully. What exactly does Kelly say happened in the first four centuries with regard to the doctrine of God? Is it proper to characterize the faith of the second century church as “Trinitarian” (pp. 88–90)?

3. Note Kelly’s description of the equivocal use of the word “spirit” (pneuma) in the earliest Christian writers (pp. 91–92). In what two ways is the term used? Why is this point vital for avoiding misinterpretation of the Fathers’ discussion of the Son and the Holy Spirit?

4. Characterize Ignatius of Antioch’s Christology, as relayed by Kelly (pp. 92–93). To what “misleading . . . interpretation” is Kelly specifically responding? 

5. Read Michael J. Svigel, “Saving Hermas: Reclaiming the Christology of the Shepherd,” available at campusnet.dts.edu. If the Christology of Shepherd of Hermas is not, after all, spirit, angel, or adoption Christology, how would this affect Kelly’s summary statement on page 95?

6. What two points regarding the Apologists’ teaching concerning the Logos does Kelly “heavily underline”? What misreading of the Apologists does Kelly specifically try to prevent (pp. 100–101)? 

7. Kelly characterized the Apologists’ treatment of the divine tria— and especially pneumatology—as “extremely vague” (p. 102), “highly confused” (p. 103), and even filled with “incoherencies” (p. 103). Does Kelly adequately treat the specific scope and purpose of the apologists’ writings? That is, do the nature of the second century apologetic works themselves perhaps lead to a more “vague,” more “confused,” and more “incoherent” explication of the Christian Trinity than even what the apologists themselves actually held? (pp. 95–104). 

8. Using Irenaeus as a test case for thinking through the issue of question 7, is it really proper to describe Irenaeus’s presentation as “in advance of the Apologists” (p. 105), or is it simply a different method of presentation because his audience is Christian and not pagan?

9. How does Kelly characterize Irenaeus’s Trinitarianism in relationship to the apologists before him and the theologians following him (pp.104–108)?

Chapter 5: Third-Century Trinitarianism 

1. Reiterate Kelly’s preview of third century Trinitarianism (pp. 109–110). What are the key developments he seeks to set forth? How does he characterize the distinction between East and West? 

2. Why are the contributions of Hippolytus and Tertullian so important to the development of Trinitarian thought (pp. 110–115)? What seeds of future orthodox formulation as well as heretical perspectives do we see in these writers? [Bonus: what makes Kelly’s selection of Hippolytus and Tertullian as flag-bearers of orthodoxy somewhat ironic (cf. p. 123)?]
 

3. What presuppositions and methodologies led third century dynamic monarchians (“adoptionists”) to their conclusions (pp. 116–117)? How do these presuppositions and methods contrast with those of their orthodox opponents?

4. What were the claims of the adoptionists with regard to Christ in Christian tradition (p. 117)? How did the orthodox respond to this? What does this tell us about the potential limits of an appeal to tradition as an authority in theology? 

5. Note well the semantic issues on page 118. How are the terms ousia and homoousia being used in the conflict with Paul of Samosata? Why is this important looking ahead to the Nicaean and Constantinopolitan semantic settlements? 

6. Summarize dynamic monarchianism and contrast it with modalistic monarchianism (pp. 115–123).

7. What presuppositions and methods led third century modalistic monarchians to their conclusions (p. 119–121, 123)? How do these contrast with their orthodox opponents?

8. How did Sabellius “improve upon” on the modalism of his predecessors (pp. 121–123)? 

9. How does Kelly portray the positions of bishops Zephyrinus (A.D. 199–217) and Callistus (217–222) (pp. 123–126)? Why is the historical verdict on these two Roman bishops so crucial theologically? Do you discern in Kelly’s treatment of this topic a greater degree of suspicion of the historical sources than he usually employs? 

10. What do Clement and Origen contribute to Trinitarian thought in the second to third centuries (pp. 126–132)? Besides the Christian rule of faith, what contributed significantly to Origen’s theological speculations (pp. 128–132)? How is it that Origen especially is often regarded as the fountain of both Athanasian orthodoxy and Arian heresy (pp. 132–136)? [If Origen were alive in A.D. 325, do you believe he would have signed the Creed of Nicaea? Why or why not?]

Chapter 6: The Beginnings of Christology

1. How might critics react to Kelly’s scope and definition of “Christian,” “Catholic,” and “orthodoxy” (pp. 138–139)? Note the inherent tensions in Kelly’s use of these terms and concepts. 

2. Be able to name, date, and describe the second century christological heresies that clearly stood outside of what Kelly regarded as “catholic” Christianity (pp. 139–142).

3. Describe “spirit Christology” as understood by Kelly (pp. 142–145). Evaluate did this christology relate to orthodoxy? Is “spirit” in spirit christology the Holy Spirit indwelling a man? 

4. What kind of christology does Kelly suggest Justin Martyr held (pp. 145–146)? 

5. What was the soteriological importance of Irenaeus’s christology (pp. 147–148)? 

6. What connections or anticipations of Chalcedonian christology do we observein Hippolytus, Tertullian, and Novatian (pp. 149–153)? Why are these two-century predecessors important to the history of Christian doctrine? Do they fail to live up to later Chalcedonian standards on any points? 

7. To what christological excesses and deviations from the catholic norm do we see in Origen’s christology? What does Kelly identify as the greatest problems? What motivated Origen to think of the incarnation in these terms (pp. 153–158)? 

8. Summarize the state of christology at the end of the third century. Describe the situation in terms of continuity, discontinuity, unity, and diversity of catholic Christianity. Do you think it’s accurate to speak of a single catholic christology with a number of different understandings of Christ or multiple competing christologies rendering completely different christs? 

Chapter 7: Man and His Redemption

1. According to Kelly, what are the two “strains” of Christ’s saving work in the Apostolic Fathers (pp. 163–165)? Are these two strains mutually exclusive, interdependent, interwoven? How are they (or can they be) related? 

2. What are some of the soteriological themes that appear in the apologists and especially in Justin Martyr (pp. 166–170)? 

3. What was Irenaeus’s anthropology, hamartiology, and soteriology (pp. 170–174)? How does recapitulation fit in (pp. 172–174)? Does Kelly think it’s fair to limit his view only to recapitulation (pp. 173–174)? [Think: Do you think “recapitulation” requires some underlying concept of substitution?]

4. Describe Tertullian’s anthropology and hamartiology (pp. 174–175)? Why is this especially significant in the history of doctrine? 

5. What impression does Kelly give regarding the status and development of substitutionary atonement in the second and third centuries (pp. 176–178)? [Note: You should be a little suspicious here about the even-handedness of Kelly’s interpretation. When Kelly refers to “substitution,” might he really mean “penal substitution”?]

6. How did the so-called Eastern concepts of anthropology and hamartiology contrast with the Western concept (pp. 178–179)? 

7. What makes Origen a Christian rather than a Gnostic with regard to his anthropology and hamartiology (pp. 180–182)? 

8. How does Kelly characterize Clement of Alexandria’s soteriology (pp. 183–184)? What about Origen’s soteriology (pp. 184–187)? How are these soteriological doctrines influenced by their anthropology and hamartiology?

9. How does Origen view of deification seem to differ from that of Irenaeus (pp. 184–185; cf. p. 172)?

10. Where in the world is a discussion of the Letter to Diognetus 9.1–6? Or of 1 Clement 32.3–4? How would these texts, if considered by Kelly, affect his discussion of soteriology among the Apostolic Fathers or Apologists? 

Chapter 8: The Christian Community

1. Note Kelly’s opening description of the diversity of local churches in relation to the unity of the church Catholic (p. 189). Liken this to modern ecclesiologies.  

2. Take note of Kelly’s comments on Ignatius’s view of the church in Rome (pp. 190–191). What does he seems to suggest? When you read Ignatius’s actual letters, consider his comments in Romans in their context and in comparison with his other letters. 

3. Summarize the second century ecclesiology, pointing out both unity of thought as well as diversity of opinions (pp. 189–193). 

4. Read Justin’s 1 Apology 61. Is the relationship of baptism as a means of regeneration, illumination, and remission of sins as clear in Justin as Kelly suggests (p. 194)? 

5. Summarize Kelly’s understanding of baptism, eucharist, and penance in the second century (pp. 193–199). What does he say about believer’s or infant baptism during this period? Why? 

6. To what was Cyprian responding when he formulated his strict ecclesiology of unity (p. 204)? Especially note the apparent ad hoc and amendable nature of Cyprian’s arguments in light of changing circumstances (pp. 205–206).

7. Evaluate the following thesis. In the second and third centuries, those fathers who are repeatedly cited by Kelly as forebears of Nicene and Chalcedonian orthodoxy (Hippolytus, Tertullian, and Novatian) also tended to be schismatics, anti-popes, and virtual proto-Protestants. In contrast, those who maintained, defended, and promoted organizational/institutional church unity also tended to be vague, imprecise, or even confused in their trinitarianism and christology. Thesis: those who thought very carefully and theologically also tended to emphasize purity over institutional unity; while those who were less careful theologians emphasized institutional unity over purity. 

8. Describe the diversity of emphases regarding the church in the third century, from Tertullian to the Alexandrians to Cyprian (pp. 200–207). 

9. With what aspects of the development of baptism does Kelly most concern himself (pp. 207–211)? What does he say regarding believer’s vs. infant baptism? Mode of baptism? Why is this?

10. Based on Kelly’s interaction with certain contrary interpretations of the fathers that suggest a less literal understanding of the eucharist (pp. 211–214), what eucharistic view does Kelly hope to find in the church? 

11. Contrast the eucharistic views of the Alexandrians and the Latin West. Describe the varieties and emphases of eucharistic worship in the third century (pp. 211–216).

12. What changes in the practice of penance does Kelly describe in the third century church (pp. 216–219)?

Part III: From Nicaea to Chalcedon
Chapter 9: The Nicene Crisis

1. How can it be said that Origen is the forefather of both Athanasian orthodoxy and Arian heresy (pp. 223–226)?

2. What the foundational premise for Arius’s theology (p. 227, 243)? Where did these his assumption come from? What four propositions flowed from this premise (pp. 227–229)?

3. Describe the Arians’ use of Scripture in defending their theology (p. 229–230)? 

4. Evaluate these two quotations in light of Kelly’s treatment of Arianism (pp. 229–230):

“The Arians fell into error . . . because they were too literal in their interpretation of selected texts isolated from their contexts and interpreted, not in the light of the whole teaching of the Bible, but in the light of their own extra-biblical presuppositions.”

5. How did Scripture, tradition, philosophy (reason), and experience contribute to Arius’s theology (pp. 230–231)?

6. Besides Scripture and tradition, what arguments did Athanasius employ against Arianism (pp. 232–233)?

7. Describe the ambiguity of the term homoousios. How did various Fathers “spin” the Nicene language after Nicaea (pp. 233–237)? Differentiate between numeric versus generic unity. 

8. What does Kelly suggest was the intent of homoousios? Why (pp. 234–236)?

9. Describe the role of politics in theological controversy between Nicaea and Constantinople (pp. 237–238).

10. From a history of doctrine perspective, why do you think it’s important that the Creed of Nicaea was not simply enforced through imperial edict (p. 238)?

11. What language of Constantinople condemns the Christology of Marcellus of Ancyra? How (pp. 240–242)?

12. Explain the use of ousia and hypostasis between Nicaea and Constantinople? How do they change or develop in meaning (pp. 242–243)?

13. Describe Athanasius’s concept of the Son’s generation from the Father. How does this help explain unity and distinction as well as equality of the Father and Son (pp. 243–247)?

14. Why do you think the conciliatory middle-party lost to Athanasian/Nicene orthodoxy? How were they unsatisfactory (pp. 247–251)?

15. Can it be accurately affirmed that the Nicaean Creed expressed an orthodox Trinitarian concept of God? Why or why not?

Chapter 10: The Doctrine of the Trinity

1. What was the issue that divided the Nicene orthodox and the “middle party”? How were these two finally reconciled (pp. 252–255)?

2. What does Athanasius contribute to the doctrine of the Holy Spirit? To what views was he responding (pp. 255–258)?

3. In light of the diversity of opinions on the Holy Spirit, how can we claim that the doctrine of the Trinity was believed “everywhere, always, and by all” (pp. 259–261)? Interact especially with Gregory Nazianzus’s view of doctrinal development (p. 261).

4. Describe the role of the Cappadocians in Trinitarian development between Nicaea and Constantinople (pp. 263–269).

5. Why does Kelly spend so few pages on the Western concept of the Trinity and most of those few pages with the Neo-Platonic concepts of Victorinus (pp. 269–271)? 

6. What is Kelly’s estimation of Augustine’s contribution to Trinitarianism (pp. 271–279)? Do you agree? 

7. Contrast Augustine’s concept of Trinitarianism with that of the 
East. How does his notion of unity differ from theirs (pp. 272–279)? How does Augustine’s Trinitarianism differ from the earlier patristic tradition (pp. 272–279)? \

8. What does Kelly identify as the four “salient features” of Augustine’s Trinitarianism (pp. 272–279)?

Chapter 11: Fourth-Century Christology

1. If Nicaea was not strictly a full Trinitarian explication with a complete article on the Holy Spirit, and if, as Kelly says (p. 280), “the Christological implications of the Nicene debate had been lurking not far below the surface right from the start,” then what was Nicaea about if not about Christology? How, then, is Kelly framing the “Christological” issue (pp. 280–281)? How is this problematic?

2. Why is it exegetically important that Christ had a human soul (p. 282)?

3. Contrast what Kelly conventionally describes as Antiochene versus Alexandrian Christology (pp. 280–309).

4. How do Platonic anthropology versus Aristotelian anthropology affect one’s Christology, using Athanasius as an example (pp. 286–287).

5. Given the personal development of Athanasius’s own Christology, was he always orthodox, or did he become orthodox (p. 287–289)? Re-read the quote from the Synod of Alexandria in A.D. 362 on page 288 and Athanasius’s quote in his letter on the same page. Could that council and Athanasius really have regarded “soul” only as a reference to the divine Logos (pp. 289)?

6. Evaluate Apollinarius’s Christology. What were its key features and what problems was it trying to avoid? What problems did it create (pp. 289–295)? Is it even possible to sever the human soul from the human body? What underlying anthropological assumptions are at work here? (See question 4 above.)

7. Why was the rejection of Apollinarianism so swift, abrupt, widespread, and definitive? Evaluate the bases for their orthodox rejection (pp. 295–301). 

8. What are Kelly’s ultimate conclusions regarding the Christology of Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia (pp. 301–309)? What two extremes in Christology are being highlighted in these debates?

Chapter 12: The Christological Settlement

1. Of what was Nestorius accused by his critics? Was Nestorius a Nestorian? According to Kelly, of what was Nestorius actually guilty? What was Nestorius trying to avoid (pp. 310–317)?

2. Explain the semantic problem that contributed to misunderstanding between Nestorius and Cyril (pp. 318–320).

3. What was Cyril’s concept of “hypostatic union”? Relate this to the notions of the anhypostasis of the humanity taken on by the Son of God. What error was this trying to avoid (pp. 321–323)?

4. Given the obvious role of mean-spirited politics, misunderstanding, and personality conflicts in the build-up and execution of the Council of Ephesus (431), how can it be regarded as legitimately ecumenical (pp. 323–330)?

5. What is theologically so problematic with Eutyches’s “two natures before the incarnation, one after” (pp. 331–333)?

6. What occurred at the Robber Synod of Ephesus (449)? Why, from a conciliarist perspective on doctrinal authority, can this not be regarded as truly “general and authoritative”? That is, why isn’t the Robbe Synod of Ephesus (449) regarded as the fourth ecumenical council (pp. 333–334)?

7. Contrast the Christological situation in the West with that of the East between A.D. 200–450 (pp. 334–338).

8. Why is the confession ratified at Chalcedon in 451 called a “definition” rather than a creed (p. 339)?

9. How does Kelly characterize the response of the proto-monophysites to the council of Chalcedon (pp. 341–343)?

10. In light of the Christological debates of the fifth century and the Christological settlement at Chalcedon, evaluate the following statement: “We believe that, on the human side, He became and remained a perfect man, but sinless throughout his life; yet He retained His absolute deity, being at the same time very God and very man, and that His earth-life sometimes functioned within the sphere of that which was human and sometimes within the sphere of that which was divine.” 

Chapter 13: Fallen Man and God’s Grace

1. What were the three views of the origin of the soul and who were their main proponents (pp. 344–346)? Why is this aspect of anthropology so important for soteriology in the early church?

2. Characterize Athanasius’s doctrine of sin vis-à-vis Augustine’s (pp. 346–348). Note: You may want to return to this question after reading the entire chapter. (See question #5 below.)

3. According to Kelly, what were the effects of the “infiltration of philosophy” on the Eastern concepts of anthropology? What conditions allowed for this infiltration (pp. 348–349)?

4. How does Kelly define the East’s position on “original sin” and how does he differentiate this from the Western view and that of the later Pelagians (pp. 349–352)?

5. Characterize the hamartiology of Augustine’s predecessors in the West (pp. 353–357). How do they contrast with the ideas of the Eastern Fathers? (See question #2 above.) What was the baptismal view of Ambrose and Ambrosiaster as it relates to sin?

6. Give several bullet-points summarizing Pelagianism’s views on sin and grace (pp. 357–361). What was the ultimate judgment of the church on Pelagianism?

7. Summarize Augustine’s reasons for his doctrine of original sin (pp. 361–363). What does this reveal about Augustine’s theological method, that is, the way in which he goes about “proving doctrine.”

8. Kelly says that Augustine “does not inculcate a doctrine of ‘total depravity’” (p. 364). How does Kelly define “total depravity” in this context? Is this the normal way it is understood today? Does Augustine hold to total depravity by its normal definition (pp. 364–366, 368)?

9. How does Augustine reconcile free will and predestination in his soteriology (pp. 366–369)? Does this theology avoid the problem of unwilling believers? 

10. According to Kelly’s discussion of Augustine’s view of sin and grace, do you believe Augustine would have subscribed to later Calvinism’s five points (Total Depravity, Unconditional Election, Limited Atonement, Irresistible Grace, and Perseverance of the Saints) (pp. 361–369)?

11. What elements of Augustine’s theology did the Western church fully accept? What elements did they not fully endorse? Were any elements explicitly and fully rejected by the West (pp. 369–372)?

12. Different readings of Romans 5:12 have rendered different views of original sin. What are the two different readings of Romans 5:12? How do they render different doctrines (p. 373)? Upon close examination of the text and context, does Paul teach the guilt of all humanity by virtue of being one in Adam? 

13. If you were to step back and propose some tenets of the doctrines of sin and grace that have been held “everywhere, always, and by all,” in the first five centuries of the church, what would they be?

Chapter 14: Christ’s Saving Work

1. Read Kelly’s opening paragraph (p. 375). What is the impression he begins with regarding the soteriology in the patristic period? 

2. What are the three theories of the atonement Kelly says were most common in the early church? How do these relate to on another (pp. 375–377)?

3. According to Kelly, what are the two aspects of Athanasius’s soteriology (pp. 377–380)?

4. Explain the three themes in Gregory of Nyssa’s view of Christ’s work that are often regarded as three separate theories (pp. 381–383).

5. How does Gregory of Nazianzus put to rest the ransom to Satan theory (pp. 383–384)? How was the view modified? Why didn’t it simply die?

6. What was the “main stream” of Greek soteriology in the fourth century (pp. 384–386)? Who are some of its representatives? 

7. How does the Western soteriology compare with that of the East (pp. 386–390)?

8. Why does Kelly argue that Augustine “sum(s) up the theological insights of the West,” with regard to soteriology? What “theories” of atonement are evident in Augustine’s theology? What are the central ideas (pp. 390–395)?

9. How does Kelly characterize the Eastern view of soteriology in the fifth century vis-à-vis Augustine and the West (pp. 395–399)?

10. In light of Kelly’s treatment of Christ’s saving work in the patristic period, evaluate the common claim that the “Christus Victor” model of the atonement is the classic theory until Anselm’s “satisfaction” model and the Protestant’s “penal substitution” model. Given that Kelly wrote several decades after Aulen’s Christus Victor and even cites it in his bibliography, should we view his comments as a correction of Aulen’s claims about patristic atonement theories? 

Chapter 15: Christ’s Mystical Body

1. What are the major themes in Eastern ecclesiology in the fourth to fifth centuries (pp. 401–406)? 

2. What was the East’s general attitude toward Rome and the papacy at this time (pp. 406–408)?

3. Is Optatus’s theory of catholic unity as centered on the papacy defensible in light of a genuinely catholic consensus between East and West (pp. 409–412)? Does this view in the fourth century pass the test of “everywhere, always, and by all”? 

4. If holiness can be understood as a “corpus permixtum” (p. 413)—a mixture of sinners, saints, and sinning saints—anticipating perfect holiness in the eschaton, why was there no such allowance for a “unum imperfectum”—a reality of both imperfect unity amidst diversity and division—anticipating perfect unity in the eschaton?

5. Apply Cyprian’s and Augustine’s strict rules of unity versus schism to the Great Schism of A.D. 1054 between East and West. In that case, the Western church alone, under the Pope, claimed to be the one true church contrary to the bishops of the East (pp. 412–415).

6. How does Augustine’s ecclesiology anticipate the ecclesiology of many Reformers (pp. 415–416)? How does Augustine’s distinction between the visible and invisible church differ from that teaching as it typically appears in modern Protestant theology?

7. Trace the development of Roman primacy and papal authority in the fourth to fifth centuries (pp. 417–421). 
Chapter 16: The Later Doctrine of the Sacraments

1. According to Kelly, what was the “universal . . . assumption” regarding the sacraments in the fourth to fifth centuries (p. 422)?

2. What are the main tensions in sacramental theology in the fourth to fifth centuries (pp. 422–428)? How do these differ from the second to third centuries?

3. According to Cyril of Jerusalem, what are the effects of baptism (pp. 428–429)? How do these distinct benefits of baptism affect the explanation of infant baptism (p. 430)?

4. In Kelly’s thinking, what are the “old” and “new” views of the manner by which the Christians receive the Holy Spirit (pp. 430–436)?

5. BONUS: Given the “considerable confusion” (p. 435) and obvious development (change?) in the practice and meaning of baptism and chrism/confirmation, do you believe these are legitimate or illegitimate developments? Defend your position. 

6. What was the need (doctrinally and practically) for developing a system of penance? How did the church’s doctrine of baptism affect this development (pp. 436–440)? Why do Protestant theologies not require such a system?

7. Describe the diversity and trace the development of views on the nature of the eucharist from the third to fifth centuries (pp. 440–449). Using today’s categories (albeit anachronistically!) of eucharistic views, how would you describe patristic theology of the eucharist? 

8. How is Augustine’s eucharistic theology, especially as summed up on page 449, different from non-Zwinglian Protestant views (pp. 447–449)?

9. What did the Fathers believe was communicated to recipients of the eucharist (pp. 449–450)?

10. Describe the diverse views of the sacrificial nature of the eucharist in the fourth to fifth centuries. How does Augustine’s view stand out (pp. 449–455)?

Part IV: Epilogue
Chapter 17: The Christian Hope

1. According to Kelly, what is the twofold emphasis in eschatology in the early church (p. 459)?

2. In Kelly’s synthesis, what are the four chief events of eschatological expectation in the second century (pp. 462–464)?

3. Considering that Jews and Christians held to the resurrection of both the righteous and the wicked (Dan 12:2; Matt 25:46; John 5:29; Acts 24:15), is there another explanation for why the Didache limits the resurrection at Christ’s return to the righteous only (p. 463)? 

4. Name and date those early Fathers who held to a literal 1000-year kingdom on earth after the return of Christ (pp. 462–469).

5. Compare the premillennial and amillennial concepts of the intermediate state—how did they function, what was the end (pp. 468–473). 

6. Many claim that premillennialism is a primitive minority doctrine birthed by the influence of Judaism and early “Jewish Christian” expectations (i.e., relics of Judaism that took some time to overcome). Nevertheless, Adolf von Harnack, hardly a fan of premillennial eschatology, write: 

Just as little may we designate Jewish Christian the mighty and realistic hopes of the future which were gradually repressed in the second and third centuries. They may be described as Jewish, or as Christian; but the designation Jewish Christian must be rejected; for it gives a wrong impression as to the historic right of these hopes in Christianity. The eschatological ideas of Papias were not Jewish Christian, but Christian; while, on the other hand, the eschatological speculations of Origen were not Gentile Christian, but essentially Greek.
 

What is Harnack claiming? Does the testimony of the early church substantiate this?

7. Compare the implications of millennialism to soteriology, the destiny of the departed, and the resurrection of the dead. Especially compare premillennial and amillennial concepts of the intermediate state (pp. 468–473).

8. How does Origen’s eschatology stand out as both a radical novelty in the earliest patristic period as well as the forerunner of later patristic eschatological expectation (pp. 469–474)?

9. Describe the “mature” doctrine of the resurrection body in later patristic thought (pp. 474–479).

10. Describe the decline and virtual demise of premillennialism in the fourth to fifth centuries. How and why did it fall from its once popular and favored position in the second century (pp. 479–480)? 

11. What is the most common view of eternal judgment (hell) in the patristic period (pp. 480–485)? What are the tensions, especially between official catholic teaching and a typical or “folk” theology? 

12. With regard to eschatology, what are the clear points of consensus for which the church spoke with clarity? What were clear points of diversity and development (pp. 459–489)? How does this historical situation compare to the situation in Christianity today? 

Chapter 18: Mary and the Saints

1. How do the early fathers defend the veneration and intercession of the saints (pp. 490–491)? What eschatological assumptions are necessary to allow for the whole cult of the saints (e.g., millennial views, destiny of the departed, glorification and deification of the martyrs, etc.)?

2. What were the influences and motivations for the slow but steady exaltation of Mary in Christian devotion (pp. 491–494)?

3. What developments in the fourth to fifth century eventually ushered in an irreversible cult of Mary devotion (pp. 494–499)?

Final Questions

1. In light of the actual historical facts of continuity and discontinuity, unity and diversity, conflict and consensus, how can we formulate a theology of doctrinal development?

2. What doctrines, allowing for refinement in their explication and articulation, can we discern throughout the patristic period?

3. Which doctrines developed (changed?) the most over the first five centuries?

4. Where do you discern deviations (illegitimate developments) that either reverse earliest Christian teaching or select one among a diversity of previously legitimate views and exclude others.

5. For which area of doctrine were you most surprised at its unity and continuity? For which were you most surprised at the diversity and discontinuity?

� Does anybody besides me find it exceedingly ironic that the only two decisively orthodox Trinitarians (by later Nicene standards) were schismatic, proto-Protestant, premillennialists? 


� T. E. Pollard, “The Exegesis of Scripture and the Arian Controversy,” Bulletin of the John Rylands Library 41 (1959): 417. 


� Adolf Harnack, History of Dogma (1894), 1.288.





